

Appendix 1


THREE RIVERS LSP BOARD
  14.
LSP OFFICER GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS ON REVIEW OF THREE RIVERS COMMUNITY STRATEGY  
1.
Summary
1.1
  This report makes recommendations from the LSP Officer Support Group on:

· Priorities for the district community strategy;

· Priority localities for development;

· Priorities for Three Rivers from the County LSP, Herts Forward; and

· Priorities for Three Rivers for the Hertfordshire Local Area Agreement. 

2.
Details

2.1
At the LSP Board meeting on 25th July the Officer Support Group was delegated to identify revised priorities for the Community Strategy ready for consultation   
2.2
The Officer Support Group reviewed data available from the Indices of Deprivation (IMD) 2004. This data covers the following seven areas:

· Income deprivation

· Employment deprivation

· Health deprivation and disability

· Education, skills and training deprivation

· Barriers to housing and services

· Crime

· Living environment.

2.3
The Audit Commission and the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs have published new indicators to help local authorities gauge their level of sustainable development. These indicators look at additional areas of people and place; community cohesion and involvement; and culture and leisure. However, local data sets are not due to be published until April 2006. 

2.4
IMD 2004 data is available for Three Rivers at Super Output Area (SOAs). There are 53 of these in the district, each consisting of approximately 1500 residents. A map of the SOAs is attached in Appendix 1. Details of the measures used by the IMD 2004 are in Appendix 2.

2.5
The Officer group is recommending that the priorities of the Community Strategy focuses on the 5 domains with lowest ranks. They are:

Domain
TRDC Rank where 1=most deprived and 354 = least deprived

Barriers to Housing and Services
141

Crime
244

Living Environment
250

Income Deprivation
285

Education Skills and Training
290

2.6
Barriers to Housing and Services is the only IMD domain for Three Rivers that falls into the 50% most deprived districts in England. The Officer Group is recommending that this priority is addressed across the District as a whole. The Board needs to consider how broadly this domain is interpreted, compared to the limited number of indicators used to assess it. 

2.7
Overall Health was the domain where Three Rivers had the least deprivation falling in the 10% least deprived in England. The Officer Group felt there was limited potential for significant improvement in this area and that the focus should be more on access to health services and the other underlying determinants of health highlighted by the priority domains. PCT Officers highlighted that the IMD 2004 does not take account of future changes to health from current emerging priorities in the Choosing Health agenda. PCT staff felt that for young people obesity and sexual health, particularly teenage pregnancy, should be considered as priorities by the board. However no data is available comparing Three Rivers’ performance to other areas of England. As such the officer group was not able to identify the potential for improvement that would make this a priority for the Community Strategy. It did feel that the LSP could endorse work in these areas to support access to development bids.  

2.8
Crime, Living Environment, Income Deprivation and Education each have less than 34% of the SOAs in the district in the most deprived 50% in England. The Officer Group is recommending that the Community Strategy focuses  on these themes in these deprived areas of the district. Details of which SOAs fall in this category are in Appendix 3. 

2.9
The Officer Group has prioritised the ten most deprived SOAs by ranking them according to the level of deprivation across the different IMD domains. The ranking identifies the potential for greatest improvement in IMD scores. The ten most deprived SOAs were:

Rank
Ward Area
SOA Code

1
Northwick
E01023844

2
Northwick
E01023842

3
Hayling
E01023828

4
Northwick
E01023843

5
Langleybury
E01023830

6
Ashridge
E01023806

7
Ashridge
E01023805

8
Hayling
E01023827

9
Maple Cross
E01023838

10
Penn
E01023848


Profiles of the deprivation in these 10 areas are listed in Appendix 4. The Officer Group is recommending that these 10 areas are prioritised for cross cutting regeneration and development. 

2.10
Consideration was made of which of the indicators of the five prioritised IMD domains required a response at a County Level to support development in Three Rivers. The Officer Group is recommending that the following areas require a County response and that the LSP should seek their prioritisation in the County Level LSP (Herts Together) in order to benefit Three Rivers.  

· Access to housing (Regional development strategy) 

· Access to services (Transport strategy and improving health agenda)

· Violent crime (domestic violence and race crime)

· Poor housing (Regeneration investment)

· Income deprivation (Economic regeneration and back to work schemes)

· Educational attainment (pupil attainment, access to post 16 education and absenteeism)  

· Adult skills training


Details of the rationale for these recommendations is in Appendix 5. 

2.11
In light of the Herts Together Community Strategy and developing Local Area Agreement it is recommended that Children and Young People are made a new theme of the Community Strategy in order to align the work of the LSP with the framework used at County Level. 

2.12
The Officer Group considered which of the indicators for the five priority IMD domains had potential to contribute to stretch targets for the Local Area Agreement. The rationale for this is shown in Appendix 6. The following areas are recommended for the LSP to prioritise in the forthcoming workshops for the Herts Local Area Agreement:

· Improvements in public transport

· Criminal damage

· Violent Crime

· Income deprivation

· Educational attainment

· Adult skills training

2.13
An equalities impact assessment was undertaken of the 10 most deprived SOAs in Three Rivers. This sought to identify which groups were over represented in these SOAs, compared to Three Rivers as a whole. Details can be found in Appendix 7. The Officer Group recommends the LSP ensures that for those groups who are over represented in the 10 most deprived SOAs ways are identified to directly involve them in developing appropriate responses. It is also recommended that Equality is explicitly made a cross cutting theme of the Community Strategy. 

