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1. Preface 
 
Neighbourhood management is a process which enables local communities to work with providers 
of neighbourhood services to meet local needs and expectations more effectively and in a way 
which secures and develops local accountability. 
 
1.1 This review has highlighted many strengths in the development and delivery of 
neighbourhood management in Leicestershire.  A broad commitment to the principles of 
neighbourhood management from virtually all partners, the production of action plans, 
communities becoming engaged and effective systems for sharing information are all positive 
signs that can be built upon.  For everyone, locally focused working makes sense and is seen 
as the way forward for service provision, resident engagement and the most effective and 
efficient use of resources.            
 
1.2 What has been particularly impressive is the extent to which a strategic approach 
covering all the districts in one go and requiring the development of systems, structures, 
resources and programmes in 19 priority neighbourhoods has already resulted in activity 
and practical action in the majority of them along with the vision of Leicestershire Together 
in promoting a comprehensive, strategic, county-wide approach.  This has primarily resulted 
from the commitment and efforts of the district councils and their partners.  And, in those 
districts where neighbourhood management has yet to take off, there is clear evidence of a 
commitment to the place based approach which neighbourhood management embodies and 
every indication that they also will be successful parts of the programme.   
 
1.3 There is also, however, evidence of piecemeal and disjointed approaches to 
neighbourhood management, which are policy and resource led rather than needs led.  
Areas of weakness include gaps in governance arrangements, patchy links across and 
between the varying structural elements involved, a rudimentary approach to engagement in 
some areas, a broad lack of built in accountability and the absence of systems for monitoring 
evaluation and performance management.  While it is accepted that it takes several years 
for neighbourhood management to become embedded and effect change, it is in the early 
days that the systems necessary to produce results need to be established.  
 
1.4       It is in the nature of reviews, where the objective is to identify measures for 
improvement that the problems and gaps are highlighted and this one is no different.  
However, it is important to make clear that this should not detract from the significant and 
impressive progress made by many of the district local strategic partnerships (LSPs) in 
delivering neighbourhood management within existing resources, in most cases from 
scratch, within an ever more demanding regulatory and inspection-driven climate and with 
growing expectations on the part of their communities.           

 
2.  Introduction  
 

2.1 Social Regeneration Consultants (SRC) was commissioned by Leicestershire 
Together to carry out an independent review of neighbourhood management arrangements 
across the County. 
 
2.2 Overall the study involved a fundamental review covering the 19 neighbourhoods 
involved and a detailed analysis of what is working, what isn’t, what might be considered 
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best practice and could provide a model for other communities, how this relates to national 
best practice and how improvements can be made in future. 
 
2.3 In summary, the study focused on the following key areas (the full methodology can 
be found in the appendices): 
 

• Establishing a baseline in terms of the rationale and background to the study. This 
included a review of key documents 

 

• Carrying out a good practice review  
 

• Reviewing current arrangements across all seven districts and 19 
neighbourhoods by way of staff and stakeholder interviews, an e-survey, beneficiary 
sessions and a stakeholder workshop; this formed the heart of the study and 
covered how its been going, key issues arising and future improvements 

 

• Carrying out a SWOT analysis covering social, technical, economic and political 
issues 

 

• Developing an action plan covering potential structural, organisational and 
management changes/improvements, including a business case for neighbourhood 
management 

 

• Reporting and presenting findings in an easily accessible format 
 
2.4 Detailed feedback from the document review, beneficiary sessions, stakeholder 
workshop and e-survey, along with the SWOT analysis, can be found in the appendices. 
 
2.5 A Steering Group was set up to manage the work on behalf of Leicestershire 
Together and the consultants reported to this group via regular meetings, fortnightly         
e-mailed summary progress reports and regular informal contact. 
 
2.6 Around100 people contributed to the study in total including the nine residents, two 
councillors and an officer who attended the beneficiary sessions. 

 
3. Background and Context  
 
The national situation 
 
3.1 Since its launch in 2001, neighbourhood management has become the key tool for 
improving and sustaining deprived communities and there are now more than 500 
neighbourhood management initiatives working in a wide range of areas. 
 
3.2 It is now one of the main ways in which local and other public authorities are 
improving their communities, whilst also meeting wider government objectives.  It provides 
a practical framework for the delivery of key current government policies, including the 
duty to provide community leadership (the role of councillors), the duty to involve local 
people (the role of residents and other stakeholders), and the duty to improve services (the 
role of service providers). 
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3.3 As a result, neighbourhood management is being further developed to fit an 
increasingly diverse range of neighbourhood circumstances.  Whilst it started almost 
exclusively as a reaction to deprivation, it is now being applied as a preventative measure in 
neighbourhoods which are more fragile than those around them, as a way of working in 
neighbourhoods which are successful but where residents want more influence, and as a 
tool for local and other public authorities which want to change their relationships with 
communities (from central and paternalistic to local and shared). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.4 Neighbourhood management, however, is not the answer to everything.  Successful 
neighbourhoods need a well maintained physical environment, a buoyant local economy, a 
robust social infrastructure and an active, cohesive and engaged community.  
Neighbourhood management works best when it is supported by, and supports, 
complementary policies and programmes which together provide a comprehensive 
approach to neighbourhood sustainability.       
 
Local context  
 
3.5 In Leicestershire, neighbourhood management is primarily about tackling 
deprivation in neighbourhoods which experience “deep-seated, longstanding 
‘underperformance’ across a range of factors”.  This amounts to 19 priority neighbourhoods 
(PNs) across the county which are benefiting from new delivery arrangements to address 
problems covering the seven Local Area Agreement (LAA) themes through neighbourhood 
management.  
 
3.6 The 19 priority neighbourhoods were identified using Indices of Deprivation, a 
Poverty and Social Exclusion Index and views/ intelligence from District Local Strategic 
Partnerships (DLSPs).  These have recently been reconfirmed and form the basis of a 
priority outcome (1.2) in the 2008 Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) for ‘improved 
quality of life for people living in the most disadvantaged neighbourhoods (at a faster rate 
than the county generally)’ through neighbourhood management and related policies and 

The main benefits of neighbourhood management 
 

• Improving local service delivery 

• Responding to changing social expectations to customise and 
personalise services  

• Encouraging and underpinning active and engaged communities 

• Increasing community capacity (strength)   

• Strengthening the local democratic process 

• Delivering local authority and service providers priorities 

• Promoting joined-up working between service providers, partners 
and communities 

• Changing institutional cultures 

• Reducing levels of deprivation and improving physical conditions in 
neighbourhoods  

• Managing neighbourhood change, growth and decline 

• Making things happen 
 
 ‘Successful Neighbourhoods – a Good Practice Guide’ – Pete Duncan & Sally Thomas, CIH 2007 
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programmes.  Further, the place-based priorities in the SCS all relate closely to 
neighbourhood management.     
 
3.7 To inform the development of neighbourhood management, partners engaged 
consultants (iMPOWER) to advise on appropriate models. Their report1 recommended 
several model options, the core components of which were neighbourhood action teams, 
neighbourhood forums and neighbourhood managers.   
 
3.8 It was agreed that arrangements for establishing and managing neighbourhoods 
would be the responsibility of DLSPs.  Whilst considerable progress has been made, it has 
been variable across the county.  
 
3.9 A shared commitment to and understanding of neighbourhood management is 
critical as a starting point from which it can be developed and implemented.  Consultation 
as part of this review revealed that the concept and broad principles are widely supported 
across the county.  A range of views emerged about what it is, although there was a broad 
consensus on five key elements: 
 

• Focusing services on a geographically defined, more deprived neighbourhood 

• Understanding the needs of that place 

• Consulting / engaging local communities 
• Developing a local partnership / joint working 

• Improved co-ordination of services and actions 
 
3.10 This mirrors some, although by no means all, of the seven essential elements of 
neighbourhood management that have emerged through national practice and are now 
widely accepted as the baseline. These are: 
 

• A clearly defined neighbourhood 

• Resident involvement 

• A dynamic neighbourhood manager, with clout 

• A local partnership and an anchor organisation to provide strategic direction 

• Understanding, support and commitment from the local authority and LSP 

• Quality information   

• Commitment from service providers and mechanisms for engagement between 
residents and providers  

 
3.11 When asked, there was general agreement amongst stakeholders and partners that 
all seven are important in delivering neighbourhood management in Leicestershire.   
 
Good practice  
 
3.12 There is now a significant amount of good practice on neighbourhood management.  
Much of it is published and can be found in the annual evaluation reports on the original 
government Neighbourhood Management Pathfinder programme, via the national 
Neighbourhood Management Network, reports and guidance from Communities and Local 
Government and a variety of research and other publications. 
 

                                            
1 http://www.leicestershiretogether.org/neighbourhood_management.pdf   
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3.13 Of the 36 two-tier local authority areas, sixteen have Neighbourhood Management 
Pathfinder programmes and there are others which are outside this programme.  However, 
a review to identify good practice relevant to Leicestershire, found that the majority of 
these were single initiatives in the most deprived neighbourhood in the county sponsored 
by an individual district or borough.  Whilst a number are seeing neighbourhood 
management extended to other neighbourhoods, there were no examples which reflect the 
comprehensive and strategic approach taken in Leicestershire.   
 
3.14 This reflects significant innovation and risk on the part of all those involved in the 
programme.  The delivery of the programme has necessitated a high standard of partnership 
working across a broad range of stakeholders, a widespread commitment to doing things 
differently and better and active engagement with residents and other local stakeholders to 
start to shift the balance of power onto a more equal footing and change institutional 
cultures. Structures, governance arrangements and related mechanisms are now up and 
running in most districts and nearly all are now delivering change.  And the fact that this is 
happening without additional / special funding is impressive.     
 
