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1. Introduction

This report provide information on the levels of deprivation and neead 4 estateswithin
the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulhdimese estateare:

e Edward Woods
e White City

e William Church
e Old Oak

We were commissioned by Hammersmith United CharitildCland its project partnerg

Notting Hill Housing Group and the LamiBorough of Hammersmith and Fulharo carry

out researchin these estates to help advise and guide HUC in designing and ey gst

grantgiving programme in its area of benefit the former Metropolitan Borough of
Hammersmithin the Northern part othe boroughp ¢ KS YI Ay F20dza 2F (KS
to this point has been to provide care and weding for elderly people in the Borough of
Hammersmith. H.U.C now has a limited annual budget from which it makes grants.

The charity wanted to establishplan

e To help meethe needs of people ithe area of benefit that are not otherwise being
met.

e To focus support orthose groups whocurrently have greatest need and least
support.

e Offer help that is realistic and useful for as long as that need is there

We suggest models for supporting low income communities within the borough and urgent
areas of action the charity could focus on.

Area conditions do cause serious problems of social deprivation, and poor areas do attract
concentrations of social problems faregiter than the average. Because of this, we believe
that a charity like HUC, operating in a particular area of London, is right to consider priorities
for action and support on the basis déprivedareas and community need. This inevitably
means that are-based problems and interventions will focus more on problems affecting
groups, even though at the end of the day areas are made up of individuals, many of whom
in poorer areas do have specific individual problems and needs.

Aims
Our research has five main aims:

i.  To uncover evidence of social need and poverty in four areas of Hammersmith, in
the Northern part of the borough, covering the major themes of income,
employment, crime, health, education and skills.

ii. To set this evidence in the context of London and the country as a whole.
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iii.  To visit four social housing estatesthe north of the boroughrecord observations
of the conditions and identify social facilities, support organisations and general
conditions that might be positive or negative for the lives of residents.

iv. To interview a sample of residents in each estate in order to collect viewtheon
estate, its conditions, problems and prospects, and to present our findings.

v. To investigate possible models of charitable support that HUC could explore as
options for future development of their work in the borough.

This report presents our findingsder these aims igixsectionsfollowing this introduction
structured as follows:

i. Background on Hammersmith and Fulham and the *ndé Multiple Deprivation
(IMD) to include eidence from the census and IMD on the main themekobme
Employment Hedth Deprivation and Disability Education Skills and Training
Barriers to Housing and ServigeSrime andLiving Environmenin the four areas,
showing clear levels of deprivation.

ii. Contrast between East and West Londgnspecifically between Islingtonnd
Hammersmith and Fulham to shdhe significant deprivation in the four estates

iii.  Description of conditions and facilities onthe estates based onvisits and
photographs of the estates.

iv.  Analysis of the findigs from the survey of residents including repog back what
residents think about their areas and their suggestions for ways to improve
conditions.

v. Models of possible way® help overcome disadvantage in four deprived areas of
Hammersmith and Fulham.

vi.  Our @nclusions and recommendations.

Methods andapproach to the study

This research and our findings rely on bgthantitative and qualitative researcimethods.

We used detailedjualitative statistical datain order to uncover evidence of inequality and
need on seven main themes affecting deprivatidve also used statistical data to show the
social and ethnic composition of the local communities, the borough, London and England.
We are heavily reliant on various sources for this statistical information including the
Census, Communities and Local Gowsgnt, NOMIS, the London Borough of Hammersmith
and Fulham, the Office for National Statistics, the Audit Commission and the Greater London
Authority.

We collectedqualitative eviderce based on a structured quurposive sample of residents,

chosen torefled the statistical composition of local populations. Our qualitative interviews
included leading questions, which were then broken down into themes, based on what
people told us. Ousemistructured questionnaire included some opended guestions

and roomfor comment to allow people texpress their viewfreely. We include a selection

2F LIS2LX SQa FNBS IyR 2Ly 02YYSyida |a ljdzziSa
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The vignettes, or short pen portraits, of selected residents are based on individual
interviews thatseemed to give the clearest and most complete picture of life on these
estates.

We have simplified all the figures we present by rounding them to whole numbers but we
have included all detailed tables and sources in the annex. For small areas we used Lower
Super Output Areas (LSOASs) of which there are 32,482 nationally. We ranked these small
areas for all evidence on an index of 1 to 100, often presented as a percentage.

There are many different ways of understanding the miateted problemsof social
exdusion andthe many particular groups who are deeply affected by it. Homeless people,
people with mental health problems, those who suffer severe physical disabilities, people
suffering from drug and alcohol misuse are just some examples. This studgddrapoor
areas rather than idividuals. We explore the themef multiple deprivation through a
neighbourhood lens, in order to understand the dynamics of area conditions and their
impact on households and communities. We therefore focus on the issu¢setharged

from our analysis of concrete evidence about the areas, both in the form of numbers and in
what people said to us.

We carried out this wideangng research with limited resources and in a short tifreene,
and there are therefore several limitations to our work, although we are confident that it
fairly reflects conditions and problems in the areas we examined.

1. We studied four estates, as progexl by HUC, and restricted our visits to the North of the
Borough.

2. We interviewed residents in three of the estates, but despite several visits and attempts
through various local channels we were unable to locatsdents on the smallest estate
William Churchg which comprises isolated blocks, whewe foundno evidence of residents
around the estate during the day.

3. We interviewed a total of 36 residents and spoke to a further 20 in three of the estates,
whom we met in open and public spaces, shimg areas and community facilities during
our visits. We were unable to contact people by knocking on individual doors to find
interviewees due to constraints of time. But we readily identified a wide range of residents
reflecting different ages, ethnic dgkgrounds, household size, tenure and other
characteristics. We are clear that they broadly reflect the populations of the estates.

4. We also spoke to 8 people working in theéagss and immediate local areas, housing
and community offices and othendal services.