2.14
The Officer Group is recommending that consultation is undertaken about the relative priorities of the five priority domains and the issues that impact on them rather than consult on a specific set of priorities. A draft questionnaire is attached in Appendix 8. The results of the consultation could be analysed to statistically assess the relative priorities for the future Community Strategy in terms of perceived importance. Limiting the areas for consultation will manage unrealistic expectations of the Community Strategy. Consultation within partnership organisations can also be used to identity which services currently impact on these areas, and can be involved in resulting action plan development.  The board will need to agree the breadth of definition of the five priority domains in order for the consultation questionnaire to be finalised. 

2.15 
It is proposed that consultation be undertaken between September and November to assess partner agencies, community groups and the public perceptions of relative priorities. Initial feedback will be presented to the board as it arrives, to inform advanced negotiations on the Local Area Agreement. A final consultation feedback report will be presented to the board in January. 

3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1 To agree a set of priorities for revising the Community Strategy.

  
3.2 To agree a set of priorities for negotiation with the Hertfordshire Local Area Agreement and Herts Together Community Strategy.

3.3 To agree a method for consulting more widely on revised priorities for the Community Strategy. 

4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
None at present.

5.
Financial Implications
5.1
Consultation costs need to be identified where the exceed the current capacity of partner agencies. These have not yet been calculated.

5.2
The Board will need to identify funding to produce the revised Community Strategy. This is estimated at £4000.

6.
Legal Implications
6.1
  None at present.

7.
Equal Opportunities Implications

7.1
  An initial impact assessment has been made of the most deprived SOAs in Three Rivers. Further impact assessment will be needed when developing action plans to meet finalised priorities for the Community Strategy. 

8.
Staffing Implications
8.1
  Existing partner staff time will be used to support the consultation on priorities for the Community Strategy.

9.
Risk Management Implications
9.1  
An initial risk management assessment has been made of the proposed priority areas and responses identified. Most of the priorities have some risk attached due to the nature of them not falling in the responsibility of any one single agency. This re-enforces the need for the LSP to focus on such cross cutting issues. Details of the risk assessments are in appendix 9.

10.  
Recommendations
10.1
That   the LSP agrees the five priorities for the Community Strategy in 2.5.

10.2
That the LSP agrees the 10 SOAs outlined in 2.9 for priority regeneration and development.

10.3 That the LSP seeks to ensure that the priorities in 2.10 are addressed through the County LSP, Herts Forward.

10.4 That the LSP seeks to prioritise the areas in 2.12 for the forthcoming workshops for Local Area Agreement priorities and stretch targets.

10.5 That the LSP agrees to make Children and Young People a new theme in the Community Strategy.

10.6 That the LSP agrees to make equality a cross cutting theme of the Community Strategy. 

10.7 That the LSP agrees to the proposed consultation method for the Community Strategy priorities outlined in 2.14-2.15.

10.8 That the LSP provide feedback to the Officer Support Group on the breadth of interpretation of the five priorities in 2.5 for the Community Strategy.


Background Papers


Indices of Deprivation 2004 (ODPM 2004, www.odpm.gov.uk/indices)  

Report prepared by:
  Andy Stovold, Community Partnerships Manager, TRDC
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Appendix 1 – Map of Three Rivers Super Output Areas
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Appendix 2 Measures used by Indices of Multiple Deprivation 2004

Domain
Weighting for IMD 2004
Indicators

Income Deprivation
22.5%
· Adults and children in Income Support households

· Adults and children in Income Based Job Seekers Allowance households

· Adults and children in Working Families Tax Credit houselholds whose equivalised income is below 60^ of median

· Adults and children in Disabled Person’s Tax Credit households whose equivalised income is below 60% o the median

Employment Deprivation
22.5%
· Unemployment claimant count of women aged 18-59 and men aged 18-64 averaged over 4 quarters

· Incapacity Benefit claimants women aged 18-59 and men aged 18-64

· Sever Disablement Allowance claimants women aged 18-59 and men aged 18-64

· Participants in New Deal for the 18-24s who are not included in the claimant count

· Participants in New Deal for 25+ who are not included in the claimant count

· Participants in New Deal for Lone Parents aged 18 and over.

Health Deprivation and Disability
13.5%
· Years of potential life lost (1997-2001)

· Comparative illness and disability ration

· Measure of emergency admissions to hospital

· Adults under 60 suffering from mood or anxiety disorders

Education, Skills and Training Deprivation
13.5%
Children and Young People

· Average points score of children at Key Stage 2

· Average points score of children at Key Stage 3

· Average points score of children at Key Stage 4

· Proportion of young people not staying on in school or school level education above 16

· Proportion of those aged under 21 not entering Higher Education

· Secondary school absence rate

Skills

· Proportions of working age adults (25-54) in the area with no or low qualifications

Barriers To Housing and Services 
9.3%
Wider Barriers

· Household overcrowding

· LA level percentage of households for whom a decision on their application for assistance under the homeless provision of housing legislation has been made

· Difficulty of Access to owner-occupation

Geographical Barriers

· Road distance to GP

· Road distance to supermarket or convenience store

· Road distance to a primary school

· Road distance to a post office

Crime
9.3%
Burglary ( 4 recorded crime offence types)

Theft (5 recorded crime offence types)

Criminal damage (10 recorded offences)

