
 i 

 

 
 
 
Our Shared Future:  
Community Cohesion in Staffordshire 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Produced by the Corporate Research and Information Team, Development Services, Staffordshire County Council 



 ii 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 iii 

 

Acknowledgements 
 
 
This report was produced by the Corporate Research and Information Team, Development Services Directorate, Staffordshire County Council  
 
The author of the report is: 
 
Rosanne Cororan 
Research and Information Officer 
Research Business Unit 
Development Services Directorate 
Staffordshire County Council 
Riverway 
T: 01785 276538 
E: Rosanne.Cororan@staffordshire.gov.uk 
 
Additional contributions were made to the report: 
 
Section 1.4 - The Vulnerable Localities Index - Author - Kerry McCormick - Tel: 01785 276518 - kerry.mckormick@staffordshire.gov.uk  
 
 
 
 
 
Staffordshire County Council, while believing the information in this publication to be correct, does not guarantee its accuracy nor does the County 
Council accept any liability for any direct or indirect loss or damage or other consequences, however arising from the use of such information 
supplied. 
 
This publication is the copyright of Staffordshire County Council. It is expressly forbidden to copy this publication or any part of the data contained 
in it, without the Council’s written permission. It is also forbidden to incorporate the data, or any part of it, in an electronic storage system (other 
than for the user’s own internal purposes) without the Council’s permission. Applications for such permission must be made to the County Council 
in writing. 

i 



 iv 

 

   Page 
 i Acknowledgments and contact details i 

 ii Contents ii 
 iii Key Findings iii 
    

1  Introduction  

 1.1 Background 1 

 1.2 Defining Community Cohesion 1 

 1.3 Understanding Community Cohesion 1 

 1.4 The Vulnerable Localities Index 3 
    

2   Evidence of community cohesion in Staffordshire  
 2.1 A Shared Vision for Staffordshire 10 
 2.2 Satisfaction with the local area as a place to live 16 
 2.3 Feeling safe in the community  17 
 2.4 Having a say and voting 19 
 2.5 Volunteering 22 
 2.6 Diversity 24 

    

3  The context of community cohesion in Staffordshire  
 3.1 Population and Migration 26 

       - Population trends in Staffordshire 2006 26 
       - Migration projections in Staffordshire 27 
       - The age and sex structure 2006 29 

       - Population projections in Staffordshire by age  
       group 

29 

       - Fertility estimates 30 
    
    

Contents     
    
   Page 
 3.2 Ethnic segregation in schools 31 
 3.3 Hate Incidents in Staffordshire 34 
 3.4 Anti-social-behaviour in Staffordshire 37 
 3.5 Unemployment and community cohesion 42 

       - Unemployment 42 

       - Job Seekers Allowance Claimants 43 

       - Long-term unemployment 44 

 3.6 Media reporting of cohesion: The Sentinel 45 
    

4  Recommendations  47 
    
5  References and appendices  
  References 49 

  Appendix 1 50 
    
    
    

    

    
    
    
    
    
    
    

ii 



 v 

 

for all groups in terms of needing improving. However, improving 
activities for teenagers was rated the highest for all groups and the 
level of traffic congestion also featured notably high in what needs 
improving for all groups. 
 
Satisfaction with the local area as a place to live 
 
Overall, the picture for Staffordshire is a very positive one, with 
around eight-out-of-ten people satisfied with their local area as a 
place to live. Satisfaction is higher in some areas than others 
(highest in Stafford Borough); is higher for white British than BME, 
older people rather than young. 
 
Feeling safe in the community 
 
Similarly, in terms of people feelings safe, the picture is a positive 
one in Staffordshire with around nine-out-of-ten people feeling safe 
during the day. This falls to around half of people feeling safe at 
night. Interestingly, there was very little difference in the figures by 
age and by gender. 
 
Having a say and voting 
 
Fewer people in Staffordshire (25%) feel they can influence 
decisions effecting their local area than regionally (32%) or 
nationally (32%). Younger people and those in employment were 
more likely to feel they could influence decisions. 
 
