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1. 
introduction

introduction

WM Enterprise was commissioned by Liverpool City Council to carry out a Race Equality Impact Assessment (REIA) on its Housing Market Renewal Programme.  A REIA is made up of two key stages:

· Phase 1 involves screening new policies/services to see if they are relevant to race equality.  Phase 1 works on the assumption that all proposed policies are relevant to the race equality duty, until they have been screened.  The only exception to this is any policy specifically designed to tackle evidence of racial disadvantage or potential discrimination.  

· Phase 2 involves fully assessing new policies/services identified as being relevant to make sure they do not have adverse effects on any racial groups.  It involves a full interrogation of proposed policies and forecasting its likely effect on different racial groups.

The REIA is borne out of The Race Relations Amendment Act (2000) (RRAA), which gives most public authorities a legal duty to promote race equality (referred to as the race equality duty).  This means that, in carrying out functions, public authorities must now also have ‘due regard’ to how they will:

· Eliminate unlawful discrimination;

· Promote equal opportunities; and

· Promote good relations between people from different racial groups.

The race equality duty was borne from the MacPherson inquiry into the death of the black teenager Stephen Lawrence and was introduced to make sure that public services are free of ‘institutional racism’.  This entails that consideration of race equality is central to the way public authorities carry out all of their functions.

To help public authorities meet this duty, the Government has also given most of them specific duties, including a duty to produce and publish a race equality scheme.  The scheme is set of complementary procedures that include:

· Identifying the functions and policies (including proposed policies) that public authorities regard as being relevant to meeting the race equality duty; and

· Making arrangements to:

· Assess proposed policies for any effects that might have on the promotion of race equality;

· Consult people who are likely to be affected by those policies;

· Monitor policies for any adverse effects they might have on people from different racial groups;

· Ensure public access to information and services;

· Publish the results of the assessments, consultations and monitoring, and;

· Train staff in meeting these duties.

It is important to note that listed public authorities will from April 2007 have a Gender Equality Duty.  This duty will place onus on public bodies to demonstrate fair treatment of women and men in the delivery of policy and services as well as in their employment.  There will also be a duty to tackle discrimination as set out in the Disability Discrimination Act 1995.  Finally it is important to note the emerging impact of the Equality Bill which is currently going through Parliament and which will establish a new single Commission for Equality and Human Rights (CEHR) that will bring together all six strands of discrimination – race, age, gender, disability, religion and sexual orientation – into one unified organisation.

The main purpose of a REIA is to pre-empt the possibility that public authorities policies could affect some racial groups unfavourably.  The premise behind a REIA is an acknowledgement that policies do not affect everyone in the same way.  

The Race Equality Scheme 2005-2008 for Department for Communities and Local Government (formerly ODPM) makes it clear that they expect Pathfinders to comply with the Race Equality Duty and that they are now expected to produce a Race Equality Scheme.  The current National Evaluation of Housing Market Renewal carried out by ECOTEC will, among other things, assess the impact of the programme on ethnic minority groups.

The REIA for the Housing Market Renewal Programme was conducted between August and November 2006.  This report represents in full the independent opinion of WM Enterprise Consultants.  

structure of this report

This report is structured as follows.

In Section Two the methodological approach undertaken for the Race Equality Impact Assessment is briefly outlined.

Section Three introduces the legal context surrounding Race Relations.

In Section Four this legal context is related to housing.

In Section Five the Housing Market Renewal Programme nationally is discussed.

In Section Six a detailed description of the Housing Market Renewal Programme is Liverpool is provided.

Section Seven the notion of adverse impact is considered in relation to this assessment.

Section Eight covers the emerging paradigm on Race Relations.

In Section Nine detailed feedback on the focus groups conducted for the assessment is provided.

Section Ten provides comprehensive detail on the key headline messages emerging from the assessment that are briefly listed below.

key headline messages

As a result of the Race Equality Impact Assessment conducted on the Liverpool Housing Market Renewal Programme, we have identified a series of key headline messages for Liverpool City Council and the Housing Market Renewal Team that have emerged.  They are as follows:

1. Liverpool City Council should be applauded for undertaking a Race Equality Impact Assessment on the Programme’s policies and activities, especially as this is the first such assessment on a Housing Market Renewal Programme.

2. The Race Equality Impact Assessment has shown that there is no adverse impact upon any particular ethnic group living in the Housing Market Renewal Area.

3. There is potentially a future adverse impact upon neighbourhoods that are predominantly comprised of white residents.  To combat this HMRI should accelerate the programme in these neighbourhoods for example Kensington, Anfield and Breckfield.  In addition HMRI should consider, in conjunction with Liverpool First, engaging with National Asylum Support Service (NASS) to look at issues relating to the support given to newly arrived Asylum seekers who are placed in these neighbourhoods.

4. If Housing Market Renewal does not extend its activities to Granby then this will lead to an adverse impact upon the BRM population living there.

5. There is sufficient evidence that Black and Mixed Race members of Liverpool’s population face significant discrimination, although it is not necessarily HMRI that is the cause of this, and addressing this will require action by the City Council and Local Strategic Partnership

6. There is evidence of considerable political leadership on the Housing Market Renewal Programme and most notably politicians have not engaged in knee-jerk responses to complicated and sensitive issues.

2.
methodological approach 

2.1 This section of the report provides detail on the methodological approach adopted for the Race Equality Impact Assessment into the New Heartlands Housing Market Renewal Programme.

2.2 The methodology adopted is based upon what we would term as a ‘Theory of Probability.’  This theory is based on the premise that in the assessment of whether the programme has demonstrated an adverse impact on any community living in the Pathfinder area it is not possible or practical to sample every individual who could potentially be affected by the Programme.  Therefore it is not possible to provide comprehensive evidence that Action X initiated by the Programme has had an adverse impact on any community.

2.3 Subsequently, it is necessary to use a Theory of Probability to ascertain both the foreseeability of an adverse impact on any one community developing over time, as a result of actions or policies implemented by the Programme, or indeed any actual adverse impact being experienced.  This was ascertained by two methods in the assessment carried out.

2.4 First, an examination of good practice from elsewhere was conducted to highlight how the delivery of regeneration programmes can promote good race relations and have no adverse impact amongst those affected.  A comparison was then made by testing this locally, through background research into the fundamental issues, including local housing needs, in Liverpool.  It is then possible to determine whether or not congruence has been demonstrated between good practice and the local context in which the Programme operates.

2.5 Second, fundamental to the assessment was a series of consultations with the local communities living in the Pathfinder area to ascertain their views on the following:

· Their local neighbourhood;

· The Housing Market Renewal Programme in Liverpool;

· Whether the programme treats different communities fairly;

· Whether they feel racial discrimination is a problem at national, city and neighbourhood level and how this could be tackled.

2.6 These consultations were arranged taking into account fully Liverpool City Council’s Consultation Strategy.  The consultation involved facilitating fourteen focus groups of between 10-12 participants and lasting approximately an hour.

2.7 Focus groups were organised in two ways.  First, a focus group was planned for members of the public living in each of the four Zones of Opportunity delineated by the Housing Market Renewal Programme.  These were organised by establishing contact details for residents Community Representatives in each zone from council officers and programme staff responsible for that area, and writing to them with a freepost reply slip to confirm attendance.  This encompassed the following areas:

· City Centre North Zone of Opportunity

· City Centre South Zone of Opportunity

· Wavertree Zone of Opportunity

· Stanley Zone of Opportunity

2.8 Second, focus groups were also arranged to represent individual communities of interest living in Liverpool, including Black and Racial Minority (BRM) communities (NB – we have adopted the BRM terminology used by Liverpool City Council in this report, rather than the more commonly used BME terminology).  Here, these focus groups were organised in conjunction with the Liverpool Charity and Voluntary Services (LCVS), who were able to contact all the community groups in Liverpool held on their database by letter, to request that they inform their members of the consultation being undertaken.  An incentive was also offered for participation in these focus groups, and a freepost reply slip provided for participants to confirm their intention to attend.  Focus groups were therefore planned with the following groups:

· Young People

· Eastern Europeans

· Women

· Muslim Women

· Chinese

· Somalian

· Yemeni

· Black/Mixed Race

· Asylum Seekers and Refugees

2.9 Overall, the focus groups were relatively poorly attended, despite telephoning people where numbers were provided as a follow-up to the letters that were sent out.  There were less than five participants for each of the focus groups held for the Zones of Opportunity, and for City Centre North, only one person attended, a result of the location at a Community Justice Centre and its associated stigma preventing people from attending.

2.10 For the communities of interest focus groups, listed in paragraph 2.8, the following attendance levels were achieved.  Again, this was relatively poor, owing to a lack of telephone numbers for potential participants, although they were called where possible and asked to attend and reminded of the incentive available.

· Young People – this focus group was cancelled due to a predicted poor attendance but consultation was conducted with a Youth Group in Edge Hill.

· Eastern Europeans – no participants attended the venue for this focus group.

· Women – six women attended this focus group.

· Muslim Women - fifteen Muslim women attended this focus group.

· Chinese – twenty-one Chinese people attended this focus group.

· Somalian – this focus group was cancelled due to a lack of potential participants.

· Yemeni – no participants attended this focus group but consultation was conducted with a community leader at the Liverpool Arabic Centre.

· Black/Mixed Race – four people attended this focus group.

· Asylum Seekers and Refugees – only one participant attended this focus group but further consultation was conducted with a member of Liverpool Refugee Action.

2.11 It should be noted that those who did attend focus groups could be classified as being not as supportive or in some cases hostile to the Housing Market Renewal Programme.  The consequences being that this could result in a skewing of negative comments towards the programme that does not correlate to the general viewpoints of the residents of Liverpool.

2.12 In addition to the consultation with the communities who could potentially be affected by the Programme, it was also necessary to consult with key staff and stakeholders to ascertain their views.  This was again conducted in two ways:


First, a further focus group was held with Key Workers responsible for the implementation, management and delivery of the Programme.  Those who attended included the following:

· Housing Market Renewal Representatives and Management;

· Neighbourhood Managers for the Zones of Opportunity;

· Representatives of Registered Social Landlords;


Second, a series of twelve face-to-face interviews were conducted with key stakeholders who have been involved with or have extensive knowledge of the Housing Market Renewal Programme in the city.  These included:

· Councillors;

· Heads of Council Departments;

· Representatives of Other Regeneration Programmes, including NDC;

· Key community representatives.

2.12  
Therefore, despite the poor attendance at the focus groups, it was possible to gain sufficient information through these groups and the additional consultation to make an informed assessment of both actual adverse impact and the foreseeability of any future adverse impact, with close attention to the theory of probability described in paragraph 2.3 and detailed in the remainder of this document.

2.13  
Subsequently, it has also been possible to develop a detailed framework and recommendations to ensure that any actual or foreseeable adverse impact can be avoided or remedied in the future through modification to the Programme’s delivery.

3. 
the legal context of race relations 

3.1 The Race Relations Act 1976, as amended (RRA), introduces a statutory general duty to promote race equality for all listed authorities.  The general duty is set out in section 71 (1) of the Act.

Every body or other person specified in Schedule 1A or a description falling within that Schedule shall, in carrying out its functions, have a due regard to the need to:

a. to eliminate unlawful racial discrimination; and

b. to promote equality of opportunity and good race relations.

3.2 To help scheduled public authorities meet the general duty to promote race equality, an order was made under the RRA setting out specific duties to prepare and publish a race equality scheme (RES), and to monitor the workforce.  

3.3 The order also sets out what is legally required in an RES.  Each public authority must explain in the document how it plans to meet the general equality duty and each of the specific duties.  The scheme should set out how public authorities intend to do the following:

· Decide which of its services and policies are relevant to the race equality duty;

· Assess and monitor its services and policies, including those it is proposing to introduce, to make sure that they are not affecting any ethnic group negatively, and that all communities are satisfied with them;

· Deal with evidence that its services and policies are not in line with the general duty;

· Consult the general public, including ethnic minorities, at all stages;

· Deal with complaints about how it is meeting the general duty, including the specific duties, or other complaints about racial equality;

· Publish the results of its assessments, consultations and monitoring;

· Make sure that everyone, whatever their ethnic background, has access to information about the authority and its services;

· Make sure that all its staff understand their responsibilities under the general duty; and 

· Make arrangements to review the scheme every three years.

3.4 To demonstrate that public authorities are implementing the general duty to promote race equality, they must put in place systems and practices to carry out a Race Equality Impact Assessment (REIA).  An REIA is a way of systematically assessing, and consulting on, the effects that a proposed policy is likely to have on people from all ethnic groups.  It is also includes monitoring the effects of a policy once it is put into practice, and be alert to any concerns about the way it is (or is not) working.