Violence (14 recorded offences)

Living Environment Deprivation
9.3%
Indoors

· Social and private housing in poor condition

· Houses without central heating

Outdoors

· Air quality

· Road traffic accidents involving injury to pedestrians and cyclists

Appendix 3 – Three Rivers SOAs falling into the worst 50% in England for each IMD 2004 domain.
Domain
Ward
SOA Code

Barriers To Housing And Services




Abbots Langley
E01023802

E01023803

E01023804


Ashridge
E01023806


Bedmond
E01023808


Carpenders Park
E01023811


Chorleywood East
E01023812

E01023813

E01023814


Chorleywood West
E01023815


Croxley Green South
E01023825


Hayling
E01023827


Langleybury
E01023829

E01023830

E01023831


Leavesden
E01023832

E01023834


Maple Cross & Mill End
E01023835

E01023837

E01023838


Moor Park & Eastbury
E01023839

E01023840

E01023841


Northwick
E01023842


Oxhey Hall
E01023845

E01023846


Penn
E01023847

E01023848


Rickmansworth
E01023849

E01023850

E01023851


Saratt
E01023854

Crime & Disorder




Ashridge
E010253805


Hayling
E01023827

E01023828


Langleybury
E01023830


Leavesden
E01023832


Maple Cross & Mill End
E01023838


Northwick
E01023842

E01023843

E01023844

Living Environment




Abbots Langley
E01023802

E01023805


Ashridge
E01023805

E01023806


Bedmond
E01023808


Chorleywood West
E01023816


Croxley Green
E01023822


Hayling
E01023827

E01023828


Langleybury
E01023830


Leavesden
E01023833


Maple Cross & Mill End
E01023835

E01023836


Northwick
E01023842

E01023843

E01023844


Penn
E01023847

E01023848

Income




Abbots Langley
E01023804


Ashridge
E01023805

E01023806


Hayling
E01023827

E01023828


Langleybury
E01023829

E01023830


Maple Cross & Mill End
E01023836

E01023838


Northwick
E01023842

E01023843

E01023844


Oxhey Hall
E01023845


Penn
E01023848

Education Skills & Training




Ashridge
E01023805

E01023806


Bedmond
E01023807


Hayling
E01023827

E01023828


Langleybury
E01023829


Maple Cross & Mill End
E01023835

E01023836

E01023838


Northwick
E01023842

E01023843

E01023844


Penn
E01023848

Employment




Ashridge
E01023806


Hayling
E01023828


Langleybury
E01023830


Northwick
E01023842

E01023844

Health




Hayling
E01023828


Northwick
E01023844

IMD 2004




Ashridge
E01023805

E01023806


Hayling
E01023827

E01023828


Langleybury
E01023830


Maple Cross & Mill End
E01023838


Northwick
E01023842

E01023843

E01023844

Appendix 4 – Profile of 10 most deprived SOAs in Three Rivers

1. Northwick E01023844



Level of deprivation if in worst 50% in England

Domain
Sub-Domain
Worst 10%
Worst 10-20%
Worst 20-30%
Worst 30-40%
Worst 40-50%

Barriers to Housing & Services








Geographical Barriers







Wider Barriers


(



Crime



(



Living Environment



(




Indoors
(






Outdoors




(

Income

(






Income deprivation affecting children
(






Income deprivation affecting older people
(





Education Skills & Training


(





Skills


(




Children / Young People Education

(




Employment


(




Health



(



IMD 2004


(




2. Northwick E01023842



Level of deprivation if in worst 50% in England

Domain
Sub-Domain
Worst 10%
Worst 10-20%
Worst 20-30%
Worst 30-40%
Worst 40-50%

Barriers to Housing & Services





(


Geographical Barriers







Wider Barriers


(



Crime





(

Living Environment


(





Indoors



(



Outdoors






Income


(





Income deprivation affecting children


(




Income deprivation affecting older people

(




Education Skills & Training


(





Skills

(





Children / Young People Education


(



Employment




(


Health







IMD 2004



(



3. Hayling E01023828



Level of deprivation if in worst 50% in England

Domain
Sub-Domain
Worst 10%
Worst 10-20%
Worst 20-30%
Worst 30-40%
Worst 40-50%

Barriers to Housing & Services








Geographical Barriers







Wider Barriers


(



Crime




(


Living Environment


(





Indoors



(



Outdoors




(

Income



(




Income deprivation affecting children


(




Income deprivation affecting older people



(


Education Skills & Training


(





Skills

(





Children / Young People Education


(



Employment




(


Health




(


IMD 2004




(


4. Northwick E01023843



Level of deprivation if in worst 50% in England

Domain
Sub-Domain
Worst 10%
Worst 10-20%
Worst 20-30%
Worst 30-40%
Worst 40-50%

Barriers to Housing & Services








Geographical Barriers







Wider Barriers


(



Crime




(


Living Environment

(






Indoors







Outdoors






Income




(



Income deprivation affecting children



(



Income deprivation affecting older people


(



Education Skills & Training



(




Skills


(




Children / Young People Education


(



Employment







Health







IMD 2004




(


5. Langleybury E01023830



Level of deprivation if in worst 50% in England

Domain
Sub-Domain
Worst 10%
Worst 10-20%
Worst 20-30%
Worst 30-40%
Worst 40-50%

Barriers to Housing & Services

(






Geographical Barriers

(





Wider Barriers


(



Crime




(


Living Environment


(





Indoors







Outdoors






Income





(


Income deprivation affecting children







Income deprivation affecting older people




(

Education Skills & Training








Skills







Children / Young People Education




(

Employment





(

Health







IMD 2004




(


6. Ashridge E01023806



Level of deprivation if in worst 50% in England

Domain
Sub-Domain
Worst 10%
Worst 10-20%
Worst 20-30%
Worst 30-40%
Worst 40-50%

Barriers to Housing & Services





(


Geographical Barriers







Wider Barriers


(



Crime







Living Environment

(






Indoors




(


Outdoors