Volunteering 
 
The first quarter of the 2007-08 National Citizenship Survey 
revealed that nearly three-quarters (73%) of all adults had 

Key Findings 
 
The Vulnerable Localities Index (VLI) 
 
The VLI highlights areas of Tamworth in the Belgrave area and 
Glascote ward as those most likely to experience problems 
related to community breakdown and fragmentation. Around 
two-thirds of those areas identified as vulnerable in Staffordshire 
and requiring more focused attention are also in the top 20% 
most deprived areas in England. This shows that there is a 
relationship between deprivation and areas vulnerable to 
community breakdown, but importantly it also demonstrates 
that the VLI picks out areas which are not highlighted by the 
Indices of Multiple Deprivation (2004). This shows the 
importance of using a range of different measures and not relying 
on just one. 
 
A Shared Vision for Staffordshire 
 
The concept of a shared vision and a shared future is what binds 
local communities together, whatever their background. Analysis 
of the Staffordshire County BVPI 2006 survey has shown that 
regardless of age, ethnicity, employment status or urban/rural 
residence, there is a vision shared by Staffordshire residents of 
what is most important in making an area a good place to live. 
Level of crime, clean streets and affordable decent housing are 
the most important things in making an area a good place to live. 
Health services also featured highly for all groups. 
 
There is also a shared agreement as to which factors most need 
improving in the local area. Again level of crime features highly 
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The population structure of Staffordshire by age and gender 
shows low numbers of young people from the age of around 20 
up to 34. This can be attributed to high numbers of people in this 
age group moving out of the county. 
 
In the future there is projected to be a fall in the number of young 
people and a big increase in the number of old people. The 
biggest fall over the next 20 years is projected for the 0 to 24 age 
group (down 10%), followed by the 25 to 44 age group (down 
8.5%) and those aged 45 to 64 (down 3%). Conversely, there is 
projected to be an increase of around a third for the 65 to 74 age 
group (33%) and a massive 80% increase of those aged 75 and 
over. This change in the population structure will have a big 
impact on the way services are delivered across the county. It will 
also have a big impact on community cohesion. Community 
cohesion is not just about ethnicity and migration: how different 
generations; young and old – live together and respect each other 
is equally as important.  
 
Ethnic segregation in schools 
 
The Pupil Level Annual School Census (PLASC) data shows that 
there has been an increase in the number of pupils from a BME 
background over the last four years (2003 to 2007), though this is 
based on low numbers. In January 2007 around 3,500 pupils in 
Staffordshire did not speak English as a first language. Where a 
different primary language was recorded 59 different languages 
were recorded. The most common other primary languages were 
Panjabi (38%) Urdu (15%) and Polski (8%). 
 
 

volunteered (formally or informally) at least once in the last 12 
months, with nearly half (48%) having volunteered at least once a 
month. The survey also revealed that women were more likely 
to volunteer regularly than men, with 53% of women 
volunteering at least one a month compared to 42% of men. 
 
Diversity 
 
The majority of residents surveyed in Staffordshire feel that 
people in their local area from different backgrounds are getting 
on well together. The older age group (age 60+ years old) had a 
more positive opinion of their local area than their younger 
counterparts. Those who are unemployed/permanently sick 
generally hold more negative views about their local area than 
those employed. 
 
Population and Migration 
 
The population of Staffordshire has increased by around 15,400 
people over the last five years (to 2006). The majority of this 
increase is the result of migration, including within the UK from 
area to area. Internal migration is around nine times the volume 
of international migration. The Office for National Statistics 
(ONS) projections are that internal in-migration will increase 
slightly over the next twenty years, whilst internal out-migration 
will decrease slightly. International in- and out-migration is 
projected to remain at the same level over the next twenty 
years.  
 
The majority of overseas in-migrants are ‘white’, around 1,500 
compared to around 500 in all Black & Minority Ethnic (BME) 
groups (2001 Census).  
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Although the issues of concern are similar across the county the 
level of concern is greatest in Cannock Chase and Tamworth and 
lowest in South Staffordshire and Stafford Borough. 
 