5. We visited four organisations outside of the borough that offer models for local action
FYR S SELX 2NBR GKSANI FLILX AOFoAtAGE G2 11!/ Qa

6. We visited two estates in Islington and explored social deprivation there in order to gain a

clek NENJ LISNELISOUGAGS 2y 1 FYYSNEYAGK FyR CdzZf KI Y
wider context of the contrast between East and West London. We were not able to analyse
specific data for local schools, nor could we investigatdetail regeneratiorschemes or

local economic conditions. With more time we would have wanted to visit local schools and
employers, learn more about local youth provision and support for families and young
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children. We would also have liked to investigate more thoroughlall@nvironmental

problems which had a major bearing on the needs of young people and families with
children.

We were not able to contact siak otherwise vulnerable and isolated households in the

FNBlF 0SOlFdzaS> I|fY2aid 20d8i R SRR yrAdi2ad2lyes 20yK SBK § N3
know that they are there, based on our discussions with locally based staff and believe their
needs should be recognised.

In presenting this report, we are confident that we have fairly represented the degree of
need concentrated in the four estates, have reflected accurately the views of over fifty
residents about conditions, and described objectively the options for future development of
Il 1/ Qa 62NJ @
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2. Background information on Hammersmith and Fulhaend the targeted areas and
wards

The London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulhaanignnercity boroughlocated in West
London and isnade up of the former Metropolitan Boroughs of Fulham and Hammersmith.
It is the fourth smallest borough in London, bothgeographical and population terms but it
has a very high population density (Audit Commission, 2008).

As can be seen from the map belatlve most deprived areas of London are concentrated
in Inner London in the North and East of the cjtincluding theboroughs of Newham,
Tower Hamlets, Hackney, Islington and Harindgggmmersmith and Fulham however has
pockets of deprivation, mainly in wards and areas where the majority of the council
housing stock is concentrated.

Map 1: Index of Multiple Deprivatia 2007: Concentration of deprivation within London

Index of Multiple Deprivation 2007
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Government Office for London
Corporate Information & Analysis Team

© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. DCLG GD272671 (2007) December 2007

SourceGovernment office for London, Corporate Information and Analysis Team, 2007
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About the four estates

The four estates we studied represent the three main building types that make up the 5.5
million council homes the government buiit England and Wales between the First World
War and 1980, when major public building programmes stopped.

Old Oak the oldest estate of aroun800 houses was built just after World War 1 in the
LIS NR 2 R {HorRes FiforlHéroest @ ¢ KS LIK2G23IN) LIK&a aK2g (KS
days.

OLD OAK ESTATE—WULFSTAN STREET

TheWhite Cityestate with over 2000 unitsis a classic London County Council large estate

built in the 1930s as part of the Slum Clearance programme in a style commonly known as
GolfO2ye otdA@] ¢SAANIGSEI 216 Ay 3T (G2 GKS ot O2yAS
ground and the absence of lifts.

Edward Woodsestate, with nearly 90@ats in high and medium rise concrete blocks, is the
typical postg I NJ & O 2 y ONB (idernish estateIbush ihéthe Nope of elevating social
conditions through building upwards rather than out.

William Churchestate is a small concrete estate of just over 100 units built in a similar style
to Edward Woods.
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Indices of Deprivation

Our study coers estates located in the North of the borough but makes reference to areas
within the South. In this report we use the 2007 Index of Multiple Deprivation to provide a
detailed picture of the levels of deprivation that exist in the areas and the estatasower.

The 2007 Index of Deprivation is basedsewen main indicators:

e Income

e Employment

e Health Deprivation and Disability
e Education, Skills and Training

e Barriers to Housing and Services

Crime
Living Environment

The seven domains are then combined t@guce a single score for each small area and
local authority.These domains cover the main themes that HUC asked us to explore.

Lower Super Output Areas (LSOA)

Each small area measured within the deprivation indices is known as a Lower Super Output
Area (LSOA). LSOAs were introduced in the 2004xXnd enable the measurement of
deprivation at a smaller spatial scale than ward leVélere are 32,482 LSOAs in England
and 354 local authoritiesThe most deprived LSOA for each Index is given a rank of 1 and
the least deprivedLSOA is given a rank of 32,48te rank is also presented as a
percentage on a range of 1 to 100he ranks show ho@LSOA compares to all other LSOAs

in the country(Communities and Local Government, 2007)

In order to understand ®tate level conditions, we use LSOAs which are the smallest,
neighbourhood level areas for which evidence is collected. They are designed to contain
around 1500 people eaciWe use a scale of 1 to 100 throughout the reptartrank small
areas.

We use theridex of Multiple Deprivatiomvidence at the most local levied show how the 4
estates rank on:

e Income

Employment

Health Deprivation and Disability
Education, Skills and Training
Barriers to Housing and Services
Crime

e Living Environment

10
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In the 2007 Indx of Multiple DeprivationHammersmith and Fulham overall rankgé out
of 354 (with 1 being the most deprived) local authorities nationwigeiting it among the
most deprived sixth of all local authorities. The borough rankéafthe 33in London.

Tale 1: IMD ranking of London Boroughs within country and London

London Boroughs IMD 2007 Rankout of 354) | Rank in London (out of 33)
Hackney 2 1
Tower Hamlets 3 2
Newham 6 3
Islington 8 4
Haringey 18 5
Lambeth 19 6
Barking and Dagenham 22 7
Greenwch 24 8
Southwark 26 9
Waltham Forest 27 10
Lewisham 39 11
Brent 53 12
Camden 57 13
Hammersmith and Fulham 59 14
Westminster 72 15
Enfield 74 16
Ealing 84 17
Kensington and Chelsea 101 18
Hounslow 105 19
Croydon 125 20
Barnet 128 21
Redbridg 143 22
Wandsworth 144 23
Hillingdon 157 24
Bexley 194 25
Havering 200 26
Harrow 205 27
Merton 222 28
Bromley 228 29
Sutton 234 30
Kingston upon Thames 245 31
City of London 252 32
Richmond upon Thames 309 33

11
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The four estates in this resgzh are located within three wards of Hammersmith and
Fulham all three of which are within the North swdivision of the boroughThese wards
are:

e College Parknd Old Oak coverin@ld Oak estate
e Shepherds Bush Green covering William Church and Edwards/éstates
e Wormbholt and White City covering/hite City estate

Each warccomprises severdlSOAsour study coves 4 estates in3 wards and & SOAOur
three wards form thenorthernmost section of the borough and repsent the most
deprived areas, shownsdl, 2 and 3 on the map below.