Income





(


Income deprivation affecting children



(



Income deprivation affecting older people






Education Skills & Training



(




Skills


(




Children / Young People Education

(




Employment





(

Health







IMD 2004




(


7. Ashridge E01023805



Level of deprivation if in worst 50% in England

Domain
Sub-Domain
Worst 10%
Worst 10-20%
Worst 20-30%
Worst 30-40%
Worst 40-50%

Barriers to Housing & Services








Geographical Barriers







Wider Barriers



(


Crime



(



Living Environment





(


Indoors







Outdoors



(


Income




(



Income deprivation affecting children



(



Income deprivation affecting older people



(


Education Skills & Training



(




Skills


(




Children / Young People Education


(



Employment







Health







IMD 2004





(

8. Hayling E01023827



Level of deprivation if in worst 50% in England

Domain
Sub-Domain
Worst 10%
Worst 10-20%
Worst 20-30%
Worst 30-40%
Worst 40-50%

Barriers to Housing & Services





(


Geographical Barriers




(


Wider Barriers


(



Crime





(

Living Environment

(






Indoors




(


Outdoors






Income





(


Income deprivation affecting children




(


Income deprivation affecting older people



(


Education Skills & Training




(



Skills


(




Children / Young People Education




(

Employment







Health







IMD 2004





(

9. Maple Cross E01023838



Level of deprivation if in worst 50% in England

Domain
Sub-Domain
Worst 10%
Worst 10-20%
Worst 20-30%
Worst 30-40%
Worst 40-50%

Barriers to Housing & Services



(




Geographical Barriers

(





Wider Barriers



(


Crime




(


Living Environment








Indoors



(



Outdoors






Income



(




Income deprivation affecting children







Income deprivation affecting older people




(

Education Skills & Training




(



Skills



(



Children / Young People Education




(

Employment







Health







IMD 2004





(

10. Penn E01023848



Level of deprivation if in worst 50% in England

Domain
Sub-Domain
Worst 10%
Worst 10-20%
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Appendix 5 – Rationale for County LSP Priorities For Three Rivers

Domain factor
County Priority
Comments

Barriers to housing & services



Household overcrowding, homelessness and access to owner occupation
Yes
Locally the LDF can support planning that responds to affordable housing. 

The county could play a role in lobbying both the Region and government to ensure funds are available to support such initiatives.

Distance to GP, schools, post offices and shops
Yes
Transport strategy needs County response that addresses local needs.

Access to Education and Health services needs a strategic response from a county level. Other services could be included such as services for the disabled. 

Crime



Burglary

BCU response and County CDRP response already in place.

Theft

BCU response and County CDRP response already in place.

Criminal Damage

BCU response and County CDRP response already in place.

Violence
Yes
Certain areas of violent crime including Domestic Violence and Race crime could benefit from a strategic county response to avoid duplication of resources at district level.

Living Environment



Poor housing condition, lack of central heating
Yes
Hotspot areas in Three Rivers could benefit from investment from County level initiatives for regeneration. 

Air quality

It is unclear what practical improvement can be achieved in the next three years. 

Road traffic accidents
?
Data not available for analysis for Three Rivers. District responses could be possible in hotspot areas with county support.

Income Deprivation



Adults & children in Income Support Households, Job Seeker Allowance households, Working Family Tax Credit and Disabled Person’s Tax Credit Households
Yes
County level economic regeneration / back to work / educational and skills initiatives need to be targeted to hotspot areas in Three Rivers to maximise improvements in these areas. 

National Asylum Support Service supported asylum seekers. 

At present there are low numbers of asylum seekers in Three Rivers. Changes to this could be influences by Regional strategies and may need reviewing in terms of local impact.

Education, Skills and training



School attainment results. Proportion of young people not staying in school post 16, proportion not entering Higher Education. Secondary school absence rate
Yes
Hotspots of poor attainment in Three Rivers need to be prioritised in County responses and in connection with other themes such as access (transport) to education. 

Working adults with no or low qualifications
Yes
County level education and regeneration initiatives need to be targeted at hotspot areas in three rivers. These could be linked to income deprivation initiatives. 

Appendix 6 – Rationale for LAA Priorities For Three Rivers

Domain factor
Stretch Potential
Comments

Barriers to housing & services



Household overcrowding, homelessness and access to owner occupation
No
Housing development is restricted by the regional development strategy. There is already a building moratorium in place in Three Rivers. 

Distance to GP, schools, post offices and shops
Yes
Improvements would be possible especially if targeted in the most deprived areas e.g. through improved public transport or increased geographical access to primary care services. However stretch targets would need to be carefully negotiated. 

Crime



Burglary
No
Burglary rates are already low in Three Rivers and could easily be affected by a few individuals that would result in this rate not reducing beyond current CDRP targets.