3.5 When carrying out an REIA, public authorities will need to consider the definitions of the following terms, to help carry out a REIA:  

· Adverse impact – a significant difference in patterns of representation or outcomes between racial groups;

· Direct discrimination- less favourable treatment of a person on racial grounds compared with the treatment or likely treatment of a person from another racial group in the same or similar circumstances.  This form of discrimination cannot be reduced or justified in any format; it can only be removed;

· Indirect discrimination on grounds of race or ethnic or national origins – the use of an apparently non-discriminatory ‘provision, criterion or practice’ which puts people from a particular race or ethnic or national origin at a particular disadvantage compared with others, unless it can be shown that the provision, criterion or practice is a proportionate means of achieving a legitimate end;

· Indirect discrimination on grounds of colour or nationality – the use of an apparently non-discriminatory requirement or condition which applies equally to everyone, but can only be met by a considerable smaller proportion of people from a particular racial group, is to the detriment of someone from that group, and cannot be objectively justified;

· Victimisation – less favourable treatment of a person because they have brought legal proceedings under the RRA, or are suspected of doing so; or because they have alleged that a person has committed an act which would amount to unlawful discrimination; or because they have given evidence or information with proceedings brought under the RRA; or because they have otherwise done anything under the RRA in relation to any person, or because they have intended or intend to do any of these acts;

· Harassment – unwanted behaviour that has the purpose of effect of violating a person’s dignity or creates a degrading, humiliating, hostile, intimidating or offensive working environment.  Harassment on grounds of race or ethnic or national origins is a specific unlawful act under the RRA.  Harassment on other grounds may involve less favourable treatment and may be unlawful direct discrimination.

4. 
legal context and housing 

4.1 This sections sets out the legal context with regard to the RRA and housing.  In particular it borrows heavily from the recently produced CRE’s statutory code of practice in rented and non-rented housing.  

4.2 The statutory code has been approved by the Secretary of State and was laid before parliament.  This means that the court must take its recommendations into account in cases brought under the RRA, if the code is introduced into evidence, and the recommendations appear relevant to any questioning arising during the proceedings.

4.3 Apart from outlining the law as it applies to housing and housing organisations’ responsibilities under the law, the code makes recommendations on good practice and on the outcomes that housing organisations should aim for, where they are relevant to what they do.  

4.4 The code covers all forms of housing tenure, as well as planning, as it relates to housing under Section 19A of the RRA.  It covers caravan sites as well as ‘bricks and mortar’ housing.  The code also covers housing provided as part of an employment contract, or housing provided for nurses, police officers or prison officers by their employers.  

4.5 Section 19A of the RRA prohibits discrimination on racial grounds in the way public authorities carry out their functions.

4.6 Section 20 of the RRA makes it unlawful for a person (including a public authority) who provides goods, facilities or services to the public or to a section of the public to discriminate against, or harass, a person who wants to obtain or use them, on racial grounds

4.7 Under Section 21 of the RRA, it is unlawful for all landlords, private or social, including landlords of leasehold properties, to discriminate against a person, or harass them, on racial grounds, in either the management or letting of premises, except where the premises are small and even then, only in very limited circumstances.  

4.8 Landlords must not discriminate against, or harass, an applicant or tenant, on racial grounds:

· By refusing to rent premises;

· In the terms, including the proposed rent, on which they offer premises;

· In the way they treat someone compared with others who need such premises;

· In the way they make benefits or facilities available to tenants or by refusing to provide those benefits and facilities;

· By evicting tenants or occupiers, or subjecting them to any other detriment.

4.9 Section 24 of the RRA makes it unlawful for landlords to discriminate on racial grounds against a person who applies to sublet or be assigned a tenancy, by withholding consent to sublet or assign premises or harassing them in respect of them.

4.10 The code sets out practical advice on how housing organisations and agencies can avoid unlawful racial discrimination and harassment and promote good race relations.  They do so covering 10 broad aspects of housing:

· Governance and the role of governing bodies;

· New and improved housing, rented and non-rented;

· Sales and lettings;

· Mortgage lending and insurance;

· Homelessness and housing advice;

· Neighbourhood regeneration and integration;

· Tenancy and housing management;

· Racial harassment and anti-social behaviour;

· Contractors and procurement; and

· Involvement of residents and tenants.

4.11 In relation to this report, it is useful if we consider in full the recommended good practice that the code identifies in relation to:

· New and improved housing, rented and non-rented;

· Neighbourhood regeneration and integration;

· Involvement of residents and tenants.

4.12 New and improved housing, rented and non-rented – The code recommends the following areas of good practice in relation to new and improved housing, rented and non-rented:

· Proposals to fund or develop new housing, caravan sites and improvement programmes should be assessed for their likely effects on racial equality.  The projects should then be monitored regularly for their actual effects on different racial groups;

· Planning decisions should be monitored by racial group, to make sure they do not result in unlawful discrimination;

· Housing organisations should develop a strategy for assessing housing needs in the areas they serve.  The strategy, which should reflect any contributions from partners, local stakeholders, staff and members of the public during consultation, should inform all stages of the planning and development process.  The following factors should form part of any assessment of housing needs:

-
Information provided by different racial groups, including Gypsies and Irish Travellers

-
Preferences for certain areas

-
Special consideration, including, for example, the number of bedrooms, or any design modifications needed to meet religious or cultural requirements

-
Information from other sources, such as national and local studies, or the organisation’s housing lists, or from any specially commissioned survey of unmet needs

· Housing organisations should draw up procedures for using their assessment of need to develop specific housing projects, including bids for funding and proposals for partnerships;

· Housing organisations should consider whether the most effective way to meet some needs is by using positive action provisions of the RRA;

· Any temporary re-housing arrangements (including decanting) should be monitored, by racial group, and evaluated in the light of reactions from residents or tenants;

· Housing organisations should conduct satisfaction surveys, amongst other methods, to learn what residents, tenants, applicants for housing and related services, and others in the community think of their policies and services, and use the responses to evaluate their strategy for promoting racial equality.

4.13 Neighbourhood regeneration and integration - the code makes the following recommendations with regard to neighbourhood regeneration and integration:

· The discipline of carrying out REIA should be an essential part of the process of developing new public housing policies and programmes, including the individual phases of larger housing development programmes;

· The REIA of proposals for neighbourhood renewal programmes should consider:

-
Segregation and integration

-
Asylum seekers and refugees

-
Faith groups


· Vulnerable people from ethnic minorities, such as older people and people with disabilities


· Gypsies and Travellers

· The role of local residents

· How to deal with possible tensions between communities or neighbourhoods, including anti-social behaviour

· Housing organisations should make arrangements for consulting people from all racial groups in the areas they serve.  They should also make sure representatives from these groups are included in steering groups or partnerships;

· Housing organisations should take steps to get people from all racial groups involved;

· The assessment of housing needs in all sections of the community the organisation serves, including people from ethnic minorities, should be an essential part of the review and planning stages of any initiatives developed and funded in this area;

· Housing organisations should have a communication strategy, particular for large developments.  The strategy should include provision of accurate, accessible and comprehensive information about how the development will affect local communities, including the opportunities it will hold for them;

· Training on racial equality, especially for staff involved in development and neighbourhood renewal work, should cover the issue of integration;

· Housing organisations should monitor decisions at each stage of the housing process, by racial group and by applicants’ needs and preferences, as expressed in their application forms, and through any consultation exercise.

4.14 Involvement of Residents and Tenants – the code makes the following recommendations with regard to the involvement of residents and tenants.

· Housing organisations should, and where required to, must, draw up a strategy for involving residents and tenants from all racial groups in their decision making process, over and above the duty that registered social landlords have to involve tenants.  The strategy should include arrangements for providing information, consultation, involvement, feedback and participation;

· Housing organisations should take steps to encourage people from ethnic minorities to get involved; for example by making positive moves to identify them, by translating material, working with individual groups, and appointing specialist staff to work with them;

· Housing organisations should include amongst the criteria for granting recognition to residents’ and tenants’ organisations, a requirement that they are truly open to all racial groups;

· Housing organisations should provide training for residents’ and tenants’ representatives.  The training should cover their legal responsibility under the RRA, and racial equality matters more generally;

· Housing organisations should make sure their policies and procedures take account of the cultural backgrounds of ethnic minority residents and tenants in any arrangements to involve or consult with them;

· Housing organisations should be able to show what they have done to encourage ethnic minority involvement, and to publicise and promote good practice;

· Housing organisations should monitor involvement, by racial group, for example by conducting surveys, and deal with any significant disparities between racial groups;

· Housing organisations should use their relationship with residents’ and tenants’ organisations to collect information about any racial tension or harassment.

Our independent assessment of whether Liverpool Housing Market Renewal programme is or isn’t having an adverse impact (as set out in Section 7 of this report) will be guided by the statutory code and in particular its recommendation of good practice.

5. 
introduction to housing market renewal nationally 

5.1 This section of the report provides background and context to the Housing Market Renewal Programme at a national level.  It explores the impetus behind the development of the Programme, analyses the key issues associated with it, and examines the supporting arguments both in support of and critical of the policy, especially those that are of most relevance to this assessment.

5.2 In 2002, the Government identified nine areas in need of specific housing market renewal support through the Pathfinder Programme across the North and the West Midlands.  It is one of the key facets for the vision outlined in the Government’s Sustainable Communities Plan (ODPM, 2003) and will act as a key driver in achieving several of the aims of this plan.

5.3 The Sustainable Communities Plan emerged as a result of key policy shifts in the late 1990s.  In an attempt to rectify the problems of inequality, polarisation and poverty in British cities, the Urban Task Force Report was commissioned, which called for community empowerment to bring about an ‘urban renaissance’ to ‘create the quality of life and vitality that makes urban living desirable’ (Urban Task Force, 1999).  The UTF report heavily influenced the subsequent Urban White Paper (2000), which summarises the government’s policy on urban regeneration, and envisaged a ‘new vision of urban living’

5.4 As a result of these policy shifts, the Sustainable Communities Plan (2003) emerged, which has a series of twelve requirements, of which four are especially relevant to the Pathfinder areas:

· Communities should be of sufficient size, scale and density, and of the right layout to support basic amenities in the neighbourhood and minimise resources (including land);

· They should contain buildings that both individually and collectively can meet different needs over time and minimise use of resources;

· They should include a well-integrated mix of decent homes of different types and tenures to support a range of household sizes, ages, and incomes;

· They should foster ‘a sense of place’.

5.5 Pathfinder areas typically experience problems of house prices being significantly below the national average, with an unpopular housing stock and high levels of abandonment or low levels of demand, making it difficult for people to move out or afford necessary improvements to their properties.  For example, in some areas of Liverpool and Manchester, houses were routinely selling for less than £20,000 (Audit Commission, 2005).  In contrast, while these Pathfinder areas of the North and Midlands were experiencing low demand and market failure, the acute housing shortages in the south east were becoming increasingly apparent through rising house prices and lack of affordability.

5.6 In essence, the aim of the Pathfinders is therefore to address the causes of low demand, rather than just its outcomes, causes which have been described by Brendan Nevin (2004) as: 

· Housing Stock Obsolescence - the stock in low demand areas is no longer attractive to existing or potential residents because tastes, aspirations and income levels have changed;

· Surplus Housing Stock – many areas in the north (and to a lesser extent the Midlands) have more houses than households, partly because of the depopulation of urban areas as the more affluent residents opted to move out to the suburbs or rural areas;

· Unpopular Neighbourhoods – a range of factors, including high levels of crime, poor environment and a concentration of deprivation, lead to an area being seen as unattractive both to its existing population and to prospective residents.

5.7 In addition to the relevance of the physical requirements of sustainable communities set out in paragraph 5.3, it cannot be disputed that Housing Market Renewal Pathfinders also clearly have a role to play in promoting the development of mixed-use and mixed tenure communities in a physical sense, but also promoting mixed, socially inclusive and cohesive communities where different groups can live together with a high quality of life.

5.8 The areas designated as Pathfinders have a range of other social and economic problems beyond the physical problems presented by housing.  Despite the physical and economic regeneration of their city centres, these neighbouring residential areas had continued to decline.  These residential areas, often comprised of late nineteenth century terraces, are often disconnected from these centres and suffer multiple problems of deprivation, for example low skills, worklessness, crime and poor local services and facilities.

5.9 As access to employment is one of the key drivers of the housing market, Pathfinder proposals therefore also need to ensure that they take into account the local labour market to retain population and attract new people into an area, to reverse the past cycle of decline (Audit Commission, 2005).  This will:

· Improve the income mix of the area;

· Increase demand for local private and public services, such as schools and local shops;

· Widen the housing mix of the area

5.10 Therefore, the DCLG acknowledge that rather than being simply about housing, the Pathfinder Programme is part of a wider effort to revitalise economies and communities across these areas, with close links to the Neighbourhood Renewal Agenda, in order to attract people back into cities and offer a good quality and choice of housing provision.