3.15 Early examples of the impact of neighbourhood management on specific service 
areas include higher school attendance and a fall in criminal damage / crime rates recorded 
in two districts.  More generally, there were reports of better inter-agency working and 
information exchange, the beginnings of a culture change within councils, more opportunity 
to attract external funding and some success in getting communities engaged.       
 
3.16 Two examples of good practice in other two-tier areas which could provide some 
useful learning were identified in the districts of Allerdale and Copeland, which together 
form West Cumbria in the county of Cumbria, and the Wyre Forest district of 
Worcestershire.   
 
3.17 Both approaches have been in place for some years and provide useful learning, in 
particular about funding, relationships between local level and LAAs, services working 
together to achieve change on the ground, community engagement and working with 
families as well as communities.  Further detail, along with a number of case studies can be 
found in the appendices.                       
     

4. Review of current arrangements (District pen portraits) 
 
Introduction 
 
4.1 All seven districts are pursuing forms of neighbourhood management, which vary, 
sometimes significantly, in each.  For some, the process has barely started whilst for some it 
is becoming embedded in mainstream practice and considered to be here to stay.  Others 
are somewhere in between, committed to neighbourhood working and in the early stages 
of developing the necessary arrangements. 
 
4.2 The following pen portraits reflect progress in each district.  Abbreviations have 
been used for reasons of brevity.  These are explained at the back of the report.        
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Blaby 
 
Background and context 
 
4.3 Blaby is a largely rural district with a population of around 92,000 living in a 
number of small towns and villages including Blaby itself and Braunstone Town.    
 
4.4 There is only one priority neighbourhood in Blaby, located in the large village of 
Enderby, which suffers from relatively high deprivation in income, education, skills and 
training, employment and health. Enderby is not perceived by some stakeholders within the 
district as being deprived and the size and shape of the priority neighbourhood has been 
somewhat difficult for people to understand or engage with.  Some stakeholders questioned 
Enderby being a priority neighbourhood over other areas such as Braunstone.   
 
4.5 There is a strong commitment to neighbourhood management in Enderby and 
responsibility has been accommodated into part of a new post following the recent 
restructuring of the district council.  The new post holder will be the focus of a 
neighbourhood management team which will go on to develop an action plan to held 
address the key community issues in the priority neighbourhood.  Partners are committed 
to involvement, including the Police, PCT, the library service, the community and voluntary 
sector and the RCC. Engaging the community will be a key part of the approach. 
 
4.6 There has been no specific engagement with residents to date in relation to 
neighbourhood management in Enderby although, again, it is anticipated that this will take 
place as a result of the restart.  There have been some ‘community roadshows’ in relation 
to community safety and these were felt to be successful.  A Parish Plan is being produced 
for Enderby village with the RCC’s help and this will need to be taken into account when 
producing an action plan for the priority neighbourhood. 
 
4.7 No major issues have been identified in Enderby outside of those suggested by the 
neighbourhood profile, namely income and health deprivation relating to the relatively high 
numbers of older residents. The Enderby Parish Plan suggests that the main issues in the 
area relate to traffic and parking, air and noise pollution, worries about waste disposal 
facilities being located in the area and the need for better facilities for children and young 
people.  Isolation would appear to be an issue, although this is an effect of geography and is 
not specific to any one neighbourhood.  There were felt to be some good examples of 
neighbourhood policing within the district, notably in Glenfield, where the neighbourhood 
police team is co-located with the parish council.  
 
Summary of stakeholder views 
 
4.8 Discussions were carried out with staff, partners and other stakeholders. The 
following is a summary of key findings from those discussions: 
 

• Stakeholders generally were unclear about why Enderby had been chosen as a 
priority neighbourhood rather than Braunstone Town 

• The County’s voluntary sector review creates a great deal of insecurity for the 
sector, affecting their capacity to engage with neighbourhood management   



Leicestershire Together Review of Neighbourhood Management - Final Report 

Social Regeneration Consultants, September 2008 10 

• There was a feeling that more guidance was required on what neighbourhood 
management is and how it should be approached by partners, perhaps as part of a 
formal ‘relaunch’  

• The process to date was felt to be ‘top down’ and more relevant to urban areas 

• There was a view that the nature of the district would lend itself to ‘a people rather 
than a place-based approach’  

 
Charnwood 
 
Background and context 
 
4.9 The neighbourhood management system in Charnwood was set up by the DLSP 
(Charnwood Together) as part of the Community Strategy to deal with neighbourhood 
focused activity. A sub-group of the DLSP co-ordinates partner input which is chaired by 
the chair of the DLSP and supported by the Community Strategy Support Team of three 
people. 
 
4.10     There are four priority neighbourhoods in Charnwood - Loughborough East, 
Loughborough West, Mountsorrel and Charnwood South. Loughborough East is an urban 
area on the edge of the town characterised by high levels of deprivation and a relatively 
large BME population. Loughborough West has significant student and BME populations. 
Relatively high deprivation relates to education, skills and training and income in households 
affecting children. Mountsorrel experiences moderate levels of deprivation, the most 
prominent relating to income, education, employment and health. Charnwood South 
incorporates the two separate communities of Thurmaston and Syston. Thurmaston has 
moderate levels of deprivation overall, the most prominent being income affecting older 
people, education, skills and training. Syston has a relatively large population of older people 
but in general does not suffer from high levels of deprivation.  
 
4.11 The East and West Loughborough neighbourhoods are covered by a single NAT. 
Another covers Mountsorrel, Syston and Thurmaston and a further one is being developed 
for South Charnwood.  In Loughborough, the neighbourhood forums have been merged 
with the Area (Community) Forums.  The majority of stakeholders feel that the Area 
Forums are too big, both geographically and in membership, to deliver community 
engagement. Ward walks and Partnership Action events have contributed to more localised 
community engagement to target specific neighbourhood issues and opportunities and there 
are plans to engage individual resident associations. 
    
4.12 The key partners include the district council departments, including housing, the 
county council, including education and libraries, the police, the PCT and Voluntary Action 
Charnwood. Social services has been hard to engage. It is suggested that Job Centre Plus 
should be involved as worklessness is a key issue. 
 
4.13 Neighbourhood management is delivered by a Communities and Partnerships 
Team, with Community Strategy Support Officers covering two priority neighbourhoods 
each, one East Loughborough and Mountsorrel and the other West Loughborough and 
South Charnwood.   
 
4.14 Discussions have indicated that the key issues being targeted by neighbourhood 
management in Charnwood include prioritising the Bell Foundry SOA in East  
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Loughborough, housing and environmental issues on isolated estates in Loughborough, 
lettings policies, graffiti and anti-social behaviour, opportunities for young people, 
employment opportunities and physical problems on isolated estates. 
 
Summary of stakeholder views 
 
4.15 Key findings are: 
 

• Current leadership within the council is supportive and is re-structuring key 
departments for the delivery of neighbourhood management 

• The Community Strategy stimulates partnership working 

• There is some confusion amongst partners as to the main aims and objectives of 
neighbourhood management   

• There is a need for community development as part of an approach to engagement 
and a concern that the Area Forums do not deliver community engagement at the 
neighbourhood level  

• The low level of resources committed to neighbourhood management leads to a risk 
of raising expectations too high, beyond a level at which they can realistically be met 

• There is a risk of duplication of effort with NATs and Area Forums being set up 
alongside existing partnership arrangements 

• Neighbourhood management has delivered several successful initiatives including 
Environmental Action Weeks, a shared protocol for graffiti clean-up, addressing 
cultural issues with the Bengali community around fortnightly waste collection, ward 
walks and the ‘picture your neighbourhood’ project 
 

Harborough 
 
Background and context   
 
4.16 Harborough is a primarily rural district council with a total population of 79,130 in 
30,849 households. The geographical area is extensive and includes 92 parishes. Overall 
levels of deprivation are low but the district experiences more severe levels of deprivation 
in the barriers to housing and services domain. A single priority neighbourhood has been 
defined which primarily covers Welland ward in Market Harborough, which comprises two 
SOAs. Since 2004, when the last indices were calculated, both SOAs have become relatively 
more deprived, faring particularly badly in the education, skills and training domain. The  
priority neighbourhood has a relatively high proportion of ex-council owned properties 
(now transferred to Seven Locks Housing) as well as older residents. 
 
4.17 As yet, formal arrangements for neighbourhood management in Harborough have 
not been established. However, three multi-agency partnerships, known as Improvement 
Partnerships, do exist, albeit with a wider regeneration and improvement remit. These 
cover the three areas of Market Harborough, Lutterworth and Broughton Astley.  Each 
Partnership has dedicated staff.  
 
4.18 The key partners in the Improvement Partnerships, and potentially for 
neighbourhood management, include the district council departments, the county council, 
the police, the PCT, the Community and Voluntary Sector, the private sector/local business, 
the parish councils, the Learning and Skills Council and local residents.  Those partners who 
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have not become fully engaged in the process include Social Services and health at a more 
strategic level. 
 