Theft
No
Theft rates are already low in Three Rivers and could easily be affected by a few individuals that would result in this rate not reducing beyond current CDRP targets.

Criminal Damage
Yes
If stretch targets are linked to responsiveness to criminal damage e.g. graffiti then contributions to stretch targets may be possible as rates are high. However if stretch targets are set directly to crime levels this is less achievable. 

Violence
Yes
There are evidence based models for reducing violent crime repeat victims for domestic violence that if implemented could support stretch targets. Responses to hate crimes may also support reductions in this area. 

Living Environment



Poor housing condition, lack of central heating
?
Unclear what scale of funds are available at present. 

Air quality
No
It is unclear what practical improvement can be achieved in the next three years .

Road traffic accidents
?
Data not available for analysis for Three Rivers. District responses could be possible in hotspot areas with county support.

Income Deprivation



Adults & children in Income Support Households, Job Seeker Allowance households, Working Family Tax Credit and Disabled Person’s Tax Credit Households
Yes
There are significant hotspot areas for Three Rivers which could contribute to county stretch target achievement. 

National Asylum Support Service supported asylum seekers. 
No
At present there are low numbers of asylum seekers in Three Rivers.

Education, Skills and training



School attainment results. Proportion of young people not staying in school post 16, proportion not entering Higher Education. Secondary school absence rate
Yes
Hotspots in Three Rivers could support County stretch targets if linked to other initiatives including transport and service access. 

Working adults with no or low qualifications
Yes
Hotspot areas in Three Rivers could support County stretch targets. 

Appendix 7 – Equality Impact Assessment of 10 most deprived SOAs

Ethnic Origin

Ward
SOA
Population
Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
Other Asian
Caribbean

Northwick
E01023844
1518
2.64%
0.26%
0.0%
0.33%
1.19%

Northwick
E01023842
1595
0.44%
0.38%
0.0%
1.00%
2.57%

Hayling
E01023828
1434
1.95%
0.35%
0.63%
0.0%
0.63%

Northwick
E01023843
1653
1.81%
0.18%
0.0%
0.54%
1.21%

Langleybury
E01023830
1470
0.82%
0.48%
0.0%
0.0%
0.20%

Ashridge
E01023806
2089
1.05%
0.91%
0.0%
0.57%
1.72%

Ashridge
E01023805
1586
2.08%
0.19%
0.0%
0.82%
0.82%

Hayling
E01023827
2121
1.37%
0.28%
0.0%
0.14%
1.65%

Maple Cross
E01023838
1255
1.75%
0.40%
0.24%
1.04%
0.56%

Penn
E01023848
1690
0.77%
0.18%
0.41%
0.18%
0.24%


Three Rivers

3.51%
0.43%
0.11%
0.61%
0.53%

Ward
SOA
African
Other Black
Chinese
Other Ethnicity
White British
White Irish

Northwick
E01023844
0.20%
0.26%
0.26%
0.33%
85.31%
2.50%

Northwick
E01023842
0.94%
0.19%
0.19%
0.0%
87.65%
2.38%

Hayling
E01023828
0.0%
0.0%
0.21%
0.21%
90.79%
2.79%

Northwick
E01023843
0.67%
0.18%
0.0%
0.18%
88.87%
2.90%

Langleybury
E01023830
0.75%
0.0%
0.34%
0.20%
92.38%
1.36%

Ashridge
E01023806
0.53%
0.14%
0.34%
0.24%
87.65%
3.73%

Ashridge
E01023805
1.20%
0.19%
0.25%
0.0%
89.16%
2.02%

Hayling
E01023827
0.85%
0.0%
0.0%
0.24%
89.77%
1.93%

Maple Cross
E01023838
0.24%
0.0%
1.12%
0.0%
89.48%
1.75%

Penn
E01023848
0.41%
0.18%
0.18%
0.18%
91.66%
1.95%


Three Rivers
0.39%
0.07%
0.48%
0.26%
87.10%
1.99%

Ward
SOA
White Other
Mixed White & Caribbean
Mixed White & African
Mixed White & Asian
Other Mixed