5.11 Pathfinders are partnerships made up of local authorities and other key organisations, including RDAs, LSPs, Police, Education and Health Agencies, Housing Corporations, Housing Associations, English Partnerships and private sector bodies.  It is important to note that such partnerships are not legally constituted so they are not covered by the duties of the Race Relations Amendments Act.  However, local authorities are covered by this duty, and in entering into such a partnership, it should be noted that as the listed authority within the partnership, they have a legal obligation under the Act.

5.12 Through these partnerships, Housing Market Renewal Pathfinders also have a crucial role to play in delivering the Government’s ‘Respect’ Agenda (DCLG, 2006).  While this has anti-social behaviour as its key theme, it also promotes ‘showing tolerance, acceptance and common decency towards the people around us – our family, friends and peers, people who are older or younger than us, people from different walks of life or who follow different cultures or religions.’  It therefore has Race Relations at its core.

5.13 Within the partnerships, local authority members in particular are expected to prioritise the Respect Agenda in the Pathfinder areas, to tackle social problems that intensify their lack of popularity to existing and potential residents.  Pathfinders should therefore drive forward measures to support the Respect Agenda, and demonstrate achievement against the outcomes outlined below (DCLG, 2006):

· Increased percentage of people who feel informed about what is being done to tackle anti-social behaviour in their area;

· Increased percentage of people who feel that parents in their local area take responsibility for the behaviour of their children;

· Increased percentage of people who feel that others in their area treat them with respect and consideration;

· Reduce people’s perceptions of anti-social behaviour.

5.14 Housing Market Renewal Pathfinders therefore differ from other previous approaches to regeneration, as they are explicitly aimed at restructuring the housing market in a particular area to bring about sustainable and cohesive communities, based upon the assumption that such communities must have efficient and well-functioning housing markets to demonstrate such characteristics (Audit Commission, 2005).

5.15 More significantly, the fact that each Pathfinder covers a large spatial area means that they reflect the operation of housing markets at a sub-regional level rather than being delineated by local authority administrative boundaries.  The purpose of this is to negate the problems of previous regeneration programmes that have had a positive or negative impact on neighbouring areas.  This also strengthens the partnership approach and recognises that the housing market is complex in its operation, and as with any market, there will be winners and losers as a result of its operation.

5.16 While the Sustainable Communities Plan stated that there would be no ‘blueprint’ for the delivery of the Pathfinder Programmes, and this has enabled innovative solutions to be developed on a local scale, the Government has however recognised the need for a scrutiny process to ensure they meet their wider aims and objectives.  The Audit Commission has conducted this process and a Best Practice Handbook has subsequently been produced.

5.17 In terms of successes, the Audit Commission (2005) found the following strengths amongst the Pathfinders:

· Effective community consultation methods;

· Comprehensive range of hard data;

· Good methods of involving stakeholders;

· Interventions generally well aligned with existing local public policy and service delivery mechanisms;

· Arrangements for monitoring outcomes over time.

5.18 However, the Audit Commission (2005) also found areas for further development amongst the Pathfinders:

· Ineffective analysis and use of the information base;

· Absence of clear links between:

· Pathfinder strategies and proposed interventions

· Targets and pathfinder objectives

· Targets and drivers

· Inability to demonstrate value for money of proposed interventions convincingly;

· Poor understanding of the impact of plans on adjacent areas.

5.19 Therefore, while the Pathfinders have generally made a good start, many of the proposed interventions may have considerable value in regeneration terms, but they are not always clearly linked to solving housing market problems.  For example, by providing home improvements grants, the Pathfinders may be contributing more to meeting the Decent Homes Standard than revitalising the local housing market (Audit Commission, 2005).

5.20 In terms of Race Relations, the Audit Commission has also found that the problems of housing market failure in some Pathfinder areas may be implicitly linked to issues of race.  There is a historical precedent that shows that communities often live in the same area to benefit from close cultural and family ties and mutual support mechanisms.  However, if housing is unsuitable for that community, causing issues such as overcrowding, this can lead to market failure, as there is a lack of housing within that area to accommodate extended families.  Similarly, members of the community may be reluctant to move to other areas where housing may be more suitable due to the loss of these local cultural ties and support mechanisms.

5.21 The Audit Commission acknowledge that most Pathfinders do not list community cohesion as a primary aim; it is only local authorities that have statutory duties to improve and promote the concept of community cohesion.  However, it recommends that it is essential for Pathfinders to ensure that projects bring communities together and do not discriminate against any particular group.  It therefore encourages good housing design and neighbourhood management to encourage people to live in more mixed communities by choice.

5.22 To ensure that this occurs, it is suggested that local action should be informed by the localised market conditions, not by what has worked elsewhere or through initiatives that Programme staff have prior experience of.  It is important to renew housing markets taking community cohesion into account, as it is one of the factors, along with design quality and environmental sustainability, that may have the potential to drive the market forward in the long-term.  Thus, the Audit Commission (2005) believes that an approach bringing together both public and private skills together in partnership is best to achieve these aims.

5.23 Therefore, the Audit Commission (2005) demonstrates that all Pathfinders have taken steps to improve community cohesion in different ways.  Some hold meetings in culturally appropriate venues or ensure the design of new build or refurbished accommodation meets the needs of different groups, for example.  Others have undertaken significant research into the needs of different communities and ensured the findings are incorporated into their Programmes.

5.24 One example of good practice in Race Relations amongst the Pathfinders is the Birmingham and Sandwell Urban Living Housing Market Renewal Programme (Audit Commission, 2005).  Here, the links between income levels and housing choices for asylum seekers and refugees were considered through research into their housing needs and employment prospects.  The research findings have subsequently been used to develop the Programme’s Action Plan for the private rented sector and determine how this group can be supported to become self-sufficient in the long-term.  Training is also being provided for housing association staff and an action plan has been developed to ensure the needs of this group are understood across all sectors and tenures.

5.25 Allied to the debates surrounding community cohesion and Housing Market Renewal is the issue of displacement, which can be associated with any area-based regeneration initiative and provides the rationale for the boundaries of Pathfinder areas transcending local authority administrative boundaries (see paragraph 5.15)

5.26 The ODPM (2006) produced a report on displacement issues associated with Housing Market Renewal Programmes.  It uses the DTI definition of displacement:

‘Displacement is the degree to which an activity promoted by Government policy is offset by reductions in activity elsewhere.  A policy or programme might promote investment in certain areas but this might draw resources from other areas accompanied by less investment – this reduces the benefits of intervention.’ 

5.27 According to this report, in terms of Housing Market Renewal Pathfinders, despite their cross-administrative boundaries, displacement can manifest itself in a number of ways, and needs to be considered at all stages during the Programme’s life cycle; in the case of housing, this can be up to thirty years.  Displacement issues associated with Housing Market Renewal include:

· Decreased demand in areas adjoining the Programme;

· Demand may come outside of the area being considered, representing in-migration, but displacement if this demand comes from areas within the Programme boundaries;

· A reduction in housing demand may affect the viability of local services such as shops and schools;

· Where demolition and decanting form part of a Pathfinder’s strategy, while displacement may not necessarily be negative, the nature and scale of the associated effects need to be carefully considered;

· Decreased demand elsewhere in the Housing Market Renewal area;

· Changes in tenure;

· Increased demand for construction workers, which in many areas are in short supply;

· A developer may switch to a Housing Market Renewal funded scheme rather than undertaking a scheme elsewhere in the area;

· A process of gentrification may mean that existing low-income residents are displaced from the local area, as they are unable to find affordable accommodation;

· Households will be displaced where a Programme involves demolition;

· For Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs), closing them in one area may result in them being created elsewhere and having a negative effect on that neighbourhood.

5.28 A number of the types of displacement associated with Housing Market Renewal Programmes listed above are clearly fundamentally relevant to this REIA, as they may have an actual or foreseeable adverse impact on some groups affected.

5.29 Those types of displacement that are most relevant include changes in tenure, demolition and decanting (which is linked to displacement of households), gentrification processes and the potential increases in HMOs in areas where they were not previously located.

5.30 For instance, many communities have remained together in lower cost housing, as they are able to house extended families in close proximity and, in the case of the Muslim community for example, may not wish to take on a traditional form of mortgage.  Here, acquisition of properties and re-housing of these communities may mean displacement to adjacent areas or even to different parts of the sub-region (ODPM, 2006).  Therefore, this represents a potential for an adverse impact on this community or group if their needs are not fully considered as part of the Programme’s delivery.

5.31 A further example relates to gentrification and tenure mix.  Here, displacement may occur in two ways.  The first relates to where the Housing Market Renewal Programme implements Compulsory Purchase Orders (CPOs) for areas of housing that are predominantly owner-occupied.  Here, these owners will be displaced and may not be able to afford to buy elsewhere.  The second relates to gentrification, where more affluent buyers displace lower income residents who may subsequently be priced out of the neighbourhood.

5.32 A final example relates to HMOs, which are an important indicator of market pressure at the lower end of the private rented sector.  The ODPM (2006) suggest that as these will often be displaced from the Housing Market Renewal Area and moved to adjacent areas, this can often cause a social and environmental nuisance to residents living there.  Conversely, this can also be the case if speculative purchases of properties by private landlords occur in the Housing Market Renewal Area prior to any intervention being implemented.  These houses may then become HMOs and cause a similar social and environmental nuisance to residents living there.

5.33 In conclusion, it is demonstrable that the Housing Market Renewal Programme, on a national scale, has aims that represent physical, social and economic regeneration and are closely related to the Sustainable Communities Agenda.  However, there are a number of strengths and weaknesses associated with these Pathfinder areas, and their interventions can clearly have both positive and negative outcomes.  

5.34 For this assessment, it is necessary to examine these outcomes in the context of Race Relations, to determine whether Liverpool’s Housing Market Renewal Programme is treating all communities and groups fairly, and if there is an actual or foreseeable adverse impact upon any individual group.

6. 
housing market renewal in liverpool

6.1 This section of the report examines the Housing Market Renewal Programme specifically in Liverpool.  It provides the context and background to the Programme, analyses data relevant to the REIA, and provides an analysis of the Delivery Plan and local housing needs, especially related to the BRM community.

6.2 Liverpool forms part of the Merseyside Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder, which covers a total area of 5,402 hectares.  This Pathfinder area has a population of 250,000 people, which has declined by 10% since 1991; 123,000 households, which has declined by 4% since 1991; and a vacancy rate of 7% of residential dwellings (Audit Commission, 2005).

6.3 In terms of the dwelling stock, 3% of the properties in the Pathfinder area are detached, 19% are semi-detached, 55% are terraced and 24% are flats.  The tenure breakdown is as follows: 42% are owner occupied, 20% are private rented and 39% are social rented.  The average sale price of a property within the Pathfinder area is £42,000, with an annual rate of return of 5% since 1996, compared to the UK average of 14% (Audit Commission, 2005).

6.4 The Merseyside Pathfinder (New Heartlands) has received £86 million of Housing Market Renewal Funds up to 2006.  The total amount of investment in the Pathfinder up to 2006, including match funding, is £594 million.  Potentially, over the lifetime of the Programme and subject to future comprehensive spending reviews, Housing Market Renewal is expected to invest £673 million in Merseyside, with overall potential funding estimated to reach over £2.6 billion over the lifetime of the Programme (Audit Commission, 2005).

6.5 The Pathfinder is comprised of a partnership of three local authorities in Merseyside; Liverpool, Sefton and Wirral.  Other members of the partnership include LSPs, the Housing Corporation, NWDA and English Partnerships. 

6.6 Of the 123,000 properties covered by New Heartlands, 76,000 are in the Inner Core of Liverpool, 25,000 in Wirral Riverside and 22,500 in South Sefton.  While 10% of properties are vacant across the area, this rises to almost one in three homes in the Inner Core of Liverpool, the focus of this assessment.

6.7 The Liverpool Housing Market Renewal Delivery Plan sets out a vision for the city to:


‘Repopulate the Inner Core of the city with a diverse range of tenures, house values and household income groups where every household will have access to a 21st century home, skills and employment, a safe and attractive environment, good community leisure facilities and high standards of educational attainment.’

6.8 The original Programme Delivery Plan sets out a clear rationale for Housing Market Renewal in Liverpool.  Key issues include the following:

· Imbalance in the city’s housing stock with over 80% of homes in Council Tax Bands A and B;

· An ageing city infrastructure designed for a much larger population but financed from this declining council tax revenue;

· High vacancy rates of 7.6% across all tenures in 2003, compared to a ‘healthy’ and regional target of just 3%;

· Both public and private sector housing stock condition is a serious concern.  In terms of council stock there is an outstanding repair requirement of around £320 million and around 20% of private sector homes are unfit or in disrepair;

· The potential of the European Capital Culture in 2008 adding to the city’s cultural and tourism offer and future economic growth and job creation potential;

· The related opportunity for the city’s 210,000 existing jobs to be increased by a further 30,000 during the next ten years.