4.19 Residents are consulted as part of the Improvement Partnership process, an 
example being the ‘Hands on Harborough’ consultation event.  There are as yet no formal 
structures for engaging residents in a neighbourhood management process    
 
4.20 Some of the issues and priorities dealt with by the Improvement Partnerships, or 
suggested by the IoD, include facilities and opportunities for young people, educational 
attainment, access to open space, shopping facilities, transport and accessibility, affordable 
housing and facilities and activities for older people.  The area is low crime one generally, 
the main local issues in this respect being speeding, parking and anti-social behaviour 
 
Summary of stakeholder views 
 
4.21 Discussions were carried out with staff, residents, partners and other 
stakeholders. The following is a summary of key findings from those discussions: 
 

• The relevant Improvement Partnership could be the basis for neighbourhood 
management; ‘buy in’ to area-based working has been very good amongst ‘very local 
service providers’ such as the police, health visitors and the community and 
voluntary sector, although not so good at a more strategic level 

• Co-ordination of services, partnership working and changing cultures is seen as the 
most important benefits of neighbourhood working 

• local politicians are generally very supportive and information exchange amongst 
partners is good 

• there is local concern about the imposition of an inappropriate ‘one size fits all’ 
approach to neighbourhood management     

• A deep rooted analysis is needed of local areas and local issues and trends to 
establish a concrete evidence base to identify where the real problems are located 
which may or may not be in the defined priority neighbourhood 

• Concern exists that neighbourhood management carries with it a stigma by inferring 
that neighbourhoods are deprived, which can label places negatively; local models 
need developing which are tailored to local issues, i.e. rural, dispersed, relative 
affluence and few opportunities for economies of scale  

• There needs to be a close tie-in between any neighbourhood management action 
plans and parish plans 

• There is a need for some quick wins to bring the community more on board and a 
need for joint engagement plans between partners 

 
Hinckley and Bosworth 
 
Background and context 
 
4.22 Neighbourhood management was formally launched in Hinckley and Bosworth 
following approval by the District LSP in 2006. Now forming part of the LSP Action Plan, 
the Neighbourhood Management and Stronger Communities project is operated as a 
partnership between the council and community and voluntary sector. 
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4.23 The district is a largely rural borough with a population of just over 100,000 
concentrated in the four main urban areas of Hinckley, Burbage, Barwell and Earl Shilton. 
The district is not one that suffers from notable deprivation overall although pockets exist, 
often at a very local, even single street, level. 
 
4.24 The nature of the priority neighbourhoods is quite complex, there being 
technically four, but each is sub-divided into a number of distinct areas covering in total six 
separate communities. To date the emphasis has been on Barwell and Earl Shilton priority 
neighbourhood, with Bagworth now coming on board. The Hinckley priority 
neighbourhood, which includes the three separate neighbourhoods of Hinckley Trinity 
West, Hinckley Westfield and Burbage St. Catherines has not yet become operational. 
 
4.25    In terms of staffing, a Neighbourhood Manager is employed by Voluntary Action 
Hinckley and Bosworth and divides his time between neighbourhood management and a 
role as Stronger Communities Manager. A local authority planning officer ‘has a significant 
role in implementing and developing the neighbourhood management project via the LSP 
implementation group.’  Part-time administrative support for the neighbourhood manager 
has recently been approved. 
 
4.26 To date three NATs have been set up to cover Barwell, East Shilton priority 
neighbourhood and Bagworth and Thornton. The chairs of the NATs include a senior local 
authority officer, a councillor and a police inspector. It is anticipated that ultimately there 
will be five or six NATs across the borough. 
 
4.27 The key partners are seen as the district council departments (in particular, 
community safety), the county council (in particular, adult education and youth services), 
the police, CVS, the PCT and the parish councils.  Those agencies that have been less 
involved or found it difficult to engage to date include social services and education.  The 
community and voluntary sector plays a particularly prominent role, with the local CVS 
employing the Neighbourhood Manager and having an overall project management function. 
Additional, longer-term future resource is seen as a key to maintaining and developing this 
function.    
 
4.28 In relation to engagement, NFs have not been established due to ‘a lack of time 
and resources’, but community consultation is ‘being piggy-backed onto the Parish Plan 
community engagement process’, currently being produced in Barwell and Bagworth and 
Thornton. It is also proposed to ‘piggy-back’ on other programmes, such as home 
insulation. There is a community house in East Shilton and it is suggested that one is also 
needed in Barwell. 
 
4.29 Discussions have indicated that the key issues that neighbourhood management is 
targeting in Hinckley and Bosworth include local environmental issues, such as graffiti, 
transport, access to services, educational attainment, community safety (including domestic 
violence), health issues and issues around young people. 
 
Summary of stakeholder views 
 
 4.30 Key findings are: 
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• The involvement of senior managers and a councillor to chair the NATs has been 
very effective in providing a profile and status; Councillor involvement generally is 
good, although there is a need for more support for members to fully understand 
and provide a community leadership role in neighbourhood management   

• Partner commitment is good but all need to ‘raise their game’ if neighbourhood 
management is to really take off; there is concern about the capacity of agencies to 
support neighbourhood management given the number of priority neighbourhoods 

• Structurally there needs to be greater clarity between where neighbourhood 
management sits in relation to wider strategies, developments at parish level and 
where community forums fit into the picture; some sort of simple diagram might 
help to clarify things 

• Getting much greater community involvement will be one of key challenges in 
developing neighbourhood management in the short-term 

• The relationship between the District LSP and the work at neighbourhood level (the 
NATS and the Neighbourhood Manager) needs to be strengthened – the LSP to 
provide support and direction and the NATs, with the advice of the Neighbourhood 
Manager, to provide focus on the actions to be taken and evidence of outcomes 
necessary to release funding from the LAA 

• The neighbourhood boundaries appear rather arbitrary and may need rethinking to 
ensure they reflect actual rather than administrative neighbourhoods 

• A communications strategy is needed; marketing of the NATs generally is not good 
 

Melton 
 
Background and context 
 
4.31 Neighbourhood management became a formal part of the local authority’s 
approach to service delivery in 2004 following a restructure which enabled a more cross-
cutting approach to the delivery of services.  In reality, Melton had been targeting priority 
neighbourhoods for several years prior to this following recognition of the huge cost of 
failure, such as in crime.  The cost of crime in the borough has been estimated at £9m pa, 
much of it linked to the priority neighbourhoods where the majority of offenders lived or 
grew up.  One of the main aims of Melton’s approach is to use neighbourhood management 
as a tool to tackle some of the root causes of crime, influence behaviour change and 
delivery a better quality of live for all residents.    
 
4.32 Within the County structure, Melton has a single defined priority neighbourhood 
although this, in practice, relates to four separate communities, Egerton, Fairmead, Town 
Centre Flats and South Melton. Egerton has tended to be the top priority to date. The ward 
ranks among the most deprived 12% SOAs in the country in terms of crime and also has 
relatively high levels of anti-social behaviour as well as key stage educational achievement 
below district and county levels and higher rates of exclusion.  
 
4.33 Neighbourhood management is run by the multi-agency Neighbourhood 
Management Group (a NAT equivalent) which meets quarterly.  This group deals with 
issues from all four priority neighbourhoods.  The Group has two teams, one focusing on 
individuals and the other on places and each produces an action plan with resident input.   
 
4.34 The key partners have included the District Council departments, the county 
council, the police, the PCT, Connexions, Voluntary Agency Melton (VAM) and local 
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residents. It has been suggested that the police contribution and commitment to date has 
been especially positive whilst the PCT and Connexions, along with environmental services, 
have encountered the most problems in fully engaging with the process.  However, this has 
varied over the last three years, with engagement from these agencies being more or less 
depending on personalities.  The Community and Voluntary sector has played a very active 
part and is strongly supportive of the approach taken, although there are indications that it 
may need additional resources if this level of support is to be sustained. 
 
4.35 As a small authority, Melton has restructured staffing to focus on neighbourhood 
management with the creation of a dedicated Neighbourhood Manager post with 14 staff 
members covering a variety of functions including housing repairs and maintenance, 
community safety and anti-social behaviour and resident involvement.  Whilst many of these 
staff work across the borough as a whole, they prioritise the priority neighbourhoods.  
 
4.36    Engagement has tended to be through monthly sessions of residents associations 
and there are currently no NFs.  Meetings are attended by borough council staff and the 
police.  Whilst residents are not familiar with the term neighbourhood management, there 
is a strong feeling that the service providers are really listening and responding to local 
people’s concerns.  
 
4.37 Discussions have indicated that the key issues that neighbourhood management is 
targeting in Melton include opportunities and facilities for young people (the top priority for 
residents), reducing crime and anti-social behaviour (also a resident priority), improving the 
environment (including reducing waste and litter, clean streets, improving parks and open 
spaces) and providing decent homes for all. 
 
Summary of stakeholder views 
 
4.38 Key findings are: 
 

• Neighbourhood management is seen as embedded in some mainstream services  

• There is felt to be a need, however, to review structures at a strategic / LSP level to 
reduce complexity and duplication (particularly of meetings) 

• A number of examples of good practice were suggested, including the Action Plans, 
the Melton Learning Hub, a measurable impact on major issues such as rates of 
criminal damage and school exclusions and the improvements to the quality of life 
of residents in Egerton and Fairmead through a number of initiatives such as a debt 
management project, youth activities and area clean ups 

• On the whole, boundary alignment and information exchange are felt to work well 

• One criticism of the NAT is that it is too council dominated as compared to 
representation from other partners and residents 

• Because of the emphasis on the priority neighbourhoods, some concern has been 
expressed that other parts of Melton could get neglected, storing up problems for 
the future 
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North West Leicestershire 
 
Background and context 

4.39 Neighbourhood management was formally launched in North West Leicestershire 
(NWL) following approval by the DLSP in early 2006.  The Council’s new Neighbourhoods 
and Community Service was also established at that time to progress the work, alongside 
other statutory requirements.   

4.40 There are seven priority neighbourhoods in NWL – Ashby, Castle Donington, 
Coalville, Greenhill, Ibstock, Measham and Moira. Each priority neighbourhood has its own 
characteristics and there is great variation in terms of size, deprivation levels and the range 
of local issues. Coalville, in particular, is recognised as being in need of review as it is made 
up of several distinct neighbourhoods. 