Unemployment and community cohesion 
 
Unemployment has a complex relationship with issues of 
community cohesion. In some cases those who are not in 
employment may actually have good connections in the local 
community, be happy where they live and contribute more to their 
local community that those in full-time employment, e.g. 
volunteering at local community groups. However, it is also 
recognised that for some people being out of work results in lower 
income, fewer social networks, a lack of support and interaction 
with others and low confidence and self-esteem. All of these have a 
negative impact on community cohesion.  
 
Long-term unemployment (LTU) has been identified as a 
particularly useful indicator of possible community breakdown or 
tension, especially when it is concentrated in specific localities or 
certain groups within society. In Staffordshire the number of long-
term unemployed is down by around a quarter over the last year. 
This should continue to be monitored, including which groups of 
people are affected.  

Hate incidents 
 
The number of hate incidents in Staffordshire has increased in 
the last year though the overall numbers are still very low 
(around 600 incidents in 2006/07) and the majority of incidents 
are thought to go unreported. The largest category of hate 
incidents are racial (80%) followed by homophobic (11%). The 
majority of hate incidents reported to the police were classified 
as violence; 80%, of which 1.4% (7 incidents) were in the 
category of ‘homicide/serious assault’. The next biggest category 
was for criminal damage offences (17.5%). 
 
Ant-social behaviour in Staffordshire 
 
Anti-social behaviour (ASB) recorded by the police increased 
slightly in 2006/07 compared to the previous year, however, 
there was a varied picture across the county. The two districts 
with the highest rates of ASB incidents; Cannock Chase and 
Tamworth – both experienced a decrease in the ASB rate, 
however there were increases in other areas such as Newcastle-
Under-Lyme, Staffordshire Moorlands, Stafford Borough & South 
Staffordshire.  
 
The two aspects of ASB which consultation has highlighted are 
of most concern to residents in Staffordshire are ‘parents not 
taking responsibility for the behaviour of their children’ and 
‘teenagers hanging around on the streets’. This highlights the 
importance of community cohesion addressing issues of inter-
generational tension/community problems and not just focusing 
on issues of nationality or ethnicity. It is also important not to 
demonise the behaviour of children and young people. All people 
need to understand and respect the freedom and desires of 
others.  
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1. Introduction 
 
1.1  Background 
 
Community cohesion is a difficult concept to define rigidly, 
meaning far more than just race equality and social inclusion. It is 
principally the process that must happen in all communities to 
ensure that different groups of people get on well together.1 The 
Commission on Integration and Cohesion state that cohesion and 
integration go side by side, defining integration principally as the 
process that ensures new residents and existing residents adapt to 
one another.1 
 
The promotion of community cohesion gained political emphasis 
after the 2001 disturbances in the North of England. The key 
conclusion from Ted Cantle’s independent report into the 
disturbances in Oldham, Burnley and Bradford was that people 
from different groups were not mixing and were leading parallel 
lives. The recommendations from the report included community 
cohesion planning, cross-cultural contact, work with young people 
and myth busting. 
 
1.2 Defining Community Cohesion 
 
The Commission on Integration and Cohesion1 define that an 
integrated and cohesive community is one where: 
 
• There is a clearly defined and widely shared sense of the 

contribution of different individuals and different 
communities to a future vision for a neighbourhood, city, 
region or county 

• There is a strong sense of an individual’s rights and 
responsibilities when living in a particular place - people 
know what everyone expects of them, and what they can 
expect in turn 

• Those from different backgrounds have similar life 
opportunities, access to services and treatment 

• There is a strong sense of trust in institutions locally to act 
fairly in arbitrating between different interests and for their 
role and justifications to be subject to public scrutiny 

• There is a strong recognition of the contribution of both 
those who have newly arrived and those who already have 
deep attachments to a particular place, with a focus on what 
they have in common 

• There are strong and positive relationships between people 
from different backgrounds in the workplace, in schools and 
other institutions within neighbourhoods 

 
This gives a broad definition, but it is important to remember that 
each area’s economic and social make-up is unique and the 
circumstances and events which result in cohesion in one area, 
may not always do so everywhere.2 
 