6.9 The focus of Liverpool’s Housing Market Renewal Programme is the Inner Core, which is characterised by a mix of commercial, industrial and residential land usages.  Beyond the commercial core of the city there are substantial numbers of densely packed pre-1919 terraces showing severe signs of market decline.  However, in contrast, decline is not uniform, with growing numbers of city centre dwellings on the riverside.  Additionally, there are also considerable numbers of Victorian and Edwardian listed buildings within the Inner Core.

6.10 The Inner Core has 76,000 dwellings and a population of over 150,000 people.  Of these dwellings, 62% are private, 14% are local authority and 24% are in the ownership of RSLs.  Of these properties, 18,600 are vacant.  The stock is also subject to low house prices, high turnover and a high vacancy rates, a result of historical shifts, of which the following are stated in the Delivery Plan:

· Clearance and redevelopment in the 1960s and 1970s caused a shift from private renting to owner occupation;

· Further decline of the private rented sector occurred in the 1970s as a result of further clearance programmes and the refocus to renewal based initiatives;

· Abandonment of large council estates to the north of the city centre also occurred throughout the 1970s and early 1980s;

· Increases in student numbers during the 1980s disguised the weaknesses of the owner occupied sector in the Inner Core during the 1980s;

· During the 1990s there was large scale decline of social housing, owner occupation became increasingly affordable outside of the Inner Core and students were decanted into purpose built accommodation on the fringes of the city’s commercial core;

· Economic restructuring in the 1980s and 1990s affected the city’s most vulnerable neighbourhoods considerably – Liverpool lost 22% of its population and 18% of its jobs – and some parts of the city reliant on these industries, including the Inner Core, were most affected.

6.11 Additionally, while 70% of the wards in the city’s Inner Core suffer from problems of multiple deprivation, half of the wards in the Inner Core fall within the top 1% most deprived nationally while the other half fall within the top 5%.  The Inner Core also contains 16 of the city’s 22 Priority Neighbourhoods, including the Kensington New Deal for Communities area.

6.12 For the purposes of the Housing Market Renewal Programme, four priority Zones of Opportunity were identified in the Delivery Plan, the characteristics of which are outlined below:

· City Centre North – this area is considered as demonstrating the worst impacts of housing market decline and has experienced massive loss of population of around 90% over the last fifty years.  The area is disconnected and disjointed with considerable tracts of vacant, derelict and underused land;

· Stanley Park – market restructuring in this zone is based upon the commitment of Liverpool Football Club to remain in the area and relocate into the park itself, creating a flagship development to restore community and investor confidence in the area;

· City Centre South – this area contains many distinctive period buildings and its proximity to the commercial core provides a significant opportunity to build upon the successful strong housing markets here.  However, there are fragmented ownership patterns in this Zone and RSLs are the main owners of the vacant properties;

· Wavertree – this Zone has the largest stock of pre-1919 terraced housing in the city and incorporates the Edge Lane corridor, the most important gateway into the city centre from the M62 motorway, with proposals for a mixed mode transportation corridor and new buildings both for residential and commercial uses.

6.13 As part of the Housing Market Renewal Programme, the Living Through the Change Programme has also been developed, with an explicit plan to provide support to residents living through the upheaval of market restructuring and to improve overall management of the area.  The Living Through the Change Programme has three main components:

· Supporting People – this has three sub-components, including keeping existing residents, attracting new residents, and implementing anti-crime and community safety measures;

· Managing the Environment – this will address issues surrounding public open space including fly tipping, graffiti removal and footpaths;

· Dealing with the Properties – this will, amongst other things, involve acquisition, security of void properties, establish resident consultation processes, adopt a decant strategy and introduce shared ownership schemes for existing owner occupiers.

6.14 Each of the Zones of Opportunity have been allocated a lead developer and a lead RSL for the delivery of the Programme in partnership, as detailed in the table below:

	Zone of Opportunity


	Lead Developer


	Lead RSL



	City Centre North
	David Wilson Homes
	Liverpool Housing Trust

	Stanley Park
	Keepmoat Plc
	Arena

	Wavertree
	Bellway
	Riverside

	City Centre South
	Gleesons
	Plus Group


6.15 The Delivery Plan also states that rising prices are a significant threat to the delivery of the Programme due to rising house prices, the increasing costs of construction and developer speculation.  However, this is being controlled by ensuring that speculators are ineligible for any homeowner grants and loans, redlining CPO areas and encouraging landlord accreditation.

6.16 The Delivery Plan also sets out the Programme’s policies relating to the delivery of decant schemes and rehousing those affected through the established city wide order of priorities.  These rehousing needs and aspirations of both owner-occupiers and tenants have also been identified and reported to the Assistant Executive Director of Regeneration.

6.17 According to the 2001 Census, the BRM population of the wards covered by the Liverpool Housing Market Renewal Programme, which provides a breakdown by individual ethnic groups, is shown in the graph below.  It should however be noted that this data was updated in 2004, which is detailed in paragraph 6.23.
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6.18 This shows considerable variance in the proportion of BRM groups living in the different wards within the Housing Market Renewal Programme area.

6.19 The highest proportions of BRM groups live in Granby, with almost 40% of the population being of a BRM group within this ward.  Arundel, Abercromby, Picton and Smithdown wards also show the highest proportions of BRM groups compared to other wards in the city.

6.20 The areas in which the BRM population is least concentrated include Anfield, Breckfield, County, Melrose and Vauxhall, northern areas of the city where the White community makes up 95% or more of the population.

6.21 It is therefore clear from that the BRM community congregates within certain wards while the White community is considerably well established in other areas.

6.22 Interestingly, in those wards that show the highest proportion of BRM residents, no single group tends to be dominant.  In these wards, there is a clear mixture of residents of different BRM groups.  Only in Granby is there a clearly high proportion of Black African residents, Black Caribbean residents, and those of Mixed Origin.

6.23 It should however be noted that the ward level data on BRM communities was updated in 2004.  However, this does not give a breakdown by ethnic group, hence the retention of the Census 2001 data in paragraph 6.17.  Nevertheless, the 2004 data is shown in the table below:

	
	Total
	White British
	BME

	
	
	%
	
	%
	
	%

	Liverpool
	441,770
	100.0
	403,619
	91.4%
	36,152
	8.2%

	Kirkdale
	15,145
	100.0
	14,533
	96.0%
	632
	4.2%

	Everton
	15,237
	100.0
	14,460
	94.9%
	733
	4.8%

	Anfield
	15,897
	100.0
	15,136
	95.2%
	718
	4.5%

	Kensington & Fairfield
	14,201
	100.0
	12,218
	86.0%
	1,867
	13.1%

	Picton
	16,774
	100.0
	13,097
	78.1%
	3,795
	22.6%

	Princes Park
	14,206
	100.0
	8,892
	62.6%
	5,363
	37.8%

	Riverside
	12,900
	100.0
	11,372
	88.2%
	1,441
	11.2%
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6.24 The tenure classifications for each of the wards comprising the Housing Market Renewal Area in Liverpool are shown above, based on 2001 Census Data.  Again, this shows some interesting trends when compared to those for population.

6.25 It appears that in the areas where the BRM population is concentrated, there are also lower levels of owner-occupation.  This is demonstrable for Abercromby, Granby, and Smithdown for example, although not in Arundel and Picton, which show amongst the highest levels of owner occupation in the Housing Market Renewal Area.

6.26 In terms of those wards where the White population is heavily concentrated, Anfield, County, and Melrose show comparatively higher levels of owner occupation, although again, this is not the case for Breckfield or Vauxhall, where levels of owner occupation are extremely low.

6.27 This therefore is indicative that owner occupation is higher amongst the White population, or at least within areas where the White population is concentrated.  However, it should be noted that this is only a tenuous link.

6.28 There are less links between levels of renting, either from the council or RSLs, and the proportion of BRM communities living in a particular ward.  Levels vary considerably between wards but there is little clear link to where particular groups are concentrated.  However, levels of private renting are particularly high in Abercromby, Arundel and Picton wards where levels of BRM populations are highest, although this is also the case for Kensington where the BRM population is comparatively small.

6.29 Therefore, of especial significance to this assessment is the consideration of the Programme Delivery Plan that ‘an essential ingredient of any proposal for decanting owner occupiers/tenants out of Liverpool City Council or RSL stock is the impact on the Black, Minority and Ethnic Community and to ensure that the BRM community is not disadvantaged.’

6.30 Liverpool City Council’s BRM Housing Strategy A Community of Communities also specifically takes into account the needs of the city’s BRM communities and aims to reinforce the commitment of the city’s overall Housing Strategy:

‘To reduce inequalities for the city’s residents.’

6.31 The BRM Housing Strategy has the following key objectives:

· To promote Liverpool’s Corporate Equality Commitments throughout the Housing and Neighbourhood Services;

· To develop sustainable communities with good quality housing and employment opportunities for BRM people in Liverpool;

· To meet the social housing needs of BRM people in Liverpool with good quality, suitable accommodation in the areas of their choice;

· To maintain and mange Liverpool’s housing stock in order to improve the housing conditions of BRM people;

· To provide a safer living environment for all residents, to work to prevent racial harassment and to tackle it promptly and effectively if it occurs;

· To ensure that BRM people with particular housing or related support needs can have these needs met in an appropriate way;

· To ensure that BRM people receive fair access to employment opportunities both within Housing and Neighbourhood Services and with organisations with contracts with Neighbourhood Services. 

6.32 New Heartlands also commissioned CSR Partnership to conduct research into the housing needs and aspirations of BRM communities living within the Pathfinder area, in response to recommendations of the Audit Commission’s scrutiny report into the New Heartlands prospectus.

6.33 The CSR Report provides the following indication of housing needs amongst New Heartland’s BRM communities.  The BRM population is most significant in the southern area of Liverpool’s urban core, in the neighbourhoods to the east and south east of Liverpool city centre.  The highest concentration of BRM residents form a centrifugal pattern around the northern area of Granby ward, through the neighbourhoods of Prince’s Park, Toxteth, Edge Hill and Kensington.  In terms of housing needs and aspirations, the following were identified for different groups:

· Mixed White/Black Residents – the key issue for the majority of this group, most likely of all those surveyed to live in socially rented accommodation, is the poor quality of housing.  They are also most likely to have lived in their neighbourhood for all their lives and place high value on proximity to family and friends.  They were also more likely to think their area has a bad reputation and to be worried about violent crime;

· Asian Residents – these were most likely to be part of larger households and to be in employment.  They tend to live in terraced properties and in terms of tenure were generally equally split between owner-occupiers and renters from both housing associations and private landlords.  Their primary concern was the poor condition of properties.  Again, they placed high value on living close to family and friends but commonly suggested affordability as the main reason for living in their area;

· Black Caribbean Residents – these were least likely to be employed and most likely to live in a single person household.  They show similar socio-economic characteristics to Mixed White/Black residents but were more likely to be owner-occupiers.  However, out of all groups, they were least likely to be satisfied with their current home.  Interestingly, they were most likely of all BRM groups to have lived in their current neighbourhood for more than ten years, and being in proximity to family and friends were most significant reasons for living in the area;

· Black African Residents – these tended to live in larger households than both Black Caribbean and Mixed households and were most likely to classify themselves as refugees and lived in the local authority area for less than twelve months.  Of all groups they were least likely to be satisfied with their current home and area, mainly due to poor condition and disrepair.  Somali women highlighted strong neighbourhood ties and despite overcrowding, expected they would remain in their properties for the foreseeable future.

· Chinese Residents – these residents were most likely to be in employment and be owner-occupiers than any other surveyed group.  They were also most satisfied with their home and had larger than average household sizes.  Fear of crime was also most severe amongst Chinese residents.

· Yemeni Residents – these residents highlighted the poor condition of social rented properties and overcrowding as their main concerns.  Crime and racism were considered as key concerns and it was therefore felt important to live near other people from the Yemeni community, or at least amongst Arab or Asian residents.

· Kosovar-Albanian Residents – in similarity to the Yemeni community, this group highlighted the poor condition of properties and overcrowding as key issues.  This community is more dispersed and maintaining ties with other members of the community was considered a problem, and crime was therefore a serious concern for this group.

· Kurdish Residents – it was suggested that lower households sizes means that overcrowding is not as significant a concern amongst this community, but the poor condition of properties is an issue, as some believe that requests for repairs will adversely affect asylum applications.

· Iraqi Residents – amongst Iraqis a need for larger properties and the poor condition of socially rented dwellings was the key concern, and language barriers often make it difficult for residents to obtain housing information and report repairs.

· Asylum Seekers and Refugees – for these groups, if housed in peripheral locations, isolation, being cut off from local amenities, places of worship and support services were stated as the key concerns.  Overcrowding is also a problem but inherently difficult to monitor, and again, requesting repairs leads to fears of the effect upon asylum applications.