4.41 Each priority neighbourhood has a NAT, three are co-ordinated by the 
Neighbourhood Manager, three by NWL CVS and one by Ibstock Community Enterprises 
(ICE). Each priority neighbourhood also has a NF, six co-ordinated by the Neighbourhood 
Manager and the Ibstock one by ICE. The aim in relation to the structure is that there 
should be approximately two NFs per annum with a NAT two weeks before and after. In 
reality, four of the NFs are operational although each varies as to the regularity of meetings 
and approach; for example, one meets regularly as a general meeting, one has happened 
once as a community event.  This is still considered to be the pilot stage of NFs.  A NAT 
website has been set up which enables all relevant agencies and partners to see what has 
been going on and to update partners on relevant local projects.  To date one Action Plan 
has been produced, in April 2008, although it is planned to produce one for all seven NAT 
areas eventually. 
 
4.42 The key partners are the district council departments, led by neighbourhoods and 
community services and including environmental services, leisure and housing, county 
council departments, especially youth services, highways and libraries, the police, the PCT, 
Connexions, CVS, Positive Futures and RSLs.  The PCT have found it hardest to engage 
with the process to date while social services has yet to engage in a significant way. There is 
little evidence to date of a major input from the parish and town councils despite this being 
an explicit aim of the DLSP.  However, it is felt that the action planning process is starting 
to show improved services engagement. 
 
4.43 The Community and Voluntary sector play a prominent role, with the CVS co-
ordinating three of the NATs and ICE one. Although very supportive of neighbourhood 
management there is an indication that it is stretching resources and it may be difficult to 
maintain it at this level without support. 
  
4.44 In terms of staffing, there is a dedicated Neighbourhood Manager plus a 
community development worker employed by the local authority. They are complemented 
by two staff from the community and voluntary sector. 
 
4.45 In respect of engagement, each priority neighbourhood is intended to have a NF.  
Those that have taken place so far are generally run as an open, informal, public meeting 
with no set agenda. In Ibstock there has been one consultation event run as a ‘drop-in’ with 
an exhibition. Attendance in general has been good; 170 people in total have attended the 
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four NFs organised by the Neighbourhood Manager to date. There has been little targeting 
of ‘rarely heard groups’ as yet. 
 
4.46 In relation to neighbourhood management priorities, the emphasis to date has 
been on four of the seven LAA themes, namely Children and Young People, Cleaner and 
Greener, Healthier Communities and Safer Communities. Discussions have indicated that 
the key issues that neighbourhood management is targeting in NWL within those themes 
includes opportunities and facilities for young people (this is residents’ top priority), 
reducing crime and anti-social behaviour (also a resident priority) improving the 
environment, including reducing waste and litter, clean streets, reducing dog fouling, 
improving health and improving public transport. 
 
Summary of stakeholder views 
 
4.47 Key findings are: 
 

• Information sharing has been a strength and should be further developed to ensure 
it is effective across all partners    

• There is a need to improve publicity in relation to neighbourhood management  

• Getting the hard to reach engaged, including young people and the Polish 
community, will be a challenge but is important 

• Accountability is an issue especially in relation to the voluntary sector’s role as a 
NAT co-ordinator 

• There is a suggestion that Coalville Neighbourhood Forum has ‘lost its way’  
• A number of achievements or examples of good practice have been suggested such 

as the Greenhill Action plan, the consultation event at Ibstock, the Coalville Arts 
project, a gardening project and the NAT website 

 
Oadby and Wigston 
 
Background and context 
 
4.48 Oadby and Wigston is one of the smallest local authorities in the country with a 
population of just 55,000. The development of neighbourhood management here is 
relatively recent and the District Council has now appointed a dedicated officer. Previously, 
neighbourhood management was led by Voluntary Action Oadby and Wigston and the 
possibility of a voluntary sector-led contract to deliver neighbourhood management had 
been considered. Neighbourhood management is seen as a key vehicle for delivering LAA 
targets and is expected to become a much higher priority in future. 
 
4.49 There is currently a single priority neighbourhood which in practice is separated 
into two distinctive neighbourhoods, Wigston and South Wigston. There have been 
suggestions that there could be a new priority neighbourhood established in Oadby which, 
while less deprived, does have issues relating to isolation and has a large BME community.  
Wigston is characterised by an older population with pockets of deprivation relating to 
employment, health and crime, with employment being the most prominent. South Wigston 
has a relatively young population with pockets of deprivation relating to education, 
employment, health and the environment.  
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4.50 As yet, NATs and NFs have not been established but there is a recognition that 
they need to be set up as soon as possible.  The police are working with the council to 
develop cooperation between a new NAT and the Joint Action Group (JAG). The key 
partners have been suggested as the district council departments, the county council 
(especially social services), the police, the PCT, Connexions (although they have not been 
particularly engaged to date) and the Community and Voluntary sector. Other partners 
who could be involved but have been less engaged so far include education, youth services 
and the private sector (although Asda and Sainsbury’s are involved with the JAGs)   
 
4.51 Neighbourhood Forums were previously set up by councillors (prior to the 
advent of neighbourhood management) and in the short-term these are being used to 
engage residents. There is a need to clarify links between these and the CFs. 
 
4.52 Discussions have indicated that the key issues neighbourhood management is, or 
will be, targeting includes jobs and training, anti-social behaviour, graffiti removal, parenting 
and housing support. 
 
Summary of stakeholder views 
 
4.53 Key findings are: 
 

• Neighbourhood management experienced something of a false start in the district 
with the initial lead being taken by the voluntary sector, followed by a switch to a 
council-led model; this transition is still taking place  

• There is some political sensitivity around the perception that the concept of 
neighbourhood management has been imposed by the county 

• Some quick wins are needed to help engage the community 

• Concerns exist that the scale and nature of Oadby and Wigston make it very difficult 
to attract resources for initiatives such as neighbourhood management  

• Additional support and mentoring is required for neighbourhood management staff 

• There is a need to learn the good practice lessons from around the county and apply 
them locally 

• There are concerns that the intervention areas may not reflect the real need in the 
district 

 
5. Summary of key findings    
 
Introduction 
 
5.1 This section addresses those general issues which are relevant across all districts and 
the county as a whole in the organisation and delivery of neighbourhood management.  The 
responses are grouped under a number of headings, reflecting the main issues covered and 
the views of the majority of those involved about each issue.            
 
Engagement 
 
5.2 There is broad agreement that the engagement of residents is a vital component of 
neighbourhood management yet most authorities admit that they are struggling to really 
come to terms with it. Little evidence exists of a strategic and co-ordinated approach across 
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departments and partnerships with no evidence of any linking in to a specific county or 
district council community engagement strategy. In general, the engagement approach tends 
to revolve around consultation rather than involvement or empowerment. Specific difficulties 
identified include: 

 

• a lack of skills or dedicated resources to ensure effective engagement  

• uncertainties about the target / focus of engagement 

• concerns that only ‘the usual suspects’ are being engaged 

• limited knowledge about and understanding of the range of methodologies, 
approaches and techniques available  

 
5.3 In the absence of a strategic approach at any level, a range of methods and 
techniques have been adopted although these are recognised as being limited, 
uncoordinated and traditional. They have included: 

 

• Neighbourhood Forums run as informal public meetings, as drop-ins and in 
parallel with Community Forums 

• Joint Action Groups run by police and focusing upon community safety 

• Attendance of neighbourhood management staff at local tenants and residents 
associations 

• Door-to-door surveys and community ‘walkabouts’ 

• Theme-based Action days (such as on the environment or health) and specific 
activities involving residents, such as litter picks 

 
5.4 Attendance at meetings is variable, although some Forum meetings seem to be well 
attended, with up to 60 people recorded. In relation to the county-wide Community / Area 
Forum approach, there is a degree of confusion about their purpose and how they should 
best relate to the priority neighbourhoods and neighbourhood management programmes. 

 
5.5 Little evidence exists that ‘rarely heard’ (or ‘hard to reach’) groups are being 
engaged. It has been suggested that there are insufficient community development / 
outreach staff to ensure this engagement takes place. It is accepted that new techniques are 
needed to reach target groups such as young people, migrant workers and the elderly. 
 
5.6 Similarly, there have been few attempts to constructively ‘build capacity’ within 
communities, although this is widely accepted as a key component. 
 
Communication and publicity 
 
5.7 There is a widespread feeling that general communication and publicity is in need of 
significant improvement. At present, the majority of residents and local stakeholders appear 
to have little or no awareness of the term neighbourhood management and feedback to 
them on actions and projects is limited. It has also been suggested that communication 
between partners could be improved.  There is a view that developing a specific 
communication and publicity strategy aimed at ‘getting the message across’ and establishing 
the neighbourhood management ‘brand’ to the public, partners and stakeholders is a high 
priority.   
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Resources and support  
 
5.8 The majority of stakeholders felt that more dedicated resources are needed. In 
particular, the employment of a Neighbourhood Manager in each district, ideally of high 
status, along with the development of a programme of staff training, mentoring and support, 
is a high priority. It is suggested that there are particular problems attracting funding in less 
or more marginally deprived areas. Resources generally need to reflect the fact that these 
are priority areas and need priority budgets. 
 
5.9 Many voluntary organisations have identified resources in terms of time, staff 
and money as a ‘continual struggle’.  For these organisations it is suggested that there needs 
to be more information about funding opportunities as well as thought given to third sector 
commissioning initiatives which can usefully outsource current local authority and public 
sector work to better placed agencies and, at the same time, provide the realistic resources 
necessary for such agencies to take on the work. 
   
5.10 In some districts it has been suggested that the small size, rural nature or less 
deprived status all make it difficult to lever in additional funding. 
 
5.11 In some areas it has been difficult to maintain the momentum of neighbourhood 
management, with many key organisations finding it a struggle to back up ideas and plans 
with staff on the ground who have the right development skills. 
 