1.3 Understanding Community Cohesion 
 
Community cohesion is the core of what makes a safe and strong 
community and is therefore a key issue for local government and 
local authorities. The Local Government White Paper 2006,3 
encourages local authorities to put cohesion and integration at the 
heart of Sustainable Community Strategies and Local Area 
Agreements.  
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Experiences differ substantially amongst individuals, between 
communities and across different localities. However what we all 
have in common is a desire to build a strong society where civility 
and courtesy are the norm, where people are at ease with change, 
and are committed to being good neighbours and active citizens. A 
society where opportunities for advancement are there for the 
taking and prosperity is more evenly distributed.1 Before tackling 
community cohesion and integration it is vital that sound 
intelligence is developed to identify those localities that are most at 
risk of experiencing a breakdown in community cohesion.  
 
This report looks at some existing evidence of community cohesion 
in Staffordshire and at local contextual information that is wholly 
important in enhancing and promoting community cohesion. It is 
important to remember that how cohesive an area is will be related 
to how all the different issues covered in this report interact, along 
with issues not covered. 
 
It is important to note that where references are made to district 
level data for example, inferences about the nature of individuals in 
that area are based solely upon aggregate statistics collected for the 
whole area. Caution should be used when deducing conclusions 
about individuals on the basis of this population-level, or ‘ecological’ 
data. 
 

To ensure cohesive communities, central government sets the 
framework in which immigration policy is determined, 
discrimination fought, opportunity for everyone regardless of 
their background promoted, and the necessary measures to 
tackle extremism taken. With regard to community 
empowerment, the Government sets the governance framework 
within which citizens are given the opportunity to be involved in 
influencing the decisions by public bodies that affect them. 
Government also has a key role to play in promoting best 
practice in its relationship with the third sector, particularly in 
funding agreements, and in building the capacity of the sector to 
deliver outcomes to communities, to open up opportunities for 
voluntary activity, and to speak up on behalf of those it serves.4 

 
The Commission on Integration and Cohesion identify four key 
messages: 
 
• How cohesive an area is will depend upon a series of 

interacting factors about the area and the people who live 
there, so that the story of cohesion in each local area will 
be different. In some cases the differences will be subtle - in 
others they will be large 

• Improving cohesion is about addressing multiple issues at 
the same time - taking action on a single issue will only 
make a small difference, so there needs to be both 
mainstreaming work and targeted policy interventions 

• If cohesion is going to improve, local actions need to be 
taken to improve individuals’ personal circumstances, to 
change individuals’ perceptions and to address area wide 
issues 

• Taken together, this means no simple statements can be 
made about integration and cohesion 



 3 

 

• Deprivation Statistics - 2004 Index of Multiple Deprivation 
− Income deprivation 
− Employment deprivation 

 
• Demographic Statistics - 2001 Census 

− Percentage of people without a qualification or 
only a level 1 qualification 

− Percentage of people aged 15-24 in an area 
 
The six variables are combined to produce an overall index at the 
Output Area (OA) level. Any index for an area that is over 100 is 
above the Staffordshire average, and if an area has an index of over 
200 then it is considered by the authors of the VLI as a vulnerable 
area that requires focused attention. 
 
Staffordshire Vulnerable Localities Index Results 
 
Overall Staffordshire has some 2,673 OAs. A total of 142 of 
Staffordshire’s OAs have an Index of 200 or more, this accounts 
for 5% of Staffordshire’s OAs. Some 5.6% of Staffordshire’s 
population lives in vulnerable areas and these areas cover 5.4% of 
Staffordshire’s households.  
 
However, as Table 1 illustrates, these areas are not evenly 
distributed across the districts of Staffordshire.  
 
The greatest concentration of these OAs is in the district of 
Tamworth where 37 of these OAs can be found. This accounts for 
16% of all Tamworth’s OAs and some 16.1% of Tamworth’s 
population live in vulnerable areas. Tamworth also contains the 
OA with the highest score; Belgrave area of Tamworth which has a 

1.4 The Vulnerable Localities Index  
 
It is important to have an agreed definition of community 
cohesion as a good starting point to understanding the state of 
cohesion in our local community. This section looks at an 
alternative way to identify those vulnerable areas within 
Staffordshire that have a mixture of barriers to enhancing 
community cohesion and hence may require more prescribed 
attention. 
 