Northwick
E01023844
4.02%
1.65%
0.33%
0.20%
0.53%

Northwick
E01023842
2.51%
0.56%
0.31%
0.50%
0.38%

Hayling
E01023828
1.67%
0.0%
0.0%
0.56%
0.21%

Northwick
E01023843
2.18%
0.24%
0.18%
0.48%
0.36%

Langleybury
E01023830
1.63%
0.20%
0.20%
0.68%
0.75%

Ashridge
E01023806
1.87%
0.38%
0.34%
0.24%
0.29%

Ashridge
E01023805
2.65%
0.19%
0.0%
0.25%
0.19%

Hayling
E01023827
2.59%
0.47%
0.0%
0.47%
0.24%

Maple Cross
E01023838
2.63%
0.0%
0.0%
0.48%
0.32%

Penn
E01023848
2.01%
0.41%
0.47%
0.41%
0.36%


Three Rivers
3.24%
0.30%
0.11%
0.50%
0.36%

Gender

Ward
SOA
Male %
Female %

Northwick
E01023844
45.71%
54.29%

Northwick
E01023842
46.01%
53.99%

Hayling
E01023828
45.92%
54.08%

Northwick
E01023843
46.24%
53.76%

Langleybury
E01023830
50.41%
49.59%

Ashridge
E01023806
47.87%
52.13%

Ashridge
E01023805
48.18%
51.83%

Hayling
E01023827
47.57%
52.43%

Maple Cross
E01023838
49.12%
50.88%

Penn
E01023848
48.40%
51.60%


Three Rivers
48.36%
51.64%

Religion

Ward
SOA
Christian
Buddhist
Hindu
Jewish
Muslim

Northwick
E01023844
61.78%
0.40%
1.85%
0.46%
2.24%

Northwick
E01023842
64.30%
0.0%
0.57%
0.44%
1.01%

Hayling
E01023828
67.25%
0.0%
1.67%
0.21%
1.53%

Northwick
E01023843
72.18%
0.0%
1.58%
0.91%
0.42%

Langleybury
E01023830
71.46%
0.20%
0.20%
0.54%
1.70%

Ashridge
E01023806
71.12%
0.38%
1.15%
0.91%
1.01%

Ashridge
E01023805
67.53%
0.19%
1.45%
0.38%
2.21%

Hayling
E01023827
71.48%
0.19%
0.90%
0.47%
0.85%

Maple Cross
E01023838
71.53%
0.64%
1.52%
0.72%
1.59%

Penn
E01023848
74.63%
0.0%
0.47%
0.53%
1.30%


Three Rivers
70.84%
0.21%
2.29%
2.08%
1.53%

Ward
SOA
Sikh
Other
No Religion
Not Stated

Northwick
E01023844
0.0%
0.40%
21.91%
10.96%

Northwick
E01023842
0.0%
0.25%
22.69%
10.75%

Hayling
E01023828
0.0%
0.21%
18.54%
10.59%

Northwick
E01023843
0.0%
0.18%
15.76%
8.97%

Langleybury
E01023830
0.0%
0.20%
16.49%
9.20%

Ashridge
E01023806
0.0%
0.38%
16.19%
8.86%

Ashridge
E01023805
0.0%
0.0%
20.18%
8.07%

Hayling
E01023827
0.0%
0.0%
18.06%
8.06%

Maple Cross
E01023838
0.24%
0.24%
15.39%
8.13%

Penn
E01023848
0.18%
0.18%
16.18%
6.52%


Three Rivers
0.25%
0.44%
14.88%
7.16%

Disability

Ward
SOA
People with limiting long-term illness
People of working age with limiting long term illness

Northwick
E01023844
22.76%
19.5%%

Northwick
E01023842
20.03%
15.32%

Hayling
E01023828
19.79%
14.19%

Northwick
E01023843
17.82%
12.83%

Langleybury
E01023830
17.44%
12.88%

Ashridge
E01023806
16.08%
12.13%

Ashridge
E01023805
15.76%
12.64%

Hayling
E01023827
15.45%
11.25%

Maple Cross
E01023838
14.11%
10.70%

Penn
E01023848
13.45%
9.23%


Three Rivers
14.26%
9.18%

Age

Ward
SOA
0-15 yrs
16-19 yrs
20-29 yrs
30-39 yrs
40-49 yrs
50-59 yrs
60-69 yrs
70 and over

Northwick
E01023844
24.51%
3.03%
18.05%
17.33%
10.87%
7.77%
6.26%
12.19%

Northwick
E01023842
26.80%
4.15%
11.74%
17.39%
13.12%
6.67%
6.84%
12.99%

Hayling
E01023828
25.77%
3.97%
12.33%
14.97%
12.53%
7.94%
7.59%
14.90%

Northwick
E01023843
22.85%
3.70%
12.97%
18.24%
13.03%
10.30%
6.61%
12.30%

Langleybury
E01023830
16.22%
2.93%
17.45%
19.84%
15.20%
9.95%
5.86%
12.54%

Ashridge
E01023806
23.98%
4.93%
12.40%
18.43%
13.50%
9.33%
6.46%
10.96%

Ashridge
E01023805
25.73%
4.67%
11.41%
16.90%
12.42%
10.28%
6.56%
12.04%

Hayling
E01023827
25.13%
4.09%
11.15%
17.65%
13.93%
9.74%
5.74%
12.56%

Maple Cross
E01023838
25.50%
3.44%
13.59%
14.71%
12.87%
12.47%
9.75%
7.67%

Penn
E01023848
22.30%
4.45%
11.33%
17.56%
13.23%
11.57%
7.65%
11.92%


Three Rivers
20.62%
4.36%
10.52%
15.29%
14.56%
13.36%
9.28%
11.99%

Appendix 8 – Draft Consultation Questionnaire

On a scale of 1-5 please indicate how important you think it is for the following issues to be addressed by the Three Rivers Community Strategy over the next three years.


1= very important  5= not important

To decrease household overcrowding
1
2
3
4
5

To increase affordable housing
1
2
3
4
5

To improve local access to health services
1
2
3
4
5

To improve public transport
1
2
3
4
5

To improve local access to education services
1
2
3
4
5

To improve responses to vandalism and graffiti
1
2
3
4
5

To decrease burglary & theft
1
2
3
4
5

To decrease violence crime
1
2
3
4
5

To improve the quality of social housing
1
2
3
4
5

To increase access to grants for housing improvement e.g. central heating
1
2
3
4
5

To improve air quality
1
2
3
4
5

To reduce road traffic accidents
1
2
3
4
5

To increase access to benefits
1
2
3
4
5

To increase access to employment schemes
1
2
3
4
5

To increase small business development schemes
1
2
3
4
5

To improve GCSE results
1
2
3
4
5

To increase key stage 2 & 3 results in schools
1
2
3
4
5

To reduce school absenteeism
1
2
3
4
5

To increase the number of young people staying at school after 16
1
2
3
4
5

To increase the number of young people under 21 in higher education.
1
2
3
4
5

To increase access to skills and educational training for adults.
1
2
3
4
5

What other priorities do you think the local community strategy should have?