5.12 Ideas for increasing resources included: 

 

• Local authorities providing small amounts of money for pump priming 

• Organisations decommissioning mainstream programmes / budget lines in favour 
of commissioning new neighbourhood management-related ones 

• Using the community and voluntary sector in applying for grants 

• Developing a directory of funding / grant sources 
• Developing programmes to increase volunteering 

 
5.13 Overall, resourcing levels for neighbourhood management at every level, from 
strategic / county wide, to district wide to individual priority neighbourhood, is clearly a 
fundamental issue. It is beyond the scope of this study to suggest the detail of the resources 
required other than to make it clear that to prioritise neighbourhood management and to 
implement some or all of the wide range of potential actions stemming from this study will 
almost certainly require additional resources.   
 
Linkages and relationships 
 
5.14 Some concern exists about an approach being ‘imposed from County Hall’, along 
with confusion about structures, how different elements fit together and the overall 
objectives of neighbourhood management.  In particular, doubts have been raised about the 
links between the theme-based forums at county level and the neighbourhood management 
agenda. At a simple level, it has been suggested that a diagram is produced to explain as 
simply as possible ‘how it all fits together’; at another, it is felt that tightening up the roles 
and remits of the main decision and policy making elements of the structure, introducing 
new ones where necessary and improving communication across the piece is required. 
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5.15 Other specific issues raised in this respect include the need for clarity about the 
relationship between neighbourhood management and the Community Forums, the 
relationship between and relative roles and responsibilities of the Community Forums, 
Neighbourhood Forums, Neighbourhood Action Teams, Joint Action Groups and other 
engagement mechanisms and what kind of linkages should be made, and how, between 
Action Plans and Parish Plans and their respective processes.  
 
5.16 The sharing of good practice, problems and solutions and general issues was 
highlighted as a priority.  While there have been occasional meetings of neighbourhood 
managers across districts, these have been fairly ad hoc.  
 
5.17 The importance of the relationship between neighbourhood management and the 
LAA was clearly appreciated although not always understood.  Current working practice is 
to assume or hope that local issues will match LAA themes and that work to address them 
will, therefore, automatically contribute to LAA targets.  This approach is partly influenced 
by a concern that neighbourhood management teams could get too ‘boxed in’ to a narrow 
set of delivery aims and targets which might inhibit a genuine bottom up approach.  
Ironically, at county level, there is a clear view that neighbourhood management is the 
major driver for identifying targets at local level, and that this is the biggest influence on 
LAA targets and the major contributor in achieving them.         
 
5.18 The issue is how to make the relationship work better in practice, with the LAA 
setting the policy framework within which need and outcomes at neighbourhood level 
influence and help achieve LAA targets.  Any local issues which are not reflected in the LAA 
should be used as a means to further refine and improve it.  This two-way process would 
emphasise neighbourhood need driving and influencing LAA targets, but also neighbourhood 
activity helping to deliver priorities at county and district levels.  It was noted that 
neighbourhood management has a direct relationship to (and thus a potential significant 
impact on) all the seven high level outcomes of the LAA.            
 
5.19 Finally, concern was expressed about the number of meetings that neighbourhood 
management has spawned, perhaps inevitably given its reliance on partnership working as a 
success factor.  While people were happy to go to relevant meetings (provided they were 
well managed and resulted in decisions), it was often difficult to work out which these were.  
Further, it was felt that there was far too much duplication between meetings in terms of 
issues covered and discussion. 
 
Information, monitoring and evaluation  
 
5.20 Information exchange is generally felt to work well though there is seen to be some 
room for improvement.  One respondent said that ‘at present, neighbourhood management 
lacks a multi-agency, organisational memory for recording community intelligence / 
information and this is crucial if resources are to be effectively deployed and allow proactive 
rather than reactive responses.’ 
 
5.21 The Neighbourhood Profiles are seen as useful but need to be more focused, 
updated and merged with the police profiles. In relation to confidentiality in using data, it 
has been suggested that there needs to be a protocol for how the Neighbourhood Action 
Teams can use such data.  
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5.22 There was no evidence of any monitoring and evaluation processes in place to track, 
record and measure the progress and results of neighbourhood management.  This is 
essential if districts are to know what progress they are making, where they are not and to 
identify priorities for action.  The outcomes of evaluation have a further role as a means of 
persuading partners to engage in the process.        
 
Leadership and accountability 
 
5.23 A question regularly raised was ‘where is accountability in all of this?’ Mostly, 
accountability was said to relate to persuasion, discussion, influence and occasionally 
‘naming and shaming’ rather than to a formal system signed up to by all partners.  It was 
indicated that whilst there is often support/involvement from the top and front line staff, 
there is a lack of involvement or even understanding from middle management in some 
districts. 
 
5.24 To date, although generally supportive, members are not particularly involved in 
neighbourhood management.  Yet it is felt to be important for politicians to be both 
supportive and play an active role if neighbourhood management is to be successful and 
they are to fulfil their community leadership roles. In relation to timescale, in many districts 
it was believed that it is taking too long to get neighbourhood management up and running.  
 
Cultural change 
       
5.25 Cultural change amongst service providers remains a key issue for the long-term 
success of neighbourhood management in Leicestershire.  This means moving from 
paternalistic, centrally controlled service delivery, where outputs are relatively easy to 
predict and measure and officers work within their ‘comfort zones’ (for the most part), to a 
more outcomes-based approach, sharing resources and power with others, including local 
communities, and taking more risks. 
 
5.26 While organisational change is always challenging, cultural change is particularly so. It 
requires people to change the way they think and act.  It does not happen overnight; it 
takes time but there should be an early shared understanding of its importance to the 
success of neighbourhood management, and initial steps taken to ensure it happens over 
time.  There is a tendency to think that an internal reorganisation of system and 
procedures, some extra money and a bit of staff training will do the trick.  It won’t.  
Neighbourhood management is an activity which requires a rigorous re-think of how 
organisations do things, what they deliver and why, and what sort of people they need to 
make it happen on the ground. 
        
5.27 In Leicestershire, this means: 
 

• Strong leadership 

• Full commitment to partnership or joined-up working at every level 

• Staff with new skills and professional approaches 
• Sharing knowledge, with clear communication up, down and across organisations 

• Accepting risk as part of change, and sometimes failing, as part of learning, adopting 
new frameworks for performance management, regulation, audit and risk 
management 

• Allowing enough time for change 
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• Procedures that join up accountability, information systems, action plans and 
outcomes effectively 

• A community and neighbourhood-based approach to all aspects of organisational 
structures, procedures and programmes 

 
5.28 For some in Leicestershire, the need for cultural change is an intrinsic part of 
neighbourhood management.  For most, however, it is not yet apparent as a fundamental 
requirement.  Greater emphasis needs to be given to the need for, elements of and 
implications of cultural change as a pre-requisite of successful neighbourhood management.       
 
Partnerships and services 
 
5.29 The most frequently mentioned partners included the Police, CVS, PCT, 
Connexions, District Council departments (Housing, Environment, Community / Leisure 
Services, Regeneration, Neighbourhood Services / ASB) and various County Council 
Departments (Adult Education / Learning, Highways, Libraries, Youth Services, Social 
Services)  However, some of these were also mentioned as being hard to engage, such 
Connexions, the PCT, Youth Services and Social Services.  Other less regular 
Neighbourhood Action Team partners include Age Concern, the Fire and Rescue Service, 
local colleges and schools, social housing providers, the Citizens Advice Bureau, Town 
Centre Managers, the RCC, schools and faith groups. 
 
5.30 Most stakeholders seem committed to the neighbourhood management approach 
but some find it harder than others to get involved. For instance, some issues, such as crime 
and anti-social behaviour, are more culturally ‘on the agenda’ than, say, personal health or 
jobs. Some partners, although this varies from area to area, are thus seen as ‘hard to 
engage’.  Those referred to include (in order of being most mentioned): 

 

• The PCT 

• Social Services 
• Youth Services 

• Connexions 

• Education  

• The County Council in general 

• Environmental Services 
 
5.31 The private sector, on the whole, has yet to be engaged. Parish Councils were 
mentioned on several occasions as having a potentially greater role with, in particular, the 
need to relate neighbourhood management Action Plans to Parish Plans if they exist. 
 
5.32 On the whole, it is felt that there is a lot of scope for increased or improved 
partnership working. It was suggested that a number of approaches need to be adopted to 
ensure all partners become more actively engaged, including getting the right type and level 
of person involved, building in accountability, ensuring tie-in between neighbourhood 
management programmes and the priorities of partners and holding ‘themed’ 
Neighbourhood Action Team meetings. 
 
5.33 Community policing is seen as especially successful in operating at a priority 
neighbourhood level. In Leicestershire, the community and voluntary sector is particularly 
well involved, which is seen as a very positive sign.  
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5.34 In relation to the Neighbourhood Action Teams, there is a broad consensus that 
‘some work better than others’ and that there may be a need to review them to see what 
lessons can be learned. Involvement of residents in the Neighbourhood Action Teams is 
generally limited. 
 
Organisations and structures 
 
5.35 There is still a wide variety of approaches and progress towards setting up 
neighbourhood management systems across the County. Several districts are in the very 
early stages of development. Most, but not all, are moving towards the original model 
involving a dedicated Neighbourhood Manager (ideally with staff), a Neighbourhood Action 
team for each priority neighbourhood along with a series of Neighbourhood Forums.  
 
5.36 However, there are wide variations across the County.  In some places there is a  
dedicated Neighbourhood Manager (although managers are at different status levels and 
expected to cover greatly varying numbers and scales of priority neighbourhoods), some of 
whom also have a staff team (of widely varying size of between one and 15).  In others, part-
time staff are expected to co-ordinate neighbourhood management across a number of 
priority neighbourhoods and administer a number of Neighbourhood Action teams.  In 
some, community and voluntary sector staff are responsible for neighbourhood 
management functions whilst not always being tied into the decision-making and support 
structure of the local authorities.  Some districts don’t have Neighbourhood Action teams 
or Neighbourhood Forums whilst in others, Neighbourhood Forums are co-terminus with 
Community / Area Forums and / or resident associations are used as proxies for 
Neighbourhood Forums.    
 
