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The Inquiry’s remit

• Original remit: funding
• New remit: role and function (and funding)

– Consider changing strategic role of local government in 
the context of national and local priorities for local 
services; and implications for accountability;

– Review how devolution and decentralisation, 
together with changes in decision making and funding, 
could improve local services, their responsiveness to 
users, and efficiency;

– Consider changes which help to manage pressures on 
local services;

– Reporting to Ministers in December 2006



Vision and objectives: 
The world we want to live in 

• We want a sustainable and fair system of central 
and local government for the 21st century, which 
helps achieve:

• A more prosperous society
• A more cohesive and engaged society
• Better outcomes from public services



May report

• ‘National Prosperity, Local Choice and Civic 
Engagement – a new partnership between central 
and local government for the 21st century’

• Greater local choice is needed to better meet local 
needs and improve value for money 

• Local government can contribute to national 
prosperity through effective place-shaping

• But - LG must rise to the challenge, particularly by 
better use of engagement with local people



Analysis and engagement
• Case Studies

– nine areas, six services
– interviews with officials, councillors and partner 

organisations
– public engagement events

• Quantitative survey and qualitative research with 
the public

• In-house modelling and analysis of funding 
options

• Events with business & councillors
• Seminar series – focusing on service areas
• Economic development conference 
• Open consultation (over 2,500 responses)



Provisional conclusions: 
function

• Britain has to confront some hard choices – some of 
which are best made at the local level 

• There is a need for central government and local 
government to work more closely together

• Central govt needs to make space for place-shaping 
by reducing the weight of performance management

• Local government should play a stronger place-
shaping and convening role 

• Flexibility more important than new powers 



Provisional conclusions: 
funding

• Not about raising more money, but better 
stewardship of public resources, managing 
pressures better and local choices, but possible case 
for allowing communities to choose to spend more

• Public understanding of the case for local taxation is 
frail

• Central govt needs to improve the incentives for 
local govt

• CTB take-up / reform may be the key to fairness
• Some reform options would require lengthy and 

careful implementation



What are the implications for 
community safety?

Barriers to joint working at local levels in 
improving the safety of their communities need 

to be resolved
• In addressing community safety issues, what is the right balance

between national and local discretion?
• How can communities best become involved in the design and 

delivery of community safety issues?
• How best can local authorities, police and other agencies work in 

partnership to deliver locally tailored services?
• What impact will the Local Government White Paper proposals 

have on community safety – what more needs to be done?
• How can current budgets meet community aspirations - should 

charging have a role to play?
• Should policing be subject to separate tax?
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Community safety activity costs

Source: Audit Commission
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Community safety related funding streams
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Local diversity v’s national standards

Gloria Laycock
UCL Jill Dando Institute of Crime Science



Defining terms …

• Community safety: talking about crime, anti-social 
behaviour, even terrorism, but not ‘health and safety’



In delivering community safety, who is best placed to understand
the local needs and expectations and how is this evidence 
gathered?

• Local agencies because:
– Some problems are hidden

• Local communities because:
– Some problems are not reported

• So you need both to get a full picture and at present it is 
gathered ‘badly’

• And some constituencies are covered by either



What role for engaging local communities in the design and delivery 
of services?

• Design?
– Are crime reduction services determined by a professional body of 

knowledge or public opinion? 
– Solutions are context specific and ‘people’ are a significant part of 

the context
– To quote Larry Sherman….

• Can crime reduction projects be implemented (i.e. 
delivered) without community support?



a) What is the impact of national targets, priorities and objectives? 
And b) is there a mismatch between national standards and what 
local communities want from community safety services?

• On a) 
– Disproportionate! 
– National league inevitably lead to concentration on national targets
– The neighbourhood policing agenda my act as a corrective

• On b) 
– There is (inevitably) a lag
– It takes time to establish data collection and monitoring systems. 

Frequently changing targets are ‘unhelpful’



How far can local authorities, police and other agencies work in
partnership to deliver locally tailored services?

• In theory there is no alternative
• In practice we could all do better:

– Data accuracy, timeliness, reliability
– Analytic capacity and skills 
– Sharing data – it still doesn’t happen reliably 
– Different priorities and views of the world
– Lack of understanding of responsibility and competency
– Naïve assumption that calling something a ‘partnership’ means they will all 

work together- you need to use levers



Speaking from UCL …. 

• There is a need at all levels for more training:
– In collecting, analysing, interpreting and presenting data
– In strategic thinking 
– In tactical development – there is a significant body of knowledge 

on ‘what works, where and how’ of which most local partnerships 
are unaware  
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