[For partner consultation only]

Which of these priorities do you feel your service could contribute to in the next three years?

Appendix 9
Risk assessments of priority domains for Community Strategy


Revised Community Strategy


Risk
Vulnerability
Cause/Trigger
Impact
Impact Classification
Likelihood Classification


Describe the Risk
What can go wrong? 

How can it go wrong?

Has it gone wrong before?
What happens to bring the risk into being?
How serious would it be if the risk comes into being?
See Impact Table
See Likelihood Table

1
Failure to increase access to affordable housing.
Regional development plans do not provide sufficient capacity to impact on need in Three Rivers.

LDF fails to increase requirement of affordable housing in all plans to impact on need. 
LSP is not effective in influencing County / Regional development plans for benefit of Three Rivers.

Lack of social housing bids to develop sites in Three Rivers.
Service Disruption
III
C





Financial Loss
II






Reputation
III






Legal Implications
I






People
I








2
Failure to increase access to transport for deprived areas of Three Rivers.
County / Regional transport plans fail to impact on need in Three Rivers.

LDF fails to impact on access to services resulting in limited transport improvement.
LSP is not effective in influencing County / Regional transportation plans for the benefit of Three Rivers.


Service Disruption
III
C





Financial Loss
I






Reputation
III






Legal Implications
I






People
I








3
Failure to increase access to public services especially schools, adult care services, and NHS services..
Health Service Development plans fail to impact on access to services in Three Rivers.

Children and Young People’s Plan fails to impact on needs in Three Rivers.

Adult Care Services Plan fails to impact on need in Three Rivers. 
LSP is not effective in influencing NHS/PCT development plans to benefit of Three Rivers.

LSP is not effective in influencing the CSF / CYPSP agenda to the benefit of Three Rivers.

LSP is not effective influencing the priorities of adult care services to needs of Three Rivers. 
Service Disruption
III
D





Financial Loss
I






Reputation
III






Legal Implications
I






People
I








4
Failure to reduce crime to target levels in Community Safety Strategy.
Community Safety Action Plan fails to deliver planned outcomes. 
Investments are not sufficiently evidenced based.

Partners fail to agree on priorities.

Crime levels subject to unplanned variations due to disproportionate affect of individuals in low crime area. 
Service Disruption
III
C





Financial Loss
III






Reputation
IV






Legal Implications
I






People
V








5.
Failure to improve quality of social and private housing.
Insufficient capital housing budget to impact on overall rating nationally. 

IIC does not prioritising areas in Three Rivers for Investment. 

Sustainability plans do not impact on private sector housing.
LSP is not effective in influencing central government or County Partnerships e.g IIC to increase investment for Housing Capital. 

LSP is unable to influence uptake of grants for private housing improvement.
Service Disruption
III
C





Financial Loss
I






Reputation
III






Legal Implications
I






People
III








6
Failure to improve air quality.
Regional transport plans do not decrease pollution from M25 to Three Rivers.
LSP is not effective in influencing regional transport plans impact on three rivers.
Service Disruption
III
B





Financial Loss
I






Reputation
III






Legal Implications
I






People
II








7
Failure to reduce road traffic accidents.
County priorities for road safety do not prioritise investment in Three Rivers and do not reduce current levels of RTAs.
LSP is not effective in influencing County Council investment priorities for Road Safety. 

LDF fails to impact on safer by design aspects of new builds.
Service Disruption
III
C





Financial Loss
I






Reputation
IV






Legal Implications
III






People
V








8
Failure to reduce income deprivation. 
County priorities for regeneration initiatives do not prioritise bids for Three Rivers.

Successful bids do not impact on those most in need and IMD measures are not altered.
LSP is not effective in influencing bid allocations from IIC and other bodies.

Bids are of poor standard.

Lack of partnership sign up to bids.

Bids are not agreed within short timescales for submission.

Bids are poorly targeted at those in need.
Service Disruption
III
C





Financial Loss
V






Reputation
III






Legal Implications
I






People
I








9
Failure to increase education and skills training. 
County priorities for education do not improve Three Rivers school attainment, levels of young people staying at school post 16, or reduce absenteeism rates.
LSP is not effective in influencing the priorities of CSF and the County CYPSP to meet the needs of Three Rivers.
Service Disruption
III
C





Financial Loss
II






Reputation
III






Legal Implications
I






People
I








10.
Failure in delivery of community strategy.
Partnership cannot agree on priorities.

Lack of investment in strategy priorities.

Lack of political support for strategy priorities.

Inappropriate action taken to achieve priorities. 
LSP is not effective in deciding on priorities.

LSP is not effective in identifying or attracting resources for strategy priorities.