5.37 A few of these variations usefully and appropriately reflect the differences between 
districts, and some stem from a genuine lack of current resources to develop the various 
elements required.  Some, however, reflect a lack of focus and clarity.     
 
5.38 There is certainly widespread agreement that a dedicated Neighbourhood Manager 
with sufficient authority and a staff team is the ideal. It is noted, however, that structures 
alone are not always enough and that ‘personalities’ can play a crucial role - having the 
‘right’ people ‘ in the right positions is seen as a significant factor. 
 
Rural issues / approaches 
 
5.39 Neighbourhood management is primarily perceived as an urban-based initiative.  
However, communities in a rural setting face issues of an urban nature, poverty, low 
incomes, lack of recreational facilities, poor access to services, poor housing conditions and 
lack of affordable housing.  In rural areas, however, they are found at a reduced scale and in 
a less concentrated form.  Neighbourhood management needs to reflect this, with different 
arrangements and a tailored model developed suitable for rural conditions and 
circumstances.  
 
5.40 In Leicestershire, this issue is particularly relevant given the number of rural 
communities in the county.  A key issue for stakeholders was the difficulty of attracting 
funding for rural areas.  Many of the funding sources available for community initiatives in 
urban area are not available in rural areas.  Where funding was available, the economies of 
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scale found in urban areas, where communities are geographically and numerically 
condensed, did not apply and the money did not go as far or attract other sources of 
funding.                
 
5.41 A particular issue referred to was the lack of apparent linkages between 
neighbourhood management projects / action plans and other projects happening in rural 
areas, including the development of Parish Plans.  In addition, it was felt that the focus on 
‘place’ as a defining characteristic of neighbourhood management was important and care 
would need to be taken to protect this in a rural approach which includes many and varied 
places. 
 
Mainstreaming and the business case  
 
5.42 Neighbourhood management in the county has yet to become a mainstream activity, 
although in one district it is certainly seen as ‘an embedded mainstream service and here to 
stay’. Most people, however, see the value of neighbourhood management, support the 
concept in principle and see it as a long-term process that needs to be sustained. There has 
generally, as yet, been no strategic realignment of services, devolution of budgets or 
examples of decommissioning work streams through the LAA to free up resources to 
commission new ones related to neighbourhood management. 
 
5.43 In reality, some of those interviewed feel that it is really too early to pass judgement, 
with many systems just starting to get up and running and needing more time to develop.  
The national evaluation of the Neighbourhood Management Pathfinder programme provides 
evidence that, on average, it takes a minimum of one year to start seeing change and five 
years to embed (mainstream) it.  A later section of this report deals with the business case 
at more length. 
 
Neighbourhood management programmes and action plans 
 
5.44 Although there are local differences, a number of shared priorities for 
neighbourhood management emerged across the seven districts: 
 

• Local environmental issues – graffiti, environmental improvements, grass cutting, 
dog fouling and litter   

• Crime, community safety, CCTV, drugs, vandalism and anti-social behaviour 

• Young people, including underage drinking and the need to provide more 
diversionary activities in a better and broader range of facilities 

• Community and leisure facilities and meeting places 

• Children’s Centres 
 
5.45 Other issues discussed, referred to or in Action Plans include: 

 

• Traffic, traffic calming and transport issues 

• Housing issues, including affordable housing, repairs and improvements  

• Health 

• Jobs, employability and economic / financial issues 

• Education, including attainment and attendance  
 



Leicestershire Together Review of Neighbourhood Management - Final Report 

Social Regeneration Consultants, September 2008 26 

5.46 Action Plans themselves are seen as a vital element that should ideally be developed 
with residents and cover aspects of both ‘the place’ (physical and environmental issues) and 
‘the person’ (economic and social issues, including health and security). In some areas it was 
noted that the emphasis on the family might have a lot of benefits in terms of prioritising 
resources and getting best value for money. A caveat in relation to the development of 
Action Plans is that they should not be a ‘wish list’ but should be realistic and backed up by 
resources, including named agencies which are committed to act.  
 
Tailoring neighbourhood management to local conditions (including priority 
neighbourhood boundaries) 
 
5.47 In general, most people feel that there should not be a ‘one size fits all’ approach to 
developing neighbourhood management. Each district council and each neighbourhood 
within those districts should be able to develop according to local circumstances, although it 
was also generally agreed that certain broad principles should be applied and national good 
practice followed. On some districts it was felt that there is a need for ‘clear guidance and 
leads’ but then being allowed ‘time to get on with it’.  In others, where neighbourhood 
management was being built on existing structures, programmes and approaches, there was 
a clear and focused sense of what they were doing and where they were going.    
 
5.48 Boundaries used by different agencies were generally felt to be working well with 
only small adjustments needed in terms of, say, aligning police beat areas to the priority 
neighbourhood boundaries.  
 
5.49 In relation to the priority neighbourhood boundaries specifically, some concern 
exists that boundaries have been drawn up for administrative reasons rather than in relation 
to local people’s views as to where neighbourhoods begin and end.  In some areas, doubts 
have been expressed by stakeholders about whether the right priority areas have been 
established.  
 

6. Progressing neighbourhood management  
 
6.1 The current model for neighbourhood management in Leicestershire is based on a 
partnership of service providers (the neighbourhood actions teams), mechanisms for 
consultation (neighbourhood forums) and dedicated staff (neighbourhood managers).  This 
model has been sufficiently simple and workable to establish neighbourhood management in 
most districts; every district is applying or planning to apply these elements to some extent.    
 
6.2 The approach could, however, be better connected strategically and more efficient 
and effective operationally, whilst retaining the flexibility needed to adapt it to different 
circumstances.  As it progresses and develops, neighbourhood management needs to reflect 
what has been learned from the initial phase, local and national good practice and be 
embedded in the relevant structures, strategies, policies and programmes in each district 
and strategically.  This is particularly so given the importance of neighbourhood 
management to fulfilling the requirements of a place-based approach. 
 
6.3 This section sets out the elements of an approach that could be adopted for 
developing neighbourhood management in the districts, aimed at making it more efficient, 
effective and connected. It will take time for all districts to achieve this model and for the 
necessary strategic changes to take place.  Each district will need to assess where it is, what 
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LEICESTERSHIRE TOGETHER  

Overall direction & support through the LAA 

Sub-group of LT, based on CETG, with close links to each 
District LSP: 

Blaby Charnwood Harborough Oadby & 
Wigston 

Hinckley &  
Bosworth 

Melton NW  
Leicester’ 

Senior Champion for NM in each 
district 

it needs to do to improve arrangements and what and how long it will take to get there.  
The section on recommendations and next steps provides more detail.            
 

Strategically 
 

Leicestershire Together to provide the overall direction for and support to 
neighbourhood management at the county level and funding through the LAA, 
requiring stronger and clearer links with activity at district level, to be provided 
through …… 

 
A sub-group of Leicestershire Together based on the existing Community 
Engagement Task Group, which could include representatives of the district councils 
and services, to provide strategic leadership, monitor development and outcomes 
and troubleshoot problems and blockages, with close links to ……   

 
District LSPs, with responsibility for local leadership, direction and 
troubleshooting, responsible for action planning and involving …… 

 
A senior champion for neighbourhood management in each district, preferably a 
district councillor.   
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Operationally 
 

A comprehensive neighbourhood approach, including residents, service 
providers, stakeholders and other local interests and responsible for leading and 
driving neighbourhood management at the neighbourhood level, supporting and 
supported by ……,  

 
Neighbourhood management staff, led by a manager and with community 
development and administrative resources, who can provide ……  

 
On-going community engagement, applying the appropriate skills and knowledge 
and using a range of approaches and techniques, supported by …… 

 
Up to date information, reflecting facts and figures about the neighbourhood as 
well as the perceptions and views of residents and local interests, informing ……  

 
Neighbourhood Action Plans (NAPs), which set out the priorities for the 
neighbourhood, how they will be achieved, in what timescale, by who and with 
which resources, which are informed by …… 

 
Clear aims, objectives and targets over three to five years, subject to …… 

 
Monitoring and evaluation processes, for assessing progress and making changes          

 
And all underpinned by …… 

 
Budgets, which set out the resources required over a three to five year period, 
sources and the transition from special funding to mainstreaming.   

 
Neighbourhood 

Action Plans 

 
Monitoring & 

evaluation 

Aims, objectives & 
targets 

 over 3-5 years 

Local Partnerships 

NM Staff 

On- going  
community engagement 

Up to date information 

supported by 

providing 

supported by 

informing BUDGETS 
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6.4 The work involved and support needed across the districts and at county level to do 
this will be considerable.  Justification, however, can be found in the local outcomes and 
impacts already evident, the strong officer and stakeholder commitment and in the business 
case for neighbourhood management. 
 

7. The Business Case 
 
7.1 The business case for neighbourhood management is critical to persuading potential 
partners that neighbourhood working can improve their cost effectiveness, add value and 
increase impact 
 
7.2 In comparison with activities which show immediate results, however, it can be 
difficult for service providers to rely on the longer-term benefits offered by focusing on 
neighbourhoods.  It is important that there is a case for neighbourhood management which 
addresses the concerns of service providers and others by taking as its starting point 
financial imperatives and related issues.  For most service providers nowadays, ‘business’ has 
a broader definition and includes organisational, social, community, ethical, moral and 
political issues. 

       
7.3 In the early stages of neighbourhood management, as in Leicestershire, the financial 
aspects of the business case are probably the most pertinent; service providers and other 
potential partners will base their involvement primarily on financial issues.  They will be 
thinking about how neighbourhood working can improve their cost effectiveness and 
efficiency, add value and increase impact. 
 