Map 2: Ward boundaries in the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham

N LONDON BOROUGH OF
//\\ } HAMMERSMITI

. AND FULHAM
WARD BOUNDARIES

hsf\-"

putting residents first

D Ward Boundaries
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® Cromn copyright. All rights reserved. L. B. HAMMERSMITH & FULHAM Licence No. LA100018223 2008.

Sourcehttp://www.lbhf.gov.uk/Images/Wards tcm2¥0850.pdf

12


http://www.lbhf.gov.uk/Images/Wards_tcm21-70850.pdf

DRAFT

The map below shows therea of benefit within which the charity operates. This is
concentrated in the northern section of the borough.

Map 3: Hammersmith United Charities Area of Benefit

Hammersmith
United Charities

Area of benefit
shown in grey

Stamford i
Brook

%,‘ 9 Street laﬁé

% Great West Rg

3

Source: Hammersmith United Charities
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About the three wards covering the estates

The follaving information is taken from the 2001 Census and from the ward profiles
prepared by the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham

The population of Hammersmith and Fulham totals 176,000 people #rel population of

our three wardsmakeup around one stk of the borough totalln all of our wards, as in the
borough as a whole, in London and nationally, there is a slightly higher ration of women to
men (51% versus 49%).

Table2: Population and household count

College Shepherds | Wormholt London London | England

Park and | Bush Grea | and White Borough of

Old Oak City Hammersmith

and Fulham

All 7,643 10,249 11,997 176,000| 7,428,600| 50,093,100
population,
count
All 3,199 4,926 4,797 75,438| 3,015,997| 20,451,427
Households,
count

The age breakdown of people witin our three warddgs broadly in line with that of the
borough as a whole, London and nationally. The proportion of children and young people
(i.e. those aged between 5 and 19) is lower in Hammersmith and Fulham than in London
and the country. Howevein two of our three wards the number of children and young
people is much higher than the borough as a whole. The proportion of people over 65 in
Hammersmith and Fulham is lower than in London, and significantly lower than
nationally. Shepherds Bush Greennetable for having an even lower percentage of people
over 65 than the borougbverall

Table3: Age groups; percentage of total population

Age in | College Park| Shepherds | Wormholt London Borough | London England
years and Old Oak | Bush Green and White of Hammersmith | (%) (%)
(%) (%) City (%) and Fulham (%)

0-4 6 6 7 6 7 6
5-19 19 13 22 14 19 19
20-44 44 54 43 52 43 35
45-64 19 18 17 18 20 24
65+ 13 9 11 10 12 16

Hammersmith has a higher than average proportionetifinic minority residents, but it
ranks 229 among London boroughs as East London boroughs such as Newham and Tower
Hamlets, alongside Brent, have a majority of their populations from ethnic minority groups.

The following table shows that the wards within which our estates are located hbbveea
than average proportion of white residents andnauch higher than averageumber of

14
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Black or Black British residentd.he number of Asian or Asian British residents is also
higher than the borough and the national ratéhough lower than London ovella The
proportion of Chinese residents and people from a mixed background is about average for
the borough and London as a whole, though much higher than national levels.

Table4: Ethnic group; percentage of total population

College | Shepherds | Wormholt | London Borough of London | England

Park and | Bush and White | Hammersmith and | (%) (%)

Old Oak | Green (%) | City (%) Fulham (%)

(%)
White 66 70 63 78 71 91
Mixed 4 5 5 4 3 1
Asian or 6 6 6 4 12 5
Asian British
Black or Black 19 16 23 11 11 2
British
Chinese or 4 3 3 3 3 1
Other Ethnic
Group

Thecomposition of householdgells us a lot about social need. Hammersmith and Fulham
has above average single person householise three wards have a muclhigher
concentration of lone parent households, particularly Wimholt and White City. This
group is particularly ovetrepresented in poverty concentrationsn social housing andhas
generally muchpoorer outcomes for children(Hills et al, 2009).

Table5: Household type percentage of total population

College | Shepherds| Wormholt | London Borough of London | England
Park and Bush and White | Hammersmith and (%) (%)
Old Oak | Green(%) | City(%) Fulham (%)
(%)
Married 24 18 26 23 37 a7
couple
household
Cohabiting 7 12 8 11 9 9
couple
household
Lone parent 19 12 23 12 13 10
household
Oneperson 42 45 34 40 35 30
household
Multi person 8 12 10 13 6 3
household

15
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Social need and deprivation are concentrated in areas with a high proportion of council

and social housing estatesdHammersmith and Fulham has a lower numberoginer-
occupiedK 2 dza Ay 3 GKIFYy [2YR2Y YR GKS yIlI{iA2yZ |yR
within our three wardsare even lower than the borough as a whole. In contrdsvtels of

social renting are higher in Hammersmith and Fulham than London and England
Furthermore, levels of social renting in our three wards are higher than the borough of
Hammersmith and Fulham overall, with social renting in College Park and Wormholt and
White City significantly higher than the borough and more than double the Lofidore.

These veryhigh levels of social renting arelearly linked to levels of deprivation within

our three wards.

The level of private renting in the borough is also highantthe London and national rate.
Shepherds Bush Gredmasa similar proportim of private renting to the borough. In College
Park and Old Oak the volume of private renting is about half that of Hammersmith and
Fulham and lower than London overall.

Table6: Tenure- percentage ofpeople living in households

College | Shepherds | Wormholt | London London | England

Park Bush Green and White | Borough of (%) (%)

and Old | (%) City (%) Hammersmith

Oak (%) and Fulham

(%)

Owned 32 35 32 42 58 71
Social rented 54 38 53 33 25 18
Private rented 12 24 12 23 14 9
Living rent free 2 3 3 3 2 2

As thetable above showsowning your own home is highest nationally at 71% and lowest in
the three wards we are studying at only 3:3%£6.Social rentingin contrastis far lower
nationally at 18%han in our three wards of Hammersmith and Fulham where it reaches
54%.