6.34 The CSR Report reaches the following conclusions on the Housing Needs of Liverpool’s BRM communities:

· BRM groups have maintained the vitality of the city’s Inner Core neighbourhoods during a long period of sustained population and economic decline, and population decline may have been even more serious without their presence;

· The BRM communities are not fundamentally bound to the Pathfinder area – only 56% of respondents expected that they would be living in the Inner Core in ten years time;

· Asian and Chinese out-migration is likely to increase in pace if housing in the Inner Core is not improved.  Housing meeting the design needs of these groups and environmental improvements will be fundamental to retaining this section of the population;

· In terms of Black and Mixed Black/White residents, their worse economic position and tendency to live in social housing restricts their potential for out-migration.  These groups have the longest historical ties with Merseyside and they have the strongest neighbourhood allegiances;

· For numerically smaller and newly arrived BRM groups, the formal and informal support mechanisms available in their primarily BRM neighbourhoods tie them more strongly to these areas.

6.35 The final conclusion of the CSR Report is of fundamental relevance to this REIA of the Liverpool Housing Market Renewal Programme, and will be explored much further in subsequent sections:

‘Stakeholder consultations indicated there is a degree of concern about the Housing Market Renewal Programme on the part of some members of Merseyside’s BRM communities: A number of stakeholders commented that social rented sector tenants are worried that they might be moved by their housing providers to predominantly white social housing estates whilst some owner occupiers are concerned that their homes may be subject to Compulsory Purchase Orders.  The Housing Market Renewal Team will need to manage the Programme carefully to ensure that diverse needs and aspirations are taken into account, maintaining the cohesion of New Heartland’s BRM communities.’

6.36 New Heartlands also commissioned an earlier REIA of the Housing Market Renewal Programme in August 2004, completed by Housing and Diversity Services Limited.  Its key findings, as set out below, are an appropriate point at which to conclude this section of the report:

· There is no BRM representation on the Board of Management of the Housing Market Renewal Programme Partnership.  Although it is recognised that specific roles and responsibilities make it difficult to allow membership on representational basis, the leadership must emerge from making the race issues a mainstream element within all aspects of its business;

· Representation within local authority partners on delivery of the Housing Market Renewal Programme does not reflect the makeup of the local community;

· All three local authorities have race equality schemes and action plans in place.  The progress against these plans is inconsistent;

· The information from detailed analysis of the Census and make up of the BRM communities within the Housing Market Renewal Areas is available.  It is important that the appropriate mechanisms are in place to keep this information up to date, particularly when Merseyside has attracted a number of newly arriving communities;

· The baseline information on BRM housing needs and particularly housing aspirations is not robust in all three areas.  It may therefore be difficult to project investment where it is suitable for local issues and to what extent it is needed. (NB – this was addressed by the CSR study detailed previously);
· None of the partner authorities have identified ‘Market Renewal’ specific functions and policies and processes relevant to the specific duty in the Race Relations (Amendments) Act 2000;

· The partnership did not carry out an REIA of any interventions to deliver the Housing Market Renewal Programme.  This is also the case within the three partner authorities.  Only Wirral has done some work through general consultation for the Housing Market Renewal Programme Strategy, which identified impact on BRM communities, particularly the Bangladeshi community. (NB – this work addresses this issue for Liverpool City Council);
· There is little or no understanding within BRM communities of how Housing Market Renewal works, the interventions being used, resource availability and implications for their neighbourhoods;

· There are strong community networks within Liverpool where BRM Network and Faith Network are very active as part of the LSP.  In Wirral the Local Authority consults a group of BRM representatives on service delivery issues.  In comparison, Sefton has no clear leadership or network of BRM organisations;

· There has been little or no consultation with BRM communities prior to producing the prospectus or the Delivery Plans that have been put together by the partner local authorities.  In particular there is a strong feeling about this issue within Liverpool’s BRM communities;

· Although the selection of the intervention areas was ultimately down to the ODPM, there was no involvement of local communities within this process.  At the same time it is important to recognise that the selection process had to be completed within tight time constraints.  Following this there has been little or no involvement of BRM communities in Delivery Plans;

· The definition of BRM communities varies amongst the partner authorities.  It is important that the Partnership agrees to a definition for purposes of consistency;

· The links of existing BRM strategies with Market Renewal Strategies is essential and this is being addressed in Liverpool through a joint action plan for meeting BRM needs and aspirations.  This needs to take place in all areas of the partnership.  Sefton does not have a BRM Housing Strategy;

· There is clear evidence of involving other key stakeholders in the delivery of Housing Market Renewal; however, there is only general awareness and recognition of BRM issues within these stakeholders.  It is important that the understanding of baseline information on specific BRM communities’ issues is consistent amongst all stakeholders.

7. 
the notion of adverse impact 

7.1 The RRA as amended introduced the concept of adverse impact in relation to race equality.  In particular it identified an adverse impact as:

· Adverse impact is defined as a significant difference in patterns of representation or outcomes between racial groups, with the difference amounting to a detriment for one or more racial groups.

7.2 It is important for the reader to note that there are two possible impacts to consider in relation to carrying out an REIA:

· A negative or adverse impact – where the impact could disadvantage one or more ethnic group.  This disadvantage may be differential, where the negative impact on one particular group is likely to be greater than on another;

· An impact that will have a positive impact on an equality target group or groups, or improve equal opportunities and/or relationships between groups.  This positive impact may be differential, where the positive impact on one particular group of individuals or one ethnic group is likely to be greater than on another.

7.3 If a negative or adverse impact is judged to be unlawful (would result in either direct or indirect discrimination) action must be taken immediately to either abandon the policy development or change it to make it lawful.

8. the emerging paradigm of Equalities AND RACE relations 

8.1
It is important that this report reflects the emerging debate that is taking place with regard to race relations in the UK.  In many areas this emerging debate has had a direct bearing on race equality within the city of Liverpool.  

The Equality and Diversity (ED) debate in the UK is undergoing a fundamental change.  Some may even go as far as to suggest that this change represents a paradigm shift.  At the heart of this emerging debate is the fact that the context, which gave rise to the professionalisation of ED in the 1970s and 1980s, has changed.  


8.2
Then, the debate regarding Equality (Diversity became a prominent component in the 1990s) took place within a political framework, where emphasis was placed on equal rights for marginalised and discriminated groups, including BRM groups, women, disabled and gays and lesbians.  These political debates were given further impetus by legislation that sought to tackle discrimination.  This included the Equal Pay Act (1970), The Race Relations Act (1975) and the Sex Discrimination Act (1975).  The Equalities debate as articulated in the 1970s and 1980s did not lend itself readily to the then dominant political viewpoint, which tended to place emphasis on individual responsibilities over group allegiances and identity.   At times this placed the whole Equalities debate at the centre of political and media scrutiny.  Whilst the legal framework for equalities, which was established in the 1970s, remained intact, its raison d’etre was continually subject to questioning during the 1980s.  


8.3
The 1990s witnessed a significant evolution of the debate regarding equalities and the emergence of the concept of diversity.  Whilst the political discourse that had set the tone in the 1980s remained, it was subsumed within a framework where debate was about the “managing” of ED, especially in relation to the provision of public services and the recruitment of a workforce that reflected the changing demographics of the country.  Debates regarding ED took on a more managerial tone, where emphasis was placed on the importance of service providers meeting the needs of various groups.  Mainstreaming equalities in service provision and valuing diversity within the workforce became key terms within any strategic plans or mission statement.  No longer did it seem important to establish the legitimacy of a particular group or ethnicity but that instead emphasis should be placed on establishing their needs.


8.4
The 21st century has seen the emergence of a number of different strands, which along with the managerial framework developed in the 1990s, continues to influence thinking with regard to equalities and diversity.  Firstly, there has been a shift in emphasis with regard to the legal framework, which underpins the rights of various groups.  The Race Relations Amendment Act (2000), The Gender Equality Duty and the Disability Equality Duty, has shifted analysis away from focusing on what a listed authority is doing, i.e. discriminating against a particular individual to one which focuses more on what they are not doing i.e. promoting good race relations.  Whereas the previous legal framework was dependent on individuals making complaints about discrimination, now it is dependent on public authorities to demonstrate that they treat different groups and ethnicity fairly.


8.5
Secondly, the diversity component of the equalities debate has required practitioners to reflect far more on the heterogeneous nature of communities and groups.  At one end of the spectrum this has entailed that practitioners recognise issues of diversity within diverse groups, whilst at the other end it has resulted in debates regarding the rights of individuals vis-à-vis their membership of particular groups.


8.6
Thirdly, whilst previous debates regarding group discrimination were premised on issues concerning “power”, they tended to do so through the prism of “perceived identity”, rather then as a consequence of “income and access to services”.  This had the impact of not only homogenising communities, who’s only common theme was a shared identity but at the same time downplaying issues to do with “class and access to services” which had the potential to cut across arbitrary boundaries which marked out group formation and identities.  


8.7
Fourthly, as the legitimacy of groups and ethnicity has been established over the years, some of their perceived values and lifestyles have come under greater scrutiny.  Of course this scrutiny has been shaped by the events of 9/11 and the subsequent London bombings.  Issues concerning free speech versus responsible commentary, rights of women compared to the right to freedom of religious expression, and multi-culturalism as opposed to integration now reside at the forefront of debates about ED.


8.8
Fifthly, the recent arrivals of eastern Europeans to the UK has had a pronounced impact not simply in terms of the emerging political rhetoric with regard to migration and immigration but also, indirectly in relation to the concept of ‘white’.  At the start of the 21st century it was still commonplace for commentators to describe the race equality debate in somewhat binary terms of Black and Minority Ethnic communities and its counterpart, the white communities.  In fact it could be argued that in spite of the needs of those ‘white’ communities which had historically been subject to much discrimination, namely Gypsies and Travellers and the Irish community, that for policy makers race equality was about BRM.  They were the ‘other’ in terms of race relations and one that should be the focus of attention.  However the emergence of newly arrived ‘white’ individuals such as Kosovans and Albanians has placed the historical binary position under scrutiny.


8.9
Finally, the government’s emphasis on social exclusion has also had a pronounced impact on race equalities. It has certainly helped in focusing attention on the needs of white residents who live in the country’s most deprived neighbourhoods.  Although very few, if any of its literature engages directly with the issue of ‘whiteness,’ it is perhaps no coincidence that being white and poor in the UK has become a legitimate area of consideration for professionals.   However, in the same context that social exclusion has enabled us to focus on whiteness, it is perhaps not the best means to tackle issues to do with racism and the BRM communities.  Tackling racism requires that those who are its victims be mobilised by issues concerning their race and/or their ethnicity.  ‘Communities of interest’ not residence are the key driver.  

9.  
feedback from focus groups 

9.1  This section of the report examines the feedback from the focus groups and associated consultation with community groups, which forms a considerable element in determining whether the Housing Market Renewal Programme has had an adverse impact on any particular group or if such an impact is indeed foreseeable in the future, without modifications to the Programme.


9.2 The findings from each group are therefore considered in turn in this section of the report; first those conducted in each of the Zones of Opportunity and second those for the different communities of interest consulted with as part of the assessment.  

zones of opportunity

City Centre North

9.3 Only a local community development worker attended this focus group, so the consultation took the form of an interview instead.  The suspicion of the local community regarding the venue at a Community Justice Centre was highlighted and suggested as the key reason for the poor attendance.


9.4 
It was stated that the area around Vauxhall is predominantly white, approximately 98%, and while the community were asking for information on Housing Market Renewal, meetings to inform people of their rights were still not well attended.  It was considered that while few Black people had problems living in the area, the council’s decisions for re-housing people could be better informed.  For instance, one black family were housed in a corner dwelling, a notorious location for groups hanging around, and it was felt that this might not be appropriate.


9.5 
Additionally, the consultee was of the opinion that while the city cannot be considered as segregated on the lines of race, it also cannot be considered as fully integrated.  For instance, there are not many Black families living in the City Centre North Zone, and this has a historical antecedence whereby the city has certain communities where Black and White people grew up separately.  However, in contrast, it was felt that there are certain communities in the city where White and Black people had grown up together, predominantly in the south, but this is an increasingly common characteristic of the city as a whole.

City Centre South

9.6 
This focus group was reasonably well attended, with six participants who all lived within this Zone of Opportunity, all of whom were Black or Mixed Race.  A range of local residents of different ages and living in different areas within the Zone participated, and a lengthy discussion was held regarding the Housing Market Renewal Programme and its impact on people living in the area.


9.7
Those attending generally liked their neighbourhood and the majority of people living within it.  However, problems with the neighbourhood were cited, including low employment levels and a lack of aspirations for educational achievement.  Additionally, it was considered that all services needed are not available locally and this has implications for individuals in terms of health, shopping, and advice, for example.


9.8
For those who were born in the Granby area, and had grown up there, they remembered it as a self-sufficient, sustainable community, where multiculturalism had developed in a natural rather than forced way.  One participant had worked elsewhere in the UK but moved back to Granby, feeling their roots were in the area and that it was a safe place to live.  