7.4 Cost effectiveness can be achieved through joining up services (and avoiding 
duplication) and by tackling issues at their source and early (and therefore reducing the 
longer-term costs that tend to result from late intervention of a series of short-term 
measures).  The key is prevention rather than reaction.  An example of this is providing 
focus and resources for work with families, given the disproportionate impact negative 
family behaviour can have on members of the family and the neighbourhood.  The cost of a 
single ‘problem’ family has been estimated by the Home Office as between £200,000 and 
£300,000 per annum.  Family Intervention Projects, based on a small partnership of the 
police, housing, children’s services / centres, the youth offending team and Supporting 
People, have been effective in tackling the issue with funding from the partners and matched 
by Supporting People. 
 
7.5 In the case of crime figures, the National Offender Management Service (NOMS) 
now produces figures showing the number of crimes across a number of types of crime, re-
offending rates per crime, the anticipatory and consequential costs of crime in each 
category and the responsive costs.  These figures can be disaggregated to show where in 
each district the crimes took place and who carried them out (and whether they were re-
offenders).  Invariably, the majority of crimes are linked to the priority neighbourhoods, 
providing the evidence base, and business case, for targeted action and resources.        
   
7.6 Greater efficiency can be achieved through changing ways of working, promoting 
new ways of delivering services and developing new, improved services.  This does not 
involve significant additional spending; it is more about changing the way things are done to 
use existing budgets more effectively.  It is more likely that services co-locating locally will 
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be more cost effective than operating alone and will certainly be perceived as more 
approachable and welcoming.        
   
7.7 Added value can be achieved through gathering information at a local level to target 
problems systematically; through partnership working which provides greater potential for 
new solutions; through involving residents, which provides local knowledge and information 
to inform solutions that are more likely to work; and through the relative autonomy of 
neighbourhood management, can adapt and adjust more quickly to respond to local need 
than traditional service provision. 
 
7.8 Finally, neighbourhood working is an increasingly important contribution to 
evidencing increased resident satisfaction with public services.  Real community involvement 
in service planning, design, implementation, delivery and evaluation has the potential to 
contribute to better CAA scores, as well as meeting the requirements of the LAA, the duty 
to involve, the duty to co-operate and the provision of effective community leadership.         
 
7.9 Given the huge variation in size, scope and scale of neighbourhood management 
initiatives across the country it is impossible to give an average annual cost.  The annual 
operating cost in the Pathfinder areas per head of population varies from £10 to £40.  This 
is significantly lower than regeneration programmes (such as NDC and SRB) but still high 
for a county such as Leicestershire which does not benefit from special funding and where 
financial pressures are undoubtedly a restraining factor.  Mainstreaming finance as part of 
core budgets is essential.   
 
7.10 Overall, a balance is needed between there being some measure of dedicated 
resources for neighbourhood management and the focus being on changing the way that 
services are delivered (which should, in the longer-term, lead to savings).  In reality, this 
means providing adequate staffing resources and a revenue budget to enable the changes 
which, in the longer term, can reduce as services make the changes and the neighbourhood 
improves.  The minimum number of dedicated staff is a Neighbourhood Manager, 
administrative support and a community development worker, along with a revenue budget 
to pump-prime new ways of working.  This provides the catalyst for other agencies to focus 
resources in the neighbourhood, significantly increasing the impact.  
 
7.11 In Leicestershire, the balance is currently weighted towards the expectation that 
service providers will change the way they work without there being, in most Districts, the 
necessary dedicated staff and money to enable this change.  It is unrealistic to expect one 
member of staff to do the work necessary and achieve the change desired (unless the 
council as a whole fundamentally reorganises the way it works to become neighbourhood 
oriented).  Some districts will need to consider establishing or increasing their dedicated 
staff team if neighbourhood management is to have a realistic chance of success and result 
in permanent change and improvement.                                  
 
7.12 Any staff team will also need a revenue budget over and above operating costs 
which can be used to fund local initiatives, provide match funding with services to test out 
new ways of working, lever in additional funding and generally give the team some power 
and influence when it comes to local decision making and action.  Currently, each of the 
Districts has around £5,000 revenue funding through the LAA, although it was unclear to 
some what this is for and how they access it.  Although it is unrealistic to expect a county 
which does not attract special funding to make available large sums of money for new 
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initiatives, it is equally unrealistic to expect neighbourhood management to work without 
sufficient investment.  A rethink is needed on the amounts available, which might include 
taking account of the resource implications of the recommendations of the review, 
discussions with each District about current and future resourcing and the development of 
a three to five year financial plan for neighbourhood management.       
 
7.13 Finally, a baseline is critical as a means of gathering the evidence needed to persuade 
service providers and other partners that neighbourhood management is worth doing.  It is 
an important part of the business case as well as an evaluation process.  It provides a 
picture of the situation before neighbourhood management was implemented and against 
which progress can be measured.  The baseline is not static and requires updating and 
review at regular, usually annual, intervals. The information should be at the most local level 
possible.  In Leicestershire, the neighbourhood profiles are a good starting point but the 
information needs reducing through prioritising (i.e. what are the key issues), focusing to a 
more local level (i.e. to the actual intervention area) and reviewing and updating (i.e. at least 
annually). 
  

8. Recommendations and next steps  
 
Introduction 
 
8.1 The recommendations cover both strategic issues (i.e. those that require 
implementation at a county-wide level) and local ones (i.e. which require consideration and 
implementation at district-wide level).  Some, however, cover both levels. ‘S’ indicates a 
recommendation which is for implementation at a county-wide level and could form the 
workplan of the new sub-group of Leicestershire Together;  ‘D’ indicates one which is for 
implementation at district level and is the responsibility of the DLSPs; S/D indicates one 
which requires implementation at both levels.                      
 
Governance 
 
8.2       Governance and leadership are amongst the most important elements in making 
neighbourhood management work.  Whilst there is evidence of good leadership and 
governance it is patchy, with both requiring a clearer focus at county level:      
 

• A sub-group should be established under the County LSP, with district 
and service representation and reporting to the County LSP (consistency of 
membership would be important). This group would be responsible for providing 
strategic leadership to the neighbourhood management process, monitoring 
development and outcomes and providing a troubleshooting role for problems 
and blockages.  There are two immediate tasks the group might undertake:       S 

 
o overseeing the strategic actions needed to take forward the findings of 

this review and organising a county-wide relaunch event in 2009 
following the district level self-assessment and action planning process (dealt 
with in later recommendations).  This would aim to share district 
experiences and plans that have emerged from the process as well as 
consider issues such as LAA links, developing a county level action plan and 
resources at county, district and priority neighbourhood levels     S    
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o developing a neighbourhood management action plan at county-wide 
level and supporting the development of district level neighbourhood 
management action plans (see later recommendations) to reflect and support 
neighbourhood level action plans in the priority neighbourhoods.  In effect, 
this would be a workplan covering the strategic recommendations here.  The 
delivery of this would provide the framework for accountable, resourced 
action by all partners in developing effective neighbourhood management 
systems            S   

 
8.3 In addition, a senior ‘champion’ for neighbourhood management could be 
nominated in each district; ideally a district councillor.       D    
 
Good practice  
 
8.4 There is much good practice emerging from the delivery of neighbourhood 
management in the districts.  However, there is also evidence of officers struggling to 
identify the key elements for success and then how to apply them, reinventing the wheel 
where there are already examples of successful approaches elsewhere in the county or 
nationally, and feeling uncertain about the standards required.  This could be addressed by:        
 

• A ‘toolkit’ on good practice and recommended approaches for all 
aspects of neighbourhood management. This would provide a broad 
reference / information document, a training manual and a working guide to day-
to-day practice. It might cover such elements as: 

 
o general good practice in the field of neighbourhood management 
o key findings / lessons from evaluation of existing neighbourhood management 

initiatives 
o an outline structure for a successful neighbourhood management structure 

and process, linked to the LAA, and which might include such elements as 
developing a baseline, accountability, monitoring and evaluation, etc 

o issues around resourcing, including staffing and staff training 
o issues for the community and voluntary sector, including funding and 

volunteering 
o approaches to partnership development (and, in particular, NAT structures 

and working practices) 
o approaches to engaging residents and the wider community 
o a communications strategy 
o action plan templates 
o structural and organisational issues         S 

 
Engagement 
 
8.5 Similarly, engagement is a major issue for all those involved with neighbourhood 
management and while, again, there is evidence of real commitment to the concept, most 
neighbourhood management staff and Neighbourhood Action Teams are finding the reality 
challenging.      
 