Most individuals derive their income and social status through teeiployment (Hills et al,
2009). A clear objective of the Labour Government from 1998 was on building a fairer
society and emphasised the role that employment can play in tacklingerpo and
exclusion.

Economic activityin the borough seems to fit closely with the wider London and national
picture. However, two of our wards; Wormholt and White City and College Park and Old
Oak ¢ have much lower levels of employment than the borouglas a whole Levels of
economic inactivity within these two wards are also significantly higher than the borough
and the London level.

16
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Table7: Economic activity percentage of persons aged 164

College Shepherds | Wormholt | London London | England
Park and | Bush and White | Borough of (%) (%)
Old Oak | Green (%) | City (%) Hammersmith
(%) and Fulham (%)
Economically 50 61 52 62 60 61
active:
employed
Economically 6 6 7 5 4 3
active:
unemployed
Economically 3 2 3 2 3 3
active: full time
student
Economicajit 11 7 8 8 10 14
inactive:
Retired
Economically 31 23 29 23 23 20

inactive Other

NB. Economically activeg covers all people who were working in the week before the
Census. In addition the category includes people who were not working but were Idoking

work and were available to start work within 2 weedesd full time students (school puit
person of any age who have indicated that they are in full time educat&egnomically
inactive ¢ includes retired people, students (excluding those whowaogking or otherwise

economically active), looking after family / home, permanently sick / disabled. A person who
is looking for work but is not available to start work within 2 weeks is described as

economically inactive (Office for National Statisti304).

17
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Table8: Wards within Hammersmith and Fulham showing rank of the most deprived LSOA
within ward, and the nunber located in the 10%and 20% most deprived areas of the
country

Ward Name Rank of most | Number of Number of LSOAs
deprived LSOA LSOAsni most | in most deprived
in ward (%) deprived 10% | 20%
Addison 7 1 2
Askew 11 0 4
Avonmore and Brook Greer 10 0 1
College Park and Old Oak 11 0 5
Including Old Oak estate
Fulham Broadway 9 1 2
Fulham Reach 21 0 0
Hammersmith Broadway 13 0 2
Munster 27 0 0
North End 10 0 2
Palace Riverside 41 0 0
Parsons Green and Walhan 18 0 1
Ravenscourt Park 20 0 1
Sands End 25 0 0
Shepherds Bush Green 8 2 4
Including Edward Woods
and William Church estates
Town 14 0 1
Wormholt and White City 6 3 5
Including Whie City estate

Source: Greater London Authority Data Management and Analysis Group, 2008. London Ward level
summary measures for the Indices of Deprivation 2007. DMAG Briefing2Z2008

The three wards that we are studying contain some of the mostpdived small areas
within the borough. Wormholt and White City and Shepherds Bush Green both contain
areaswhich are within the most deprived 10% nationallall of thesmall areasn College
Park and OIld Oak are within the most deprived 20% though nomenathe bottom 10%.
The most deprived. SOANn Hammersrth, in Wormholt and White Cityis rankedat 6%
nationally. Within Hammersmith and Fulham White City and Edward Waextatesare
clearly very deprived, ranking between 1 and 12 of the most degiiN®OAs out of the 111
LSOAsvithin the borough (with 1 being the most deprived).

Over a quarter of small areas ihondon fall within the mostdeprived 20% nationally

compared withthe North Est and North West regionghere a third are in the most
deprived 20%(Communities and Local Government, 200Mus London is more deprived
than the national average but less deprived than the poorest Northern regions.

18
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Table9: Table showing where the four estates rank within the nation and the borough

Estate Ward Ranking within | IMD Ranking
London Borough of of LSOA (%)
Hammersmith (out
of 111 LSOAS)
White City Wormbholt and White City| 1 6
White City Wormbholt and White City| 2 6
White City Wormbholt and White City| 5 9
White City Wormholt and White City 12 11
EdwardwWoods | Shepherds Bush Green 4 8
Old Oak College Park and Old Oa| 21 17
Old Oak College Park and Old Oa| 13 12
William Church | Shepherds Bush Green 37 23

Below we examine eacimain themeat the smallest spatial scaleLS@ level- including
comparisors between wardsyith Hammersmith and Fulham and the wider nation.

Income

The income deprivation domain provides information on the proportion of people living in a
certain area who are living on low incomes and therefore often dependent on rreated
benefits.

The table below shows the ranking of household income in all four estéfbge City is
among the most deprived areas of the whole country and apart from William Church
estate all estates are within the bottom 6%AIl of our estatesare within the most
deprived 20% nationally.

Tablel0: Income rank of estate LSOAsthin England

LSOA Rank of income
score (%)

White City E01001958

White City- E01001961

White City- E01001957

White City- E01001955

Edward WoodsE01001944

Old Oak E01001878

Old Oak- E01001875

OO0 |h|WIN

William Churckh E01001940

=

The average household income in the borough is £30,266, which is higher than the London
and England averagélowever, income levels within the borough are polarised with the
averageincome for council households being just £10,4@udit Commission, 2008).
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The following table shows at ward level the proportion of peogllEming Department of
Work and Pensions (DWP) benefitghin each ward (as well as within the borough and the
nation).

The proportion of residents claiming DWP benefits in the three wards is higher than both
the borough and the national levelin College Park and Old Oak the percentage of people
claiming lone parent benefits is twice the borough level and three tisnne nationallevel,

this is even higher in Wormholt and White City. The proportion of incapacity claimants in
each ward is consistently higher than Hammersmith and Fulham as a wBetefit
dependency for families is closely related to income poverty.

Table 11 Proportion of people within the three wards, the borough, and nationally
claimingDWP benefis

College Park Wormholt and | Shepherds Hammersmith | Great
and Old Oak (%] White City (%)| Bush  Green and  Fulham| Britain (%)
(%) (%)

Total claimants 22 24 18 14 14
Job seekers 4 4 4 3 2
Incapacity benefits 10 10 9 7 7
Lone parents 6 7 4 3 2
Carers 1 1 1 1 1
Others on income 1 1 1 1 1
related benefits

Source: NOMIS Ward labour market profiles for College Park and Old Oak, Wormholt and White City
and Sheherds Bush Green. Benefits claimagisorking age clients for small areas.