9.9
However, it was felt that the closure of local services such as the Housing Office and Citizens’ Advice Bureau is an attempt to break up the close multicultural community living in City Centre South.  Despite the feelings of discrimination, neglect and exclusion experienced by residents, which have historical precedents, the community remains good spirited and difficult to break down.  This relates to a generational issue whereby Black people were forced to buy houses in the area due to discrimination on a city-wide basis, and bought in these areas due to lack of affordability elsewhere in the city, resulting in a congregation of the population.


9.10
It was generally felt that in the area today, deprivation is magnified, particularly amongst the Black population.  The residents felt that the Housing Market Renewal Programme could potentially exacerbate this.  As it is the only area of the city where the BRM community feel safe, there could be a negative effect due to the large volumes of demolition occurring, forcing people to move elsewhere.  The scheme was compared to the comprehensive redevelopment of the 1960s, and there was severe concern about the deficit between the price paid under CPOs and the cost of a new home.


9.11
There were some positive feelings regarding the Housing Market Renewal Programme.  It was considered good that it identifies areas in need of redevelopment and regeneration, to bring new money into the area and address exclusion.  It was also thought that the council are positively looking at the provision of a range of tenure types and they seem to be serious about the Living Through the Change programme.


9.12
Nevertheless, there was a feeling that Housing Market Renewal is not currently doing anything good, as the controllers of the funds available have assumptions and prejudices regarding the area.  There is no new understanding of the problems facing the area and there is a need for better community engagement and provision of information about the Programme.


9.13
There was general disagreement with demolition of housing in Granby and while everyone wants to see improvements made, it was considered that this should take the form of renovation rather than demolition.  Housing Market Renewal was thought of as an excuse to demolish large family homes and replace them with higher density forms of development.  The fact that this would displace people could create further poverty through the Housing Market Renewal policies, and the term ‘social cleansing’ was used to describe the process.


9.14
There was also criticism of the RSLs operating in the area as the residents thought that the vast majority of derelict properties are in RSL ownership due to a policy of land banking during the last thirty years that has manufactured market failures.  As a result, this monopoly amongst RSLs means people have been unable to buy property in the area.


9.15
Finally, it was considered that parts of Liverpool remain racist and there are significant numbers of people wanting to move into areas such as Granby as they feel safe there.  It was felt that Housing Market Renewal is not meant for the Black community, and as residents have been opposing demolition for a considerable time, they are unable to access the funds available.  It was also felt that in other areas of the city, the community have been able to make decisions, but in City Centre South, this has not been the case and left to council officers.  A need for transparency and access within the Housing Market Renewal Programme was therefore a key issue amongst this group.

Wavertree

9.16 This focus group was again reasonably well attended with six participants, all of whom were members of the White community living in the area. 


9.17 The participants felt that their neighbourhood had become worse in recent years and was now ‘terrible.’  This was mainly felt to be due to an influx of ‘undesirable’ asylum seekers, refugees and migrant workers who had moved into the area in recent years.  While it was stated that BRM residents in the area are generally well integrated, it was felt that this particular group were causing significant problems.  This includes drug dealing, harassment of young girls, car crime and racial abuse, for example, with a lack of understanding of British culture, women’s rights, and a lack of willingness to integrate.  There was clear concern that the council, the government or NASS were deliberately housing these people in the area to get the local residents out, and this had caused problems of being unable to sell houses and people not wanting to move into the area.


9.18 In relation to this, the term ‘social cleansing’ was interestingly also repeated by those attending this focus group.  Some had lived in the area for fifty years and felt that there had always been a good community spirit, but this influx has now caused people to move out and be afraid to go out at night.  It was thought that as the area is centrally located the aim of the Programme is to get the long-term population out to increase the local demand fore student and apartment accommodation.  The influx of asylum seekers and other residents who demonstrate anti-social behaviour was described as a different form of CPO – ‘criminally persistent offenders’.


9.19 Feelings on the Housing Market Renewal Programme were therefore generally negative.  During the initial consultation it was felt something positive was starting and the residents never asked for anything unobtainable.  However, non-consulted plans have been drawn up, nothing has happened, and it was considered that if good officers had been driving the process forward the area could have had new homes by now.


9.20 The compensation prices offered for CPOs were also felt to be a disgrace, especially as more dwellings are being demolished compared to those being replaced.  It was felt that bridging loans are insufficient and that owner-occupiers should get at least enough to be able to purchase another property.


9.21 However, 95% of residents had voted for demolition and new build, on the premise that their old property would be directly exchanged for a new one, a ‘dream’ that owner-occupiers felt had now turned into a nightmare.  It was felt that owner-occupiers were now left in limbo, were not going to receive what they thought they would for their property, and are unable to undertake repairs due to the uncertainty.  More significantly, it was considered that the Programme treats those living in social housing better, as it is easier to get them out, while owner-occupiers are left with streets of boarded up homes and the associated problems these cause.


9.22 There was also concern that while some areas of social housing are subject to improvements, those in ownership who had saved and bought their homes are left in isolation and not improved.  Furthermore, for groups such as pensioners, if their home is demolished they cannot now afford to buy another home.  It was felt that a policy of Homeowner Grants, similar to that implemented in the 1980s, would be appropriate.


9.23 It was also felt that the white population are not being treated fairly under the Housing Market Renewal Programme and that in this area Equal Rights should work both ways.  Currently the police do very little if local residents are the subjects of racial abuse by those who have migrated into the area. It was also felt that the Programme is trying to implement middle class solutions to working class problems in the area, and that sufficient research has not been undertaken.  As a result, the Programme is trying to fit an unworkable template to a problem and imposing a solution that is not community led.


9.24 The residents also felt that while BRM residents living in the City Centre South Zone have got an extensive community infrastructure, this is not the case in the Wavertree Zone.  While the NDC Programme is attempting to rectify this, it is a Liverpool City Council Programme so it was felt that no results have emerged, as this is not a desirable outcome.  In contrast, in BRM neighbourhoods, there is a considerable social infrastructure on the side of the community, more than the NDC does in Kensington and Wavertree, which was felt to be simply a non-independent branch of Liverpool City Council in place to meet their aspirations for the area, not those of the community.

Stanley

9.25 There were three participants at this focus group, all of whom were White, but of mixed ages.


9.26 The participants stated that many years ago the area was a lovely neighbourhood with close family ties, and that often, several members of the same family would live in same street or surrounding streets.  There was however concern that there have been increasing drug and violence issues in the area during the last ten years.


9.27 It was considered that this area, to the north of the city, is predominantly White, whereas the south has a greater proportion of BRM groups.  


9.28 There was concern over an increasing predominance of private landlords owning properties in the area, which do not make checks on their tenants and therefore let anyone move in providing that they pay the rents.  This has contributed to the increasing social problems in the area.


9.29 Two of the participants face their homes being demolished, but in the last phase of demolition, likely to occur in eleven or more years time.  Although they did not want to move from the area, they now feel trapped and are unable to sell their houses.  While they have been consulted and are not against the demolition in principle, they feel forced in some aspects, despite seeing the wider benefits for the community.  However, there was considerable concern about being unable to get a mortgage or afford another property once their homes are demolished.


9.30 In addition to concerns over the affordability of new properties and the levels of compensation likely to be received through CPOs, they also felt that the loss of established neighbours and friends would be upsetting, and there were no guarantees of being able to move ‘en bloc’ to remain with the same people.


9.31 There was also concern over the following statement contained within a report by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation on Housing Market Renewal, and read out by a participant:

‘…particular households of BME communities face particular challenges, are more vulnerable, less willing to take on new debts, are concerned over social isolation and require additional support…’

It was felt that the Housing Market Renewal Programme causes such problems for all communities and that such statements amount to racial discrimination against the white community, as anyone in this situation faces relocation issues, debt, and loss of their neighbours and their connection with the area.


9.32
A pensioner attending felt that their age group was forgotten in big issues such as Housing Market Renewal and that many are fearful of the Programme and don’t fully understand it.  It was stated that some stay behind their front doors in fear that their homes would be taken away.


9.33
The participants were not sure if Housing Market Renewal treats people living in other neighbourhoods differently.  They only get information from newspapers and other public sources, and have never attended a general meeting with Liverpool City Council attended by residents of all the different areas affected by the Programme.


9.34
However, there was a perceived north-south divide in the city, with 80% of the parks being located in the south and the majority of houses having gardens.  It was also felt that the south generally gets more money than the north and is better treated, with the recent building of a large number of new homes.


9.35
There was also feeling that only by ‘shouting,’ will funding for Housing Market Renewal Projects be provided, as has occurred in the south of the city.  Therefore, the community in this Zone has become increasingly active since the proposals for Liverpool Football Club to ensure the area receives the same benefits.


9.36
Finally, there was also concern that as a result of Housing Market Renewal policies, those with the means have sold their houses and moved away, with the loss of good people from the area.  As a result, private landlords have purchased the homes, and while 75% of these tenants were felt to be okay, it is the remainder that are causing increasing social problems in the area.

Young People

9.37
The consultation with young people was conducted through an interview with a Youth Worker who spoke to young people aged 12-14, and who were mainly White, on our behalf.


9.38
They were generally positive about their neighbourhood, Edge Hill, as it had all the facilities they needed, including shops, a youth centre and a park.  Also, all their friends live in the area and they felt it would be boring to live elsewhere.


9.39
Problems with the area included hard drug users, anti-social behaviour, and boarded up properties, which were felt detrimental to the area’s appearance.


9.40
The young people felt it quite unrealistic that they would be living in the area in the future due to the lack of jobs and the perceived better opportunities that would be available to them living elsewhere.


9.41
The consensus view on the Housing Market Renewal Programme was it would be negative, as they would be moved to different areas with a loss of the local community.  Most wanted the money to be used to refurbish their current home and did not understand why this wouldn’t happen as an alternative to demolition.  While new houses may help to keep people in the area there was fear that once moved away temporarily, people would not return.


9.42
The only positive outcomes perceived for the Programme were that demolition might get rid of rats, which inundate the area.


9.43
It was also felt that the Programme treats different communities unfairly due to the perception that asylum seekers come into the area and get all available resources.


9.44
The young people considered Liverpool as quite a racist city, many of whom had overhead racist comments and felt it was a city in which you could get killed because of the colour of your skin.  It was also felt that media coverage of BRM murders or events is greater than for White communities.  Segregation was cited as an issue, but it was felt that an influx of Kosovans into their neighbourhood had caused a negative effect.

Women

9.45 Six women, who lived in different parts of the Liverpool Housing Market Renewal Area, attended this focus group.  There was a general lack of awareness of the Housing Market Renewal Programme using this terminology; most were simply aware of housing demolition, gaining this information through the media and word of mouth.


9.46 There were varying views on the quality of their neighbourhoods.  One who lived in Kirkhill was generally disgusted with the area, especially in relation to problems with local youths.  One worked in Toxteth with young people and felt there is fear about mixing between different groups.  The fear of crime amongst the elderly more generally was also cited as a concern.


9.47 The strength of Liverpool was considered to be its strong communities and the people, and the tendency that the people who live there were generally born there as opposed to other areas.  There was also a perception that people are now staying in the city rather than leaving.


9.48 There was general concern amongst the group that houses in some areas are being boarded up en masse, especially as these are well-built houses, the problem being that nobody wants to live there.


9.49 It was felt that the class divide in Liverpool strengthens the race divide.  There is ignorance about others’ race and culture and a general feeling that they would not want to live as a minority in the city.  In their neighbourhoods BRM communities are welcome, but in others this is not the case.  The problem of segregation was considered as no more severe than in other cities however, the example of Manchester being cited.


9.50 To tackle racism, several ideas were put forward.  Children should be better educated about other cultures and mixing should be encouraged in schools.  A multicultural event for young people was one idea.  Also, it was thought that all groups are guilty of failing to integrate, and steps need to be taken to encourage this.

Muslim Women

9.51 This focus group was well attended by Muslim women.  Most were not aware of the details of the Housing Market Renewal Programme, but had noticed changes in the city such as new infrastructure and housing demolition.


9.52 Whilst it was felt to be a good idea to build new houses, there was concern that if their home were to be demolished and they had to leave the L8 area of the city, they could not move to areas such as Anfield and Breckfield due to the fear that racism is a problem in these areas.  


9.53 Many of the women and their friends had experienced acts of racism, and they believed that it could be unsafe for their children, who have had similar problems at school.  The only White person at the focus group had lived in L8 for 25 years and has noticed racism and bullying increasing during this time.  Many also felt that White women living in Muslim communities were fine and were not the root of the problems. 


9.54 Linkages were made between the events of 9/11 and the increases in acts of racism and feelings of not being safe amongst the community.  This was perceived as a similar problem to the way the Irish were treated during the times of IRA bombings. 