8.6 The following measures may help: 
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• the early development of an overarching strategy for engaging residents 
and other members of the community, as a freestanding document and as 
part of the Toolkit (see above), including improving communication and public 
relations with residents and stakeholders        S 

 

• developing an inclusive partnership approach in each priority 
neighbourhood representing all partners; in some places this might mean 
merging the Neighbourhood Action Team with the Neighbourhood Forum, in 
others bringing residents onto Neighbourhood Action Teams, in others 
strengthening the Neighbourhood Forums and Neighbourhood Action Teams 
and in some establishing dedicated resident consultation forums, such as the 
Neighbourhood Forums (see also recommendations relating to the 
Neighbourhood Action Teams below); the approach also provides the local 
engagement structures to complement the role of Area Forums as engagement 
mechanisms at a wider level          D 

 

• developing ways of delivering community development and capacity 
building as an integral part of successful engagement                                  S/D 

 

• developing the range of techniques available for community engagement 
including building on those already successfully used in various neighbourhoods 
such as ward walks, photography projects, linking in to parish plans, household 
surveys, ‘piggy-backing’ on other programmes such as home insulation, 
developing community houses and running environmental action weeks; and 
including a focused approach to engaging ‘rarely heard’ groups       S 

 
Resources 
 
8.7 In terms of resources, there are two areas of priority.  The first is staffing:  
 

• each district should review its current or planned level of staffing for 
neighbourhood management to confirm that they are realistic in relationship 
to workload and expectations; and that staffing structures include the necessary 
corporate, political and team support for effective working.  Good practice 
indicates that the minimum level of staffing is a Neighbourhood Manager, a 
community development worker and an administrative officer in each district; 
smaller districts, and / or those with fewer priority neighbourhoods, may have to 
incorporate these roles into existing job descriptions             D 

 

• there should be a programme of training and support for staff involved in 
neighbourhood management which might include such elements as 
communications, community engagement techniques, partnership development, 
funding/resource issues, individual mentoring and district twinning, where 
potential mutual benefits might accrue in terms of sharing information, ideas and 
even staff skills and resources as appropriate       S 

 
8.8 The second area of priority is funding: 
 

• consideration needs to be given to the resource implications of the 
recommendations of the review, both strategically and for each district, 
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resulting in a three to five year financial plan for the development of 
neighbourhood management in each district and strategically; as part of an 
evaluation and monitoring system, a baseline should be developed to provide a 
picture of the situation before neighbourhood management was implemented 
and against which progress can be measured             S/D 

 

• there should be a review of funding opportunities for neighbourhood 
management, including reviewing grant sources for the voluntary sector, the 
opportunities for third sector commissioning, the community and voluntary 
sector applying for funding, looking at ring fencing local s.106 funding for 
neighbourhood management initiatives and, at a strategic level, decommissioning 
some programmes / budget lines to make way for new ones relevant to 
neighbourhood management                 S/D 

 

• a timetable should be set for mainstreaming neighbourhood management 
over a specific timescale, perhaps on a phased basis and including plans for 
devolved service budgets; while there is already significant spend by services in 
every priority neighbourhood, this could benefit from a sharper focus on priority 
issues, as defined locally, leading to clearer targeting and related to the outcomes 
of monitoring and evaluation             S 

 
8.9 Finally, given the importance of the community and voluntary sector to the 
success of neighbourhood management (and, in Leicestershire, the key role it plays in the 
management and delivery in some of the priority neighbourhoods), there is a need to 
establish that the level of support for the sector is realistic               S/D 
 
Systems, structures and linkages 
 
8.10     There are a number of recommendations in respect of improving systems, 
structures and links between the varying elements involved in neighbourhood management. 
 
8.11 At LSP level: 
 

• the County LSP has a key role in raising the profile of neighbourhood 
management at a County / strategic level.  In delivery terms, it will 
ensure that the LAA clearly reflects local working and outcomes and 
challenges services and programme activities on cultural change which, if taken 
seriously, will involve the decommissioning of service programmes to allow for 
the commissioning of new ones directly influenced by and relevant to 
neighbourhood working; this would also assist in the development of a basket 
of neighbourhood management indicators for LAA2        S 

 
8.12 In terms of the role of the DLSPs, they could: 
 

• initiate and lead on a district level self-assessment and action planning 
process, to include a position paper on how neighbourhood management is 
currently structured, priorities, objectives and targets, resources, etc, an 
assessment of the efficiency and effectiveness of each aspect and element, and 
a forward three to five year plan;  this process could involve a district wide 
action planning event with partners (including residents)        D 
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• ensure they provide local leadership, direction and troubleshooting 
capacity for neighbourhood management in the district; which may 
necessitate reviewing their collective understanding of neighbourhood 
management as applied in their district, current programmes and priorities and 
lines of communication with  neighbourhood management staff and 
Neighbourhood Action Teams and how local outcomes and priorities are 
linked to the LAA          D 

 

• allow for regular creative and innovative thinking around approaches to 
addressing priority local issues;  they may need reviewing to ensure they 
reflect activity at neighbourhood level and allow for differentiation by place 
and targeted resources, rather than activity by service            D 

 
8.13 The role of the Neighbourhood Action Teams in neighbourhood 
management is fundamental to its success.  There are four key issues they could 
consider: 

 

• each Neighbourhood Action Team could become a fully 
representative, integrated partnership body, representing all the 
partners involved in the process, the core ones being service providers with 
the additional involvement of relevant local interests (such as businesses); in 
some cases, it will be appropriate to include residents, which would streamline 
structures           D  

 

• each Neighbourhood Action Team to look at how they might improve 
communication with residents and stakeholders, including local 
businesses, with the aim of making their presence and purpose known with a 
view to increasing their profile, building support and generating involvement 
from both residents and potential partners       D 

 

• having regular discussions about the relationship between 
neighbourhood working and outcomes and LAA targets, establishing 
when outcomes do meet LAA targets as well as where they don’t, and 
identifying local priorities which could influence LAA revised or amended 
targets and outcomes          D 

 

• in the production of action plans, wherever a parish plan has been 
produced / is being produced it should be taken into account when producing 
an action plan; and action plans should reflect the lines of accountability (i.e. to 
residents, stakeholders, the DLSP, the LAA)       D 

 
Monitoring and evaluation 
 
8.14 There is currently no system at county or district levels to monitor and evaluate 
neighbourhood management to provide evidence, track progress and assess impact:  
 

• a simple, efficient and effective evaluation system, which combines self-
evaluation with an occasional county-wide check (part of which might involve 
an objective view), should be developed.  A template could be produced for 
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tailoring by each district (where possible, based on existing templates 
developed by service providers, such as the police).  This should include a 
combination of quantitative information (facts and figures) about the area, 
qualitative information (perceptions and views, primarily from residents of the 
priority neighbourhoods), peer review and cross-district learning. This would 
also produce some of the evidence needed to show if and how neighbourhood 
management is contributing to LAA targets        S  

 

• as part of this, the information in the Neighbourhood Profiles is a good 
starting point but it needs reducing through prioritising (i.e. what are the key 
issues), focusing to a more local level (i.e. to the actual intervention area) and 
reviewing and updating (i.e. at least annually)              S/D
      

Partnership working 
 

8.15 Partnership working is generally good.  Improvements could include: 
 

• a ‘partners agreement’ or similar which sets out the terms and conditions, 
expectations and resources that each partner commits to bring to the process 
and what they can expect to receive in return          S 

 

• a review of ‘hard to reach’ partners is undertaken to extend involvement 
in neighbourhood management partnerships to a greater number and wider 
range of service partners, the outcomes of which should help Neighbourhood 
Action Teams to involve the necessary partners       S 

 

• involving the private sector as a potential partner, as an important local 
stakeholder but also in terms of their potential for contributing skills and 
resources that could benefit the process               S/D
  

• regular meetings of the Neighbourhood Managers from across the 
districts could usefully be formalised to share learning and develop cross 
boundary approaches, including inter-district sessions and events           S/D   

 

• a protocol should be developed on the sharing and uses of information 
between partners, including providing clear guidance on the issue of 
confidentiality (which should not be allowed to be a barrier to information 
sharing)              S 

 

• a simple structure diagram outlining how the various strategies and 
initiatives relate to each other should be produced for distribution to all 
partner organisations                                                                              S/D 

 

• a programme of visits be drawn up for key partners to visit relevant good 
practice examples from around the country, including those covered in this 
and the full report          S 
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The next steps 
 
8.16 The key findings of this report were presented to the County LSP (Leicestershire 
Together) in September 2008 as well as to the Chairs of the DLSPs. It has also been agreed 
to carry out further research into the issue of ‘hard to engage’ partners and consider ways 
to increase their productive and positive involvement in the neighbourhood management 
process. Clearly, the next steps beyond that will be dependent on the extent to which there 
is agreement on the recommendations in this review and which are prioritised for action.  
Ultimately, it will be up to the key players in the programme, Leicestershire Together, the 
DSLPs and Neighbourhood Action Teams, to follow through on those recommendations 
which they feel can best contribute to the successful development and sustainability of 
neighbourhood management in the county.   
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Abbreviations 
 
The following abbreviations are used either in this report, or the appendices, or both. 
 
AF  -  Area Forum 
ASB  -  Anti-social behaviour 
BME  -  Black and minority ethnic (populations) 
CAA  -  Comprehensive Area Assessments 
CAB  -  Citizens Advice Bureau 
CETG – Community Engagement Task Group 
CF  -  Community Forum 
CVS  -  Council for Voluntary Service 
DSLP  -  District Local Strategic Partnership 
FTE  -  Full-time Equivalent 
ICE  -  Ibstock Community Enterprises 
ILM – Intermediate Labour Market 
IoD – Index of Deprivation 
JAG  -  Joint Action Group 
LAA  -  Local Area Agreement 
LIT – Local Improvement Team 
LSC  -  Learning and Skills Council 
LSP  -  Local Strategic Partnership 
NAT  -  Neighbourhood Action Team 
NF  -  Neighbourhood Forum 
NM – Neighbourhood Management 
NRU  -  Neighbourhood Renewal Unit 
NWL  -  North West Leicestershire (district council) 
PACT  -  Partners and Communities Together 
PCT  -  Primary Care Trust 
PN  -  Priority Neighbourhood 
PR  -  Public relations 
PTE – Part-time Equivalent 
RCC  -  Rural Community Council 
RSL  -  Registered Social Landlord 
SOA  -  Super Output Area 
SCI  -  Statement of Community Involvement 
SRB  -  Single Regeneration Budget 
SRC  -  Social Regeneration Consultants 
STEP  -  Social, Technical, Economic, Political (analysis) 
SWOT - Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats (analysis) 



Leicestershire Together Review of Neighbourhood Management - Final Report 

Social Regeneration Consultants, September 2008 39 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Social Regeneration Consultants 
4B Stocksfield Hall 
Stocksfield 
Northumberland 
NE43 7TN 
Tel:   01661 843643 
Fax: 01661 843620 
Email: peteduncan@socialregeneration.co.uk 

Web www.socialregeneration.com 

 