NB. Thdatestfiguresfor Wormholt and White Cityvere available from November 2007. The other
figures apply to August 2008.

Employment

The employment deprivation measuoeversinvoluntary exclusion from the labour market.
Thetable below shows thenajority of our estates are in the 20% most deprivationally
with half ranking within the most deprived 10%.

Tablel2: Employment rank of estate LSOAsthin England

LSOA Rank of
employment score
(%)
Edward Woods E01001944 4
White City- E01001955 9
White City- E01001958 9
White City- E01001957 10
White City- E01001961 19
Old Oak- E01001875 19
Old Oak- E01001878 24
William Church- E01001940 35
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The wardswithin which the estates are located haveraich lower proportion of people in
work and much higher levels of unemployméenThe table below showthat College Park
and Old Oak, and Wormholt and White City wards have levels of economic activity that are
significantly lower than that of the borougland of the nation as a whole.

Table13: Proportion of people within the three wards, the borough, and nationally who
are economically active

College Park Wormholt and | Shepherds Bus | Hammersmith | Great
and Old Oak White City (%) | Green (%) and Fulham (%)| Britain (%)
(%)
All people
Economically 65 68 75 75 76
active
In employment 58 59 68 69 72
Unemployed 11 13 9 8 6

Source:NOMIS Ward labour market profiles for College Park and Old Oak, Wormholt andGhiite
and Shepherds Bush Green. Employment and unemployment figures for 2001.

The proportion of unemployed people is highen Wormholt and White City, followed
closely by College Park and Old Cathepherds Bush Green howevemore closely aligned
with Hammersmith and Fulham and closer to the national level.

Health Deprivation and Disability

The health domain measures rates of poor health, early mortality and disability across all
age rangesin general, thenealth of people in Hammersmith and Fulhars comparable to

the England averageNeverthelessdrug misuse, alcohol related hospital admissions and
violent crime are significantly higher than the England average.

Tablel4: Health deprivation and disability rank of estate LSOwghin England

LSOA Rank of health deprivation
and disability score (%)
White City- E01001955 11
White City- E01001957 18
White City- E01001958 18
Old Oak- E01001878 19
William Church- E01001940 20
Edward Woods E01001944 21
Old Oak- E01001875 23
White City- E01001961 25

The borough record fophysically active children and adults, healttiets, and breast
feeding issignificantly better than the England averagge Hammersmith and Fulham, rates
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of adult obesity and people diagnosed with diabetee lower than the England average
(APHO and Departme of Health,2008) The female life expectancy in Hammersmith &
Fulham is slightly higher than that in England and London (82 compared to 81.1 in London
and 80.9 in England). The male life expectandgammersmith & Fulham is similar to that

in England and London (76.3 in Hammersmith, #®%15ndon and 76.6 in England).

There arehealth inequalities within Hammersmith and Fulham by location, gender, level
of deprivation and ethnicity Life expectancywithin the borough varie®y over six yearby
ward, ranging fronv7in Askew to 83 in Addison. The three wards we are focusing on have
life expectancy rates towards tHewer end of the scale77 yearsin Shepherds Bush Green,

78 in College Park and Oldak) and79 in Wormholt and White CityThe following table
shows Shepherds Bush Green, College Park and Old Oak, and Wormholt and Wiite City
be within the five worst performing wards in the borough.

Chartl: Life Expectancy at birth in yeatsy ward, 203-05
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Source: ONS deaths & GLA 2005 round population projections. Taken from
http://www.maps.Ibhf.gov.uk/bprofile/profile.asp? THEME=8&INDICATOR=6
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Educatia, Skills and Training

The education domain measures the level of deprivation in terms of education, skills and
training in a local aredndicators cover both educati@hdeprivation for children and young
people, and skills and qualifications for sormections of the working age population
(working age adults with no or low qualifications)

The table below shows tha@ld Oak is the most deprived of our estates educationand
is located around the bottom quarter ofall areas in the country White City isin the
bottom third. Edward Woods and William Church perfoctase to average.

Tablel5: Education, skills and training rank of estate LSQ#thin England

LSOA Rank of education, skillg
and training score (%)
Old Oak- E01001875 24
Old Oak- E0100183 26
White City- E01001961 32
White City- E01001958 36
White City- E01001955 36
White City- E01001957 37
Edward Woods E01001944 48
William Church- E01001940 59

Eligibility for free school meals is andicator of deprivation andactual poverty often
related to lower educational attainment (APHO and Department of Health, 2008).
Hammersmith and Fulham hasvaich higher than average proportion of children who are
eligible for free schoomeals at 43%, compared to 37% in Inner Lond@6% in London
overall and 16% in EnglangDepartment for Schools, Children and Families, 2006).
Hammersmith and Fulham has the second highest proportion of children eligible for free
school meals in London, behind Tower Hamldtise following table showthe relatively

poor educational levels of residents in our three wards compared to the borough as a
whole, and to Great Britain.
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Table 16: Proportion of people within the three wards, the borough, and nationahlyith
no qualifications, lower levefualifications and higher level qualifications

College Park Wormholt | Shepherds | Hammersmith | Great
and Old Oakl and White | Bush Green and  Fulham| Britain
(%) City (%) | (%) (%0) (%)
All people
No qualifications or leve 39 33 24 22 36
unknown
Lower levelualifications 35 36 33 33 44
Higher level qualifications 26 31 43 45 20
In employment
No qualifications or leve 27 20 13 13 26
unknown
Lower level qualifications 38 35 31 30 49
Higher level qualifications 35 45 56 57 26
Unemployed
No qudifications or level 42 35 30 28 38
unknown
Lower level qualifications 35 42 42 38 47
Higher level qualifications 23 23 28 34 15

Source: NOMIS Ward labour market profiles for College Park and Old Oak, Wormholt and White City
and Shepherds Bush Green.dfications figures for 2001.