9.55 The women believed that in cities such as London, Birmingham or Manchester, racism is not such a problem because of the larger Asian communities.  It was also felt that the Muslim community experience greater levels of racism than Black people.


9.56 The women agreed with integration of different communities but believed that the process is not being made easy.  There were examples of police harassment cited and comparisons were made to similar problems that occurred before the 1981 riots.


9.57 They were positive about the idea of building new homes in Liverpool, as they would be more pleasant and clean.  However, to accommodate the Muslim community, such new properties would have to be of a larger size to accommodate larger families.


9.58 It was felt that the council should not be housing vulnerable Muslim groups, for example Kosovans, in areas where they are not safe and experience racist abuse and violence.


9.59 All of the women wanted to continue to live in L8 where there is a large Muslim community and a feeling of mutual safety.  

Yemeni

9.60 Consultation with this group was conducted through speaking to a community leader at the Liverpool Arabic Centre.

9.61 It was stated that the majority of the Arabic community in Liverpool is Yemeni, and this community has been in Liverpool since the 1880s.  The community mainly live in the Toxteth area, but a proportion live elsewhere now, an increasing recent trend.

9.62 Yemeni housing needs generally relate to overcrowding as there are often six or more people in a household and the houses are too small.  Children therefore often sleep in the living room of three bedroom houses, for example.  Additionally, housing condition is often poor with problems such as damp.  It was also felt that the Housing Associations have not addressed these problems but the Arabic Centre is now working with them to resolve it.

9.63 Health problems amongst the Yemeni community are more common than amongst other groups, which is linked to the housing problems.  Many also have language barriers and are not registered with doctors.

9.64 The communication difficulties are compounding difficulties faced with housing maintenance, and this has caused frustration amongst the community with the Housing Associations.

9.65 Housing Market Renewal was considered as good for the Yemeni community as it will improve the overall housing stock.  However, most Yemenis are not owner-occupiers so as long as their needs are met through rehousing as a result of the Programme, their quality of life will also improve.

9.66 The Yemeni community has always been marginalised in the city but racial incidents are mostly linked to ‘Islamophobia’ due to the national climate.  Therefore, Housing Market Renewal has had no clear impact on their relationship with other communities.  The Arabic Centre is currently working to improve integration and reduce racial tensions.

9.67 Liverpool was considered as a racist city and the perceived as the worst in Europe in terms of cleanliness, environment and housing.  It was considered that other cities provide better housing conditions for BRM groups, but in Liverpool, communication difficulties and lack of knowledge of the system put the Yemeni community in a difficult position.  The problems were felt to be worse in other areas of Liverpool than in Toxteth, but there was hope that the situation could improve as a result of the Housing Market Renewal Programme.

Refugees and Asylum Seekers

9.68 Consultation with this group was conducted through a representative from Refugee Action with extensive knowledge of the issues affecting these groups.

9.69 Housing is a big issue for refugees in Liverpool as they are not considered a priority and it can take several months before they are offered accommodation.  A significant number rent private accommodation due to the length of time this can take.

9.70 When refugees can secure social housing, there are some areas where harassment can be a problem.  These include Anfield, Kensington, and some areas of L7 and L15, though for these latter areas, it can often be concentrated in specific streets.  

9.71 It can be difficult for this group to move accommodation, although the consultee was aware of two Eritrean families who moved from good quality social housing in Anfield and Kensington respectively into poor quality private rented accommodation elsewhere, because they felt the area would be more racially tolerant towards them.

9.72 Levels of racist abuse tend to be the highest in areas where there is no long history of ethnic diversity.  For example, while Toxteth may share similar deprivation characteristics to Anfield and Kensington, there are not the same levels of racist incidences.

9.73 It was felt that racist abuse generally affects all BRM groups in these areas, especially those who are Muslim or of different skin colour.  However, in the case of asylum seekers it may be due to the identification of a house where NASS disperses these groups, as Liverpool is a designated area for the dispersal policy.

Black and Mixed Race British 

9.74 Only four residents attended this focus group.  Of the four many complained about experiencing racism within the city.  This form of racism was both direct and indirect and could take the form of being spat on when walking the streets to not feeling that their application for a job in public services was being taken seriously.


9.75 There was a general feeling within this focus group that Liverpool was a racist place for BRM residents and that those who could, leave the city.

9.76 There was a sense from this group that the redevelopment of the Granby area was important and necessary so long as the neighbourhood retained its unique role in relation to providing a safe place for the city’s BRM population.

10. 
headline messages 

	Headline Message 1: Liverpool City Council and the officers engaged in delivering Housing Market Renewal objectives should be applauded for undertaking a comprehensive Race Equality Impact Assessment on the Programme’s policies and activities, especially as this is the first such assessment on a Housing Market Renewal Programme.



	Rationale: The CRE highlights that in order for public authorities to meet both the general and specific duties under the RRAA it is essential that as part of their race equality scheme that they carry out an REIA.  The purpose of an REIA is to enable public authorities to assess whether a particular service or function is having an adverse impact on any ethnic group.  It is our opinion that since the Amendment Act came into force in July 2003 very few major regeneration programmes have carried out such a task.  It is perhaps not surprising therefore that the CRE, under the powers afforded to it by the Secretary of State, has launched a formal investigation into physical regeneration programmes across the UK.  This investigation will report in the autumn of 2007.  Of course, it would not be prudent to speculate upon its findings, however, one can assume that the issue of programmes carrying out a comprehensive REIA will be at the fore of its considerations.  



	Evidence: Throughout this assignment it was noticeable that there was a commitment by key officers and elected members for there to be a full and comprehensive REIA of the Housing Market Renewal Programme in Liverpool.  At all stages we were afforded full access to documents, key individuals and groups.  In addition, we were given a clear licence to report on matters as we saw fit and there was an acknowledgement and willingness from all concerned to learn from any issues that arose from the REIA. The fact that this is one of the few, if not the first, comprehensive REIA to be carried out on a major regeneration programme did not deter those responsible for implementing any of our recommendations.



	Steps required to maintain progress: In our opinion we recommend that Liverpool City Council publish in full the key headline messages of the REIA and to those who require it access to the full report.  Liverpool City Council must put in place arrangements three years hence to carry out a similar exercise on the Housing Market Renewal Programme.  However, given the wider equalities legislative framework that has arisen, in particular in relation to the gender and disability equality duties, we recommend that the authority carry out a full equalities impact assessment.




	Headline Message 2: The Race Equality Impact Assessment has shown that there is no adverse impact upon any particular ethnic group living in the Housing Market Renewal Area.



	Rationale: The rationale behind the REIA is to ensure that public authorities are meeting the general and specific duties as set out in the RRA and in particular to avoid adverse impact on any ethnic group.  Any adverse impact, which can be proven to be as a result of direct/indirect discrimination, is unlawful.



	Evidence: We developed an analytical framework to carry out the REIA.  This included looking at good practice elsewhere in relation to meeting the housing needs of particular ethnic groups and carrying out consultation with communities of interest and communities of residents.  We also had detailed discussion with key stakeholders and led on a focus group with frontline delivery staff.  We also reviewed background documents and visited a number of those neighbourhoods most directly impacted upon.  On the basis of what constitutes an adverse impact as identified in the legal framework, we are of the opinion that none exists in relation to the Housing Market Renewal Programme.  Throughout our inquiry we found evidence to suggest that the Housing Market Renewal Programme was aware of the housing needs of the BRM communities in Liverpool, that they had given consideration to issues regarding community cohesion, we attended forums which were integral to the programme and where community or neighbourhood tensions could be aired and we were satisfied that Liverpool City Council had made arrangements for consulting people from all ethnic groups in the area they serve and were taking steps to ensure that all ethnic groups were involved.  



	Steps required to maintain progress:
Liverpool City Council must as part of the Housing Market Renewal Programme ensure that there are consultation methods in place to ensure that people from all groups, including ethnic minorities, can be regularly consulted.  At the heart it must accept that any failure to engage on a regular basis with its various communities will inevitably result in an adverse impact as set out in the RRA.  

The City Council must also ensure as part of the programme that it continually puts in place mechanisms to look at the needs of all groups as well as ethnic minority groups.  This is especially the case in relation to newly arrived communities.

The issue of integration is integral to debates regarding race equality in the UK and it is not an easy one to resolve.  There is a fundamental difference between segregation, which if it results from the activities of a housing organisation is unlawful, and congregation, which is a direct result of how people respond to and choose to engage with the external environment.  Liverpool City Council must have at the forefront of its thinking a willingness to distinguish between segregation and congregation.  If ethnic groups choose to congregate around a particular neighbourhood it is outside of the remit of public authorities to intervene in that choice.  The key issue is for public authorities to ensure that the quality of life within those neighbourhoods is of a comparable quality with other similar areas. Similarly, it must also ensure that local residents who live in those neighbourhoods can choose to opt in or opt out of those neighbourhoods.




	In addition, the forums which the Housing Market Renewal Programme has set up to ensure two-way communication with the local communities should at regular stages be able to engage with the debate regarding community cohesion in their neighbourhoods.  We would actively encourage that the Chief Officer responsible for the Programme puts in place a systematic mechanism whereby indicators regarding community cohesion can be collected at a Zone level.  This should be done periodically and be part of the overall monitoring of the Programme.

We would also recommend that Liverpool City Council implement all other recommendations in this report.




	Headline Message 3: There is potentially a future adverse impact upon neighbourhoods that are predominantly comprised of white residents.  To combat this HMRI should accelerate the programme in these neighbourhoods for example Kensington, Anfield and Breckfield.  In addition HMRI should consider, in conjunction with Liverpool First, engaging with National Asylum Support Service (NASS) to look at issues relating to the support given to newly arrived Asylum seekers who are placed in these neighbourhoods.



	Rationale: As noted elsewhere in this report, the issue of white residents who live in the most deprived neighbourhoods has risen to the fore of debates regarding social exclusion.  There has been an increased academic and policy debate regarding the experiences of what were once described as the white working class communities and it would be fair to state that some of their needs have been ignored within the wider race equality debate.  This is in spite of the fact that on a range of indicators the white working class community are performing worse than other ethnic groups.  In addition, it is important to recognise that with the recent arrival of Eastern Europeans, the concept of white within the race equality genre has become more problematic.  The indigenous white communities, mainly made up of those who are of British or Irish descent, have different needs and different experiences to those who have arrived from Eastern European countries.  For the purposes of this headline message, when we refer to white, we are talking about the indigenous white community.



	Evidence: Throughout the assignment we recorded and we saw visual evidence of properties that were boarded up, which could easily be argued to be creating blight in those neighbourhoods.  These neighbourhoods tended to be those that were predominantly white. Whilst the blight could be described as a temporary measure whilst the Housing Market Renewal programme was making progress towards the complete renewal of the Inner Core, it was nonetheless a tough expectation to expect its residents to have to remain within it.  Of course, the housing blight is part of the course of any emerging market renewal programme, however throughout our consultation there was a noticeable concerns expressed by residents of the impact that living in streets/neighbourhoods which on the surface seemed to be dominated by boarded up properties.  We were particularly intrigued that there was sufficient evidence collected during the assignment that demonstrated the concerns that white residents had during the Housing Market Renewal Programme and in particular the lack of ‘control’ they felt they had on changes taking place in their neighbourhoods.

The changes were not simply premised on problems relating to blight, but also in relation to what were perceived as fundamental changes in the demographic make up of their neighbourhood.  This was particular the case in relation to the increase in the numbers of asylum seekers in a number of the zones.  It was also noticeable that a number of practitioners had similar concerns most noticeably with regard to issues concerning community cohesion and the impact of asylum seekers.  The government’s guidance on community cohesion notes that a cohesive community is one where;

· there is a common vision and a sense of belonging for all communities;

· the diversity of people’s different background and circumstances are appreciated and positively valued;

· those from different backgrounds have similar life opportunities;

· strong and positive relationships are being developed between people from different backgrounds in the workplace, in schools and within neighbourhoods.

  


	The increase of asylum seekers raises some significant issues for the city council as a whole and the Housing Market Renewal Programme in particular, namely:

· The government’s own restriction on asylum seekers may severely restrict their own ability to help themselves;

· Dispersal of asylum seekers to inappropriate locations – to accommodate large numbers - often adding to community tensions;

· Failure to recognise fully the needs of asylum seekers, especially if they have experienced traumatic experiences in their country of origin;

· Asylum seekers needing greater levels of services then the average for the indigenous population (e.g. mental health services, translation services and education).  This tends to place strain on existing services which themselves are subject to rationing;

· Problems about providing support may be exacerbated by decisions taking at short notice to locate asylum seekers in large numbers in specific places;

· The community cohesion debate is not helped by the negative portrayal of asylum seekers, especially through the media.  This may add to local perceptions on asylum seekers within Liverpool.