Poor action planning undertaken to achieve priorities.
Service Disruption
III
C





Financial Loss
III






Reputation
III






Legal Implications
I






People
I




















Likelihood
A





Impact
Likelihood



B


6


V = Catastrophic
A = Almost Certain



C


1, 2, 5, 9, 10

4, 7,8
IV = Critical
B = Very High



D


3


III = Significant
C = High



E





II = Marginal
D = Low



F





I = Negligible
E = Very Low




I
II
III
IV
V

F = Almost Impossible



Impact






Risk
Existing Control
Adequacy of Control
Action Required
Responsibility
Critical Success Factor
Key Dates
Review Date


As above
What controls exist now to minimise the risk?
What evidence is there that the existing controls are working?
What gaps have been identified? What can be done to reduce the likelihood of something going wrong or reduce the impact if something does go wrong?
Who is managing the risk?
How will you know that the action taken has worked?
Milestones


1


Failure to increase access to affordable housing.
LSP has not put in any control measures at present. No monitoring systems are in place. 
Multiple deprivation data (ODPM) indicates that issues are not being addressed.
An action plan to achieve this target will need to be developed with SMART targets. 

Clear leads to be identified for LSP to represent needs at County level.

Officer task group to be established with key staff to implement actions.
Officer task group chair.
Housing data from district council to be used as proxy measures.

Annual summary of housing development in Three Rivers to demonstrate increased provision of affordable housing. 

Updated census projections (when available) to demonstrate improvement.
End of year data.


2
Failure to increase access to transport for deprived areas of Three Rivers.
LSP has not put in any control measures at present. No monitoring systems are in place. 
No evidence.
An action plan to achieve this target will need to be developed with SMART targets. 

Clear leads to be identified for LSP to represent needs at County level.

Officer task group to be established with key staff to implement actions.
Officer task group chair.
Number of key actions achieved. Measure of increased transport to be established.
End of year data.


3
Failure to increase access to public services especially schools, adult care services, and NHS services..
LSP has not put in any control measures at present. No monitoring systems are in place. 
Multiple deprivation data (ODPM) indicates that issues are not being addressed. 
An action plan to achieve this target will need to be developed with SMART targets. 

Clear leads to be identified for LSP to represent needs at County level.

Officer task group to be established with key staff to implement actions.
Officer task group chair.
Access to services in deprived areas is increased. 

Measures for access to services to be established. 
End of year.


4
Failure to reduce crime to target levels in Community Safety Strategy.
The community safety partnership co-ordinating group meets monthly to monitor progress an report quarterly to the partnership board and TRDC Executive. 
Areas where targets are not being met are identified. 

Key target areas are being reviewed by the Co-ordinating group in a systematic manner.
Performance against key indicators needs to be reported to Community Safety Partnership Board and shared with LSP board. 
Community Partnership Unit

TRDC
Reduction in Crime and disorder against Strategy target’s
End of year.


5
Failure to improve quality of social and private housing.
LSP has not put in any control measures at present. No monitoring systems are in place. 
Multiple deprivation data (ODPM).
An action plan to achieve this target will need to be developed with SMART targets. 

Clear leads to be identified for LSP to represent needs at County level.

Officer task group to be established with key staff to implement actions.
Officer task group chair.
Number of key actions achieved. Measure of quality of housing to be established.
End of year


6
Failure to improve air quality.
LSP has not put in any control measures at present. No monitoring systems are in place. 
Multiple deprivation data (ODPM) indicate issues not being addressed. 

Environmental health data.

Regional transport plans indicate widening of M25.
LSP to receive copies of Environmental Health data relevant to air quality.

Community Strategy not to commit to improvements in this area.
N/A
N/A
N/A


7
Failure to reduce road traffic accidents.
LSP has not put in any control measures at present. No monitoring systems are in place. 
No evidence shared with LSP. 
Officer task group to identify current data for Three Rivers and recommend action plan if improvement possible. 

LSP Board to then consider priority. 
LSP Officer Group.
N/A
End of year 


8
Failure to reduce income deprivation. 
LSP has not put in any control measures at present. No monitoring systems are in place. 
Multiple deprivation data (ODPM).
An action plan to achieve this target will need to be developed with SMART targets. 

Clear leads to be identified for LSP to represent needs at County level.

Officer task group to be established with key staff to implement actions.
Officer task group chair.
Number of key actions achieved. Levels of benefits access to residents of TRDC to decrease in long term. 
End of year


9
Failure to increase education and skills training. 
LSP has not put in any control measures at present. No monitoring systems are in place. 
Multiple deprivation data (ODPM) indicates that issues are not being addressed.
An action plan to achieve this target will need to be developed with SMART targets. 

Clear leads to be identified for LSP to represent needs at County level.

Officer task group to be established with key staff to implement actions.
Officer task group chair.
Number of key actions achieved. Educational attainment figures to improve.

School absenteeism to reduce.

Adult skills training measures to be established.
End of year


10
Failure in delivery of community strategy.
LSP has not put in a robust performance management system at present. 
No evidence. Limited demonstrable outcomes from LSP.
Performance management system to be developed for Community Strategy.

All action plans to be evidence based.

Clear priorities to be established by LSP Board. 

Funding strategy to be developed for strategy priorities.
LSP Board / LSP Officer Group.
Performance management system reporting to LSP Board regularly identifying areas of action that are successful, and recommendations for improvement. 
End of year


Langleybury SOA E01023830





Penn SOA E01023848





Hayling SOAs





Northwick SOAs





Maple Cross SOA





Ashrdige SOAs





Enter Risk number in matrix (left) against the highest impact classification for the risk and the appropriate likelihood classification taken from the table above.
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