In Table 16, no qualifications means people without any academic, vocational or
professional qualifications; lower level qualifications describes qualifications equivalent to
levels 13 of the National Key Learning Target€g8Es, #evels, NVQ levels-3); higher level
gualifications refer to levels 4 and above (first degrees, higher degrees, NVQ Iéyvels 4
HND, HNC and certain professional qualificatioRe)m this table we can see that College
Park has thérighest poportion of residents with no quafications amongthe three wards.

This figure is also higher than both the borough and the national level.pEheentage of
unemployed people with no qualificationss higher in all threewards than the borough

and national lezel. Hammersmith and-ulhamhas a high percentage of residents witlgh

level qualificationswho are unemployed; more than double the national figure.

Hammersmith and Fulham overall has a higher level of qualifications than Great Britain. The
areas we hve studied have lower educational levels than average but are not in the most
deprived 20%The Phoenix High School is locateds# to the White City estate and has
recently been acknowledged for its achievements, particuliaryts contribution to heping

deprived children gain educationally, generally knowthesivalue added measure. Ofsted
GAAAGSR (KS a0OK22f Ay SINI& wnny |YyR 3IN}X¥RSR
good or outstanding.

GThe Phoenix is a remarkable school; it curdgs totransform the life chances of
both students and their familiesit can do this because the school operates from a
deeply rooted understanding, and heartfelt appreciation of, the challenging
circumstances that many of the students come fromsTdnables the school to
make sophisticated provision for their personal development that develops
articulate, confident young peopleé¢ 0 h TAGSRI HAnnyo
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Housing

The housing domairs designed to measurearriers to housing and key local serviceBhe

councl rented housing stock in Hammersmith and Fulh&avaround 18,000 homes ariths

been managed by the ALMQOHammersmith and Fulham Homesince2004 In June 2008

GKS 1'dZRAG /2YYA&darzy AyalLISOGSR | FYYSN&AYAGK
fair onesii F NJ A SNIAOS GKIFG KFa LINRPYA&AAY3I LINRALISOD
2008) One star is the lowest grading that a social landlord can rec&vere are a number

of other registered social landlords operating in the borough and the areas we hadiedt

including: Notting Hill Housing Group, Shepherds Bush Housing Association, Old Oak

Housing Association, Family Mosaic, Duc¢akaion Housing Association and others.

The estatesare concentrated within the most deprived 20%n the housingmeasure and
White City is mostly in the 10% most deprivedosely followed by Edward Woods and one
part of Old Oak. This is influenced by trery high concentration of social rentingn White
City, and the dominance of council built estates in the areas.

Tablel7: Barriers to housing and services rank of estate LS@Alin England

LSOA Rank of barriers to housing
and services score (%)
White City- E01001961 9
White City- E01001958 9
White City- E01001957 10
Edward Woods E01001944 11
Old Oak- EO100875 11
William Church- E01001940 16
Old Oak- E01001878 21
White City- E01001955 22

Homes in the borough are expensive to buy with an average house costing £40%200®&

Land Registry). As a result, the proportion of people owning their bome is lower than

the national average (42% compared to 67%). The -ty legislation established in
1979 has changed the landscape of some estates in the borough with over 6,000 council
properties having been sold since then. According to thditAQommission in 2008, there

are 4,344 council leaseholdefewner occupiers)n the borough. 88% of the remaining
council stock in the borough is flats or maisonettésudit Commission, 2008).

htR hl1% F fFNBS Sadl S 3Aikhin Caleyé Bark Arfsl Ol Oakf S¢  f
ward. Large numbers of people on the estatave exercised the rightb-buy. This wardhas
far fewer local authority owned propertieshan the other wardscovering our estates

(Wormholt and White City, and Shepherds Busleegd) where the percentage of social
renting remains high.
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Chart 2: Local authority owned propertieby ward, 2005
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Source:London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham, HW&ken from
http://www.maps.Ibhf.gov.uk/bprofile/profile.asp? THEME=5&INDICATOR=4

Crime

This domain measures the rate of recorded crime for four major typéesirglary, theft,
criminal damage and violenc&he crine measurement shows a wide rangeonime scores

from low to extremely high within White CitPne LSOA within White City scores within
the most deprived 1% nationallyAccording to Metropolitan Police figures in May 2009, the
crime rate in Shepherds Bugbreen is above average whilst in College Park and Old Oak,

and Wormholt and White City wards it is average.

Tablel8: Crime / disorder rank of estate LSOMs&thin England

LSOA Rank of crime /
disorder score (%)
White City- E01001955 1
White City- EOD01961 2
Old Oak- E01001875 12
White City- E01001958 18
William Church- E01001940 41
Old Oak- E01001878 54
Edward Woods E01001944 60
White City- E01001957 71
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There are Safer Neighbourhoods Teams in eeatd, with locally agree priorities.
In Shepherds Bush Green these priorities are:

e anti-social behaviour related to alcohol;
e drug dealing and using; and
e robberyc personal property.

In College Park and Old Oak the locally agreed priorities are:

e anti-social behaviour in gemal;
e drug dealing and using; and
e theft from motor vehicles.

In Wormholt and White City these priorities are:

¢ anti-social behaviour by youths, causing noise and nuisance;
e drug dealing and using; and
e youth engagement.

Most of these problems relate tooying people This list underlines the twin priorities of
security and youth diversion from crime.

Living Environment

The living environment domain measures deprivatiothS WA Y R22NEQ A Ay 3
which is based on the quality of housirapd the® dzi R22NEQ f ABAYy 3 Sy dAN
based onair qudity and road traffic accident$oor housingcondition is modelled using the

English House Condition Survey to provide a complete profile for all stock.

Edward Woods and William Church estates are wviiththe most deprived 10% in the
country, most of White City and some of Old Oake within the most deprived 20%5even
out of eight of the LSOAs angthin the most deprived 20% nationally.