In addition to the community cohesion debate, it was also noticeable during our discussions with practitioners, that there were significant issues regarding perceptions of neighbourhoods that were predominantly white. Throughout our deliberations we tested practitioners’ viewpoints on the needs of the various ethnic communities that reside in the inner core of Liverpool.  We are confident in our assertion that we witnessed significant levels of understanding of the various communities within Liverpool and in particular the discrimination and the problems that they faced.  However, we didn’t see the same level of understanding regarding the discrimination and problems faced in neighbourhoods that were predominantly white.  Instead we saw a slight discomfort with the premise that white neighbourhoods were just as valid as other neighbourhoods which tended to have one dominant large ethnic group.  We also saw evidence during this assignment that there was a tendency to view white neighbourhoods as constituting problem families with problem children.  Whilst we wouldn’t wish to add to the burgeoning lexicon of race relations terms, there is no doubt that if we had seen a similar discomfort in recognising the needs of other ethnic communities, we would be describing the process by which institutions discriminate against particular groups.  However in an institution such as Liverpool City Council, where the majority of staff and elected members are white, there was a feeling that, in the one word of one key stakeholder, that officers and local residents were living in parallel worlds and that ‘class’ was the biggest divider.  Whilst we wouldn’t subscribe to this polemical viewpoint, we did recognise that the Housing Market Renewal Programme certainly has a role to play in ensuring that the viewpoints and its overall legitimacy of its largest ethnic community is recognised and valued.




	Steps required to address this issue:

1.
City Council should, as part of its overall Local Area Agreement, seek to explore the potential of securing a specific Local Public Service Agreement with the Home Office regarding meeting the housing needs of asylum seekers.  This could include the following:

· Ensure that NASS develops a housing based dispersal system in the city, which provides good quality accommodation and support services in appropriate areas and not just coping with the numbers dispersed.


· Provide advice to all housing organisations involved in the Housing Market Renewal Programme on how to prepare the ‘host’ communities.


· Ensure that all concerned, including NASS, develop a clear strategy within the Housing Market Renewal areas for the use of private sector accommodation, with minimum standards, where rents relate to the local rent market, and where there exist notification and fall back arrangements with the local authority.


· Ensure appropriate housing advice is made available to refugees whilst they are still asylum seekers and living in NASS accommodation.


· Clarify the responsibilities of housing and advice agencies for providing support and advice to those leaving NASS accommodation.


· Carefully monitor success of dispersal in alleviating local pressure and encouraging community cohesion.

In addition we recommend the following to promote community cohesion, especially in those neighbourhoods that are predominantly white.

· That any Equalities training courses made available to those working directly on the Housing Market Renewal Programme, ensure that the needs, viewpoints and legitimacy of white working class neighbourhood is recognised.


· That the Housing Market Renewal Programme dovetails with the city’s overall approach to community cohesion and in particular develops some key performance indicators which identifies among other things the percentage of people who feel their local area is a place where people from different backgrounds can get on well together; percentage of residents who feel their neighbourhood and city belong to them; the number of racial incidents recorded by the police at a neighbourhood level and the percentage of people from different backgrounds who mix with other people from different backgrounds in everyday situations.




	Headline Message 4: If the Housing Market Renewal Programme does not extend its activities to Granby then this will lead to an adverse impact upon the BRM population living there.



	Rationale:  Many of the most heated and illuminating debates took place when discussions centred on the future of the Granby area, home to the city’s largest congregation of BRM groups.  It is also without doubt those communities’ spiritual home.  Throughout our assignment, we were impressed and at times touched by the stories of how these few streets represented a safe haven from the racism and discrimination that Liverpool’s Black community regularly had (and indeed still do) faced.  Above all else we recognised that the Granby area was the focal point in the 1981 riot, which misleadingly has been described in the national press as the Toxteth riots.  We recognised that these riots, whilst multifaceted, were also a direct response to the racism and discrimination faced by the then city’s BRM population.



	Evidence: It struck the consultants that 25 years on, a number of key landmarks, most notably the area’s Law Centre, have become dilapidated buildings.  An area, which has the potential to be at the cornerstone of the city’s Housing Market Renewal Programme is in our opinion being stifled by issues, whose origin, causes and solution lies outside its scope.  The ongoing debate, much of which we witnessed, regarding whether the Granby area should be redeveloped as part of the Housing Market Renewal Programme has been at times an arduous but perhaps necessary one.  There is a strong vocal sector of residents who live in or are familiar with the Granby area, who are opposed to the proposed demolition of parts of the neighbourhood.  Current plans involve the demolition and rebuilding of Cairns Street, with other streets, Beaconsfield, Ducie and Jermyn being proposed for refurbishment.  Additionally, the area has benefited from £53million of investment via Estate Action and Renewal Area investment.  However, their arguments were well constructed and we saw evidence that at times they were well received by those responsible for the direction of the programme.  Their argument was premised on a range of legitimate issues, the most salient one being that the Granby area represented the safest haven for the city’s BRM population.  As our next headline message illustrates, this is a key concern and one that has to be addressed.

However we also saw a level of gradual frustration regarding the need, based on a professional judgement, to make progress with the renewal of this neighbourhood.  There was a growing sense, much of which cut across racial identities, that Granby could not fall further behind the redevelopment of other neighbourhoods.  As one of the key stakeholders said to us “how can I look an 11 year old girl in the face – knowing that unless we sort out the Granby area this will be all she knows?”

We shared this viewpoint and we do so on the basis that the well-being of Liverpool’s BRM communities cannot be solely examined through the prism of the future of the Granby area.  This would lead to a consequence of ghettoising Liverpool’s response to the needs of its BRM communities. Liverpool’s BRM community should be an integral part of the overall development and future aspiration of the city as a whole. 

Any objective observation of the housing stock in Granby would lead to a professional viewpoint that the area had to be incorporated fully into the Housing Market Renewal Programme, not simply in terms of aspirations but also in terms of delivery.  In fact it could be argued that a failure to do so, would represent a dereliction of duty and an abandonment of professional engagement within a dire situation.  

We witnessed, during this assignment, willingness for senior managers to bring to the city’s political framework, a programme that would set out proposals for the redevelopment of the Granby area.  We welcome and strongly urge elected politicians to recognise the objective reality of the quality of life provision within the Granby area and to ensure that a wider viewpoint with regard to its BRM communities and its relationship with the city, is adopted.



	It is our considered opinion that a failure to incorporate the Granby area within the Housing Market Renewal programme’s delivery plan will inevitably result in the communities that make up the area suffering from an adverse impact.  We state this because we are of the opinion, that unless a positive decision is made with regard to the Granby area, that officers, elected members and other RSLs’ time and resources will be redirected to other neighbourhoods where a clear and unambiguous political steer has been laid out.  Given that the Granby area is home to a significant proportion of the city’s BRM community, we believe that any adverse impact will directly be at the odds with the council’s duty as set out in the RRA.

We would also urge that the proposed housing tenure and types of properties as set out in the scheme directly correlate with the stated housing needs and aspirations of the area’s population.  We would welcome any proposals to redevelop the Granby area, to chime with its historical linkages as a neighbourhood that provided safe haven to the city’s BRM population.



	Steps required to address issue:

1. Elected members must make a positive decision to ensure that the Granby area is incorporated fully into the Housing Market Renewal delivery programme and to do so within 6 months of the publication of this REIA (July 2007 at the latest).

2. That elected members ensure that the proposal to redevelop the Granby area correlates with the housing needs of the area’s population and that it chimes with its historical linkages as a neighbourhood which provided a safe haven to the city’s BRM population.

3. We are also of the opinion that the Housing Market Renewal Programme represents the best future for the Granby area as it enables the restructuring of the market to meet both current and future housing needs and aspirations.




	Headline Message 5: There is sufficient evidence that Black and Mixed Race members of Liverpool’s population face significant discrimination, although it is not necessarily HMRI that is the cause of this, and addressing this will require action by the City Council and Local Strategic Partnership.



	Rationale:  Throughout our assignment and in particular when holding focus groups, we asked local people to comment on their perceptions of racism and race relations in Liverpool.  We were keen to establish from the onset the level of obstacle and discrimination that the city’s BRM population felt that they had to deal with.



	Evidence: The most depressing and alarming element of this assignment was in the stories that we were told of the racism and discrimination faced by the city’s BRM population.  We were told stories of the city’s ethnic minority communities being spat on, called derogatory terms, feeling woefully unsafe and not convinced that they formed an integral part of the city, even if they could trace family linkages to Liverpool, dating over 100 years.

We quickly realised that the battle and heat that emanated from the future of the Granby area was predicated on the fact that for many of the city’s BRM population, this neighbourhood represented their only stake in Liverpool.  Some of the residents we interviewed likened the proposed demolition and redevelopment of Cairns Street and the refurbishment of a further three streets in Granby to the perceived gentrification of other neighbourhoods in the UK, which had historical linkages with the country’s BRM population.  We do not believe that it is in the interest of Liverpool for its sizeable and growing BRM population to consider that their stake in the city lies with a few streets.

What was most disconcerting was that there existed a perception amongst those residents we interviewed that the Granby area is safest for the city’s BRM population and there wasn’t a need to tackle the problems of racism in other parts of the city, so long as Granby remained largely BRM.

Although it was directly outside the remit of our assignment, our anecdotal evidence (confirmed by the viewpoints of those interviewed) was that there was a notable shortage of black/brown faces in Liverpool’s emerging and attractive city centre.  This seemed to be evident both during the day and at night.

We were also concerned that the experience of those who rightfully could be classified as representing the city’s middle class BRM population was just as dispiriting as those BRM people on low incomes.  What was most alarming was that for the city’s middle class BRM population their experience of racism and discrimination seemed to them to emanate from the public authorities that they worked with or regularly interacted with.

Above all else, our experience of doing race equality work elsewhere suggest that the experience of Liverpool’s BRM population is developing unique elements which would probably not be replicated in England’s other major cities.  In speaking with local residents and professionals, there was a general sense that Liverpool was a racist city.  This viewpoint was articulated by all sections of Liverpool’s ethnic communities and given additional volume by those professionals who we subsequently interviewed.

We were also aware that there was a general viewpoint that in spite of the racism experienced by the city’s BRM population, that things had improved since the riots of 1981.  We believe that this viewpoint, if it becomes central to the city’s overall approach to the RRA, is complacent for it should be juxtaposed with the overall improvements that have taken place nationally in relation to race relations.  The question that the city should pose is not whether race relations have improved since 1981, but instead, how well does it compare with other major cities on key indicators.




	We were struck by the comment of a Black professional person that we spoke to, who during

the course of their interview, stated that they could never imagine the City Council employing a Black or Mixed Race Chief Officer.

Above all else, we were of the opinion that the issues regarding tackling racism and promoting good race relations were beyond the scope of the Housing Market Renewal Programme and that they should be rightfully placed within the responsibilities of the city’s Local Strategic Partnership.  We were of the opinion that the Housing Market Renewal Programme and in particular the debate regarding the future of Granby area had become the recipient of hostilities and anger which should instead have been dealt with by the city’s LSP.

We are of the firm opinion that unless the city’s LSP performs this task that it runs the risk of placing additional burdens on its flagship regeneration programme, the Housing Market Renewal Programme.  The consequence of this may be a regeneration programme that becomes bogged down in debates regarding racism and discrimination.  


	Steps required to address issue:

1. We believe that the LSP needs to undertake a detailed analysis of the experience of the city’s BRM population using a range of quality of life indicators.  This study should include some benchmarking techniques, including comparative analysis with other similar UK cities.

2. That the city’s elected members, in considering the future redevelopment plans for Granby, satisfies itself that the LSP will use its influence and collective powers to put in place arrangements for the above analysis to take place.




	Headline Message 6:
There is evidence of demonstrable political and senior officer leadership and frontline staff contribution to the Housing Market Renewal Programme and most notably politicians have not engaged in knee-jerk responses to complicated and sensitive issues.



	Rationale:  

The issues raised in this report, most notably in relation to wide scale demolition of properties, community cohesion and managing the arrival of asylum seekers, require political leadership.  A failure to provide political leadership can result in officers having to work in a political vacuum, without any sense of steer or direction.  It can also result in an approach which values short term solutions over longer terms ones.  A failure to provide leadership can also result in residents seeking the viewpoints and support of those who reside on the extreme margins of political debate.



	Evidence:
In spite of some significant and challenging political issues that required constant attendance, we were impressed with the overall political leadership demonstrated by the city’s executive membership in relation to the Housing Market Renewal Programme and its responsibility for race equality.  Our overall impression was that the city’s political executive had provided leadership to the Housing Market Renewal Programme especially in relation to responding to local concerns regarding community cohesion.  Above all else we recognised the increased political activity of the far right in a number of zones within the city and yet it was heartening to see politicians who recognised the need to combat them with accurate and factual information regarding the Housing Market Renewal Programme and the changing demography of the area.



	Steps required to maintain progress:

N/A
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