Table 19 Living environment rank of estate LSOMgthin England

LSOA Rank of living

environment score (%)
Edward Woods E01001944 5
William Church- E01001940 6
White City- E01001958 12
Old Oak- E01001875 17
White City- E01001955 17
White City- E01001957 18
White City- E01001961 23
Old Oak- E0100.878 35
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Inequalitywithin the borough oHammersmith and Fulham

There are large disparities of wealth and deprivation within the borough of Hammersmith
and Fulham with poverty and deprivation more concentrated within the north of the
borough, in amplistic terms ilHammersmith rather than Fulham.

e The most deprived small areain Hammersmith and Fulham is White City and
ranksat 6%,putting it within the most deprived 10%f all areasin England.

e Theleast deprivedsmall arean Hammersmith and Foam is in the Palace Riverside
ward and ranks at 66%, therefore placing it within the least deprived third
nationally.

These contrasts underline the social difficulties people in the most deprived areas face.

The chart below shows thaveragerank of L®As within wards in Hammersmith and
Fulham The three wards we are studying are all located at the lowest end of this $cale.
important to remember that ward averages can concted small pockets of deprivation
that exist within even the least deped wards.

Chart3: AverageLSOA rank wihin wards, ranked out of 32,482007
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Sourceindices of Multiple Deprivation 2007. Taken from
http://www.maps.lbhf.gov.uk/bprofileprofile.asp? THEME=6&INDICATOR=3
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3. Contrasts between East and West London

At the beginning of this report we showed that West London boroughs were significantly
less deprived than East London. Howewn, research shows that council estates in both
parts of London are similarly deprivedVe were asked tanake a comparison between the
boroughs of Hammersmith and Fulham amslington in order to discover how the
deprivation we found on our four Hammersmith and Fulham estates compared with a
generally poeoer part of London. We chose Islington because the Cripplegate Foundation, an
Islington charity, offezd a possible model afharitablework and had carried out a poverty
study in 2008 Islington is in many ways similar to Hammersmith and Fulham, with its
extremes of wealth and poverty, mix of old and modern estates, attractive streets and
squares. Islington ranks 8" nationally, and 4 in London on thelndex of Multiple
Deprivation, compared with Hammersmith and Fulham which is"58 England and 1% in
London.

In Islington the most deprivedsmall arearanks well within the most deprived 10%
nationally at around 26. The kast deprived small aremnksat 48%and is still within the
most deprived 50% of areas nationally.

Table 20: Indices of Deprivationranking for Islington and Hammersmith and Fulham
overall and for extent, local concentration, income and employment

Indices of Deprivation 2007 Islington Hammersmith and Fulham

Averagedeprivationscore(out of 354) Rank 8 59
Population of local authdty Count 183,930 170,760
Most deprivedLSOA Rank 2% 6%
LeastdeprivedLSOA Rank 48% 66%

Source: Office for National Statistics, Neighbourhood Statistics.
http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/dissemination/LeadHome.do

The following factdlustrate the greater concentration of need in East compared with West
London.

e Islington has dargerblack and minority ethnipopulaton than Hammersmith and
Fulham (25% as opped to 22% in Hammersmith and Fulham).

e Islington hadar more social renting44%)andfar less owner occupatio(B84%)than
Hammersmith and Fulhaif33% and 42% respectively).

e The health of people in Islington overall is worse than the England avenmage
contrast inHammersmith and Fulham health overall is above average.

¢ Islington has a much lowelevel of owner occupation and a higher proportion of
renting, particularly social renting.

¢ Islington has the least open space of any London borough.

¢ Islingtonhasin recent years experienced serious knife crime and gang problEnes.
crime rate in Hammersmith and Fulham in 2009 is described by the Metropolitan
Police as average whilst in Islington it is considered above avékggopolitan
Police, 2009)
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The folbwing table shows the muchigher incidence of crime under all categories in
Islington compared with Hammersmith and Fulhafihe greater levels of violent crime is
particularly alarming.

Table 21: Crime statistics for Islington and Hammersmith and Fulhahowing total
crimes, homicide, violent crime and robbei{t2 months up to April 2009)

Islington Hammersmith and| Metropolitan
Fulham Police Total
Total crimes 29,358 22,997 843,396
Homicide 8 1 151
Violence against the persol 5,800 4972 175,18
(total)
Robbery (total) 1,094 694 32,518

Sourcehttp://www.met.police.uk/crimefiqures/index.php

Crime has historically been high in Islington, however overall levels of violence against the
persa, though lower in Hammersmitland Fulham, are still worryingly high in both
boroughs.

We visited two estates in Islington:

e Packington, within St Peters ward
e St Lukes, within Bunhill ward

Estate conditions were not significantly different in Islingtohe Tslington estates were
much smaller thanthree of our study areas in Hamme&mith and Fulham; theyere also
more centrally locatedBoth estates are modern concrete complex estates, comprising
mainly flats in dense blocks.

Large concentrations of sociahousing contribute significantly to levels of poverty,
deprivation and exclusion within areas. The similar conditions within estates within
Islington and Hammersmith and Fulham supports the idea tltakeasof deprivation do
exist in allLondon boroughsconcentratedin areas with high levels of social housing.

It is interesting to compare the tenure of these two wards with our wards in Hammersmith
and Fulham. St Peters has a similar proportion of owner occupied households to College
Park, Shepherds BudBreen and Wormholt and White City, at about a third. Bunhill
however has far fewer, with just a fifth of its househossowner occupiersBunhill has the
highest percentage of social renting of any of the wards we looked at, across Islington and
Hammersnith and Fulham, with 58% of people within the ward living in social rented
households. This is also far higher than the borough, London and national levels.
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Table22: Tenure- percentage of people living in household2001)

St Peters Bunhill | Islington London England
Owned 35 21 34 58 71
Social rented 44 58 44 25 18
Private rented 19 18 20 14 9
Living rent free 2 3 2 2 2

The majority of the Packington estate is located within a LSOA which radké an the
Index of Multiple Deprivation (within thenost deprived 5% nationallypt Lukeganks at
20%.

A small part of the estate however is within another LSOA which rark®&ationally as

the area covers much higher income streets. Packington, which was only completed in 1975,
is currently undergaoig a large redevelopment programme managed by Hyde Housing
Association. The new development will include a new youth facility and adventure
playground as well as housing for sale and for social renting.

This short summary afonditions on estates Islingon shows that levels of deprivation in
council estates in the two boroughs afairly similar in spite of differences in the overall
composition of the two boroughs. It confirms the findings from bigger studies (Hills, 2007)
that social housing, concented in estates, experiences much more severe poverty than
other areas |t is a big separator as the residents we spoke to make clear.

The southern part of Islington is traditionally a more white working ciaea St Peters is

less ethnically diverse thatslington as a whole with a population that is 81% white
compared to 75% within the borough and 71% across London. Bunhill however is more
diverse with a 76% white population, almost the same as the Islington level. However, both
Islington wards have a dier proportion of white residents than our three Hammersmith
and Fulham wards and a far lower proportion of Black or Black British residents. This
contrasts with the borough which is more ethnically diverse than Hammersmith and
Fulham.

Table23: Ethnic goup ¢ percentage oftotal population (2001)

St Peters Bunhill | Islington | London England
White 81 76 75 71 91
Mixed 3 4 4 3 1
Asian or Asian British 4 6 5 12 5
Black or Black British 9 10 12 11 2
Chinese or Other Ethnic Grouy 3 4 3 3 1
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Packingbn Estate, Islington

Medium rise blocks
with green open
spaces and
playground areas

Islington
Servicesdr
Young People
mobile unit on
the estate
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Green areas and playgrounc
facilities on the St Lukes
estate
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Summary

Overall the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham does rank among more deprived
boroughs, but it is far from the most deprived, whereas Islington is clearly among the
bottom areas. At the same timeheé poorer Northern part of the borough, particularly the 4
council estatesve have studiedare among the poorest areas of the country with some of
the highest levels of deprivation. The high concentrations of lone parents and children and
young people comound these intense problems. For this reason, in our survey of residents,
which follows, clear priorities for action emerge around these problems we have shown
through our analysis of the Index of Multiple Deprivation.
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4. Conditions and facilitie®n the four Hammersmith and Fulham estates

The next section describes conditions on the four estates we have stutied estates
represent the three main types of council housing found in this country

e Lowrise housesbuilt after World War I,known as interwar cottage estates;

e Blocks of brickouilt flats, known as interwar balcony block estates or wallp
block estates;

e Medium and highrise concrete block®uilt post World War IIF 2 NY Ay 3 a Y2 RS NJ
O2y ONBiGS O2YLX SE¢ Sail iSao

Edward Woods

Edward Woods esta was built betweenl966 and 197 1with a new addition of 122 units
built by Notting Hill Housing Group and Countryside Properti@®08

The estate is large with3 high rise blocks (22 storeys each) and 4 lower rise blocks of 5
storey flats and maisoattes. The estate containg54 units in these blockg 226 in the low

rise blocks and 538 in the high rise blocks. 626 of the flats are rented and 128 have been
sold under the Right to Buygome flats within the tower blocks have been converted into
shelteeed accommodation and are linked to two residemtirdens via alarm / intercom
systems.

The majority of the stock is managed by the ALKI@ammersmith and Fulham Homes
with 59 of the new units being managed by Notting Hill. The additional units built more
recently were set aside for outright sale.

oHomes for sale and rent were integrated across this development, fostering good
community relations. Sales profits were spent on estate improvements, including a
substantial new park designed by residents.caBse residents were so involved in

the planning and desigiidward Woods estate is very popular with the people who
livethereé oOob20G0GAYy3 |1 Aff | 2dz2AAy3 DNRBdzZL) 6Soaii
http://www.nottinghillhousing.org.uk/portfoliodetail.aspx?id_Content=1403

It has recently been announced thatnaw £12.2 million investment scheme is planned by
the ALMO that will see all the tower blocks given coloured claddingrighten up the
estateand to impove insulation. Residents habeen involvedn the scheme from the start
and Hammersmith and Fulham Homes claim the development demonstrates their
commitment to improving neighbourhoods as well as delivering decent homes.

Edward Woods has impved a lot in the past decade and has changed from being-gono
area to a flagshigstate regeneration schem&vhen walking around the estate we found
it to be a pleasant place to be with people around at different times of the day.

There is &ommunity @ntre that has a range of actiwds for all ages including Active Tots,
Soccer Tots,uhior Dance Club & year olds), Senior Danc&ule (813 year old) Gapoeiera
for adults and table tensifor the over 50s.
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Buildingstyle

" High rise and
medium rise blocks

Medium rise blocks
A i = |11 RS with garages below
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Recently built new
Notting Hill homesg;
- medium rise.

Facilities andamenities

Green area and
playground within
the estate
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Green area and
playground within
the estate
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' ‘i: Edward Woods
Community
Centre
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Futsal project
delivered by
Active Planet,
funded by Notting
Hill Housing, on
the Edward
Woods Estate
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White City

White City estatewas built between1939 and 1953y London County Counaivho had
aoquired a site of about 50 acre®r housingon the White City Exhibition ground3he
estate comprises a total &f,027 homesn 35blocks¢ mainly 5 storey waklkip blocks. It is
the largest estate in the borough of Hammersmith and FulhaNotting Hill Housing Group
also have some involvement on the estatbe image below datesfrom 1937.
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WHITE CITY SITE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

OAll dwellings will be 5 storeys high and the total accommodation wilR,B86

dwellings containing 7,290 room3he desirability of a reasonable provision in

respect of social services has been recognised and sites have been reserved for 14
shops, an administrative building and possible schools, medical clinic, reading
rooms,SG O®> | yR OKAMRNBY Q¥ RNy ¢ 2NBiRER A 2 dzy OA €

White City was transferred to the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham in 1981.
White City estate appears to be well provided for in terms of community facilities and
amenities with a number otommunity centres nursery and childcare provision, a health
centre, a housing management office for the ALMO and facilities for young people including

an adventure playgroundlhe estate is very largend appeared to be well maintainedith
evidence of repairs and maintenance work underway as welkasbuilding. White City has
some attractive buildings. The estate was generally quite quiet during our visits with few

people around.
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Buildingstyle

Balcony blocks

10 case Of EMergency fl
‘ plwase telephone

o

WELCOME TO/
WHITE CITY ESTATE

il

Balony blocks
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Balcony blocks
with inner
courtyard area

Facilities and amenigs

Adventure
playground and
green space in
centre of White
City estate
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