A vulnerable community displays two core attributes: 
 
• It is an area that experiences problems that relate to 

community breakdown and fragmentation; and 
• It is an area where the trends indicate continual problems, 

recurring problems or an increasing problem 
 
The Vulnerable Localities Index (VLI) is a composite measure 
that uses crime data and social exclusion indicators to point 
towards localities that require further analysis and investigation. 
The VLI was developed by the Jill Dando Institute of Crime 
Science and uses readily sourced and familiar data to pinpoint 
local communities that are experiencing or may experience 
problems that relate to community breakdown and 
fragmentation. In this section localities in Staffordshire have been 
compared against Staffordshire as a whole. 
 
The VLI uses six sets of data that are split into three broad 
categories: crime, deprivation and demographic statistics: 
 
• Crime Statistics - 2006/07 recorded crimes supplied by 

Staffordshire Police 
− Burglary of a dwelling 
− Criminal damage to a dwelling 
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The OA with the lowest score in Staffordshire can be found in the 
district of Stafford Borough. The OA is located in the Little Stoke 
area and the ward of St Michael’s, having a score of 26. 
 
Characteristics of Vulnerable Areas in Staffordshire 
 
The Office for National Statistics 2001 Census Output Area 
Classification is a tool that groups together areas with similar key 
socio-economic characteristics of the population. The classification is 
a summary measure and it does not mean that every person in the 
specified area will have the same characteristics. The classification 
allows analysis on whether areas with a high VLI score have similar 
characteristics.  
 
Table 2 illustrates that just under half (44.4%) of OAs in Staffordshire 
with a VLI score of 200 or above are classified as Blue Collar 
Communities. These are areas that are characterised by a young 
population, with higher levels of unemployment or people working in 
routine occupations. People in these areas are more likely to live in 
socially rented and/or terraced accommodation.  
 
However, not all Blue Collar Communities in Staffordshire are 
classified as a vulnerable areas; only 13% of the total Blue Collar 
Communities in Staffordshire are vulnerable areas. 
 
Over a third (33.8%) of vulnerable areas in Staffordshire are 
classified as Constrained by Circumstances. These are areas that are 
characterised by higher levels of unemployment or people working 
in routine occupations. Households are likely to be single person 
households (either pensioners or lone parents), living in socially 
rented and/or flats accommodation. 

score of 539. The ward of Glascote in Tamworth has the largest 
concentration of vulnerable areas out of all the wards in 
Staffordshire, equating to 10 vulnerable areas (40% of Glascote’s 
total OAs). 
 

 

Some 8% of Cannock Chase’s OAs have an Index of 200 or 
more, equating to 24 OAs. Newcastle-Under Lyme also has 25 
OAs with a score of 200 or more, which is 6% of its total OAs. 
Lichfield district has the lowest concentration of OAs with a 
score of over 200 out of all of Staffordshire’s districts. Only four 
of Lichfield’s OAs have a score of over 200, this equates to only 
1% of Lichfield’s total OAs and only 3% of Lichfield’s population 
live in a vulnerable area.   

Table 1: The distribution of vulnerable areas in Staffordshire 

  

Output Areas 
with a VLI 

score of 200 
and above 

Total    
Output 
Areas 

% of total 
Output 
Areas 

% of     
population 

living in 
vulnerable 

areas 

Total    
population 

living in 
vulnerable 

areas 

Tamworth 37 239 15.5% 16.1% 12027 

Cannock Chase 24 298 8.1% 8.1% 7503 

Newcastle-Under-Lyme 25 409 6.1% 7.7% 9453 

East Staffordshire 21 348 6.0% 5.8% 6061 

Stafford Borough 19 406 4.7% 5.2% 6271 

Staffordshire Moorlands 7 319 2.2% 2.4% 2253 

South Staffordshire 5 347 1.4% 1.6% 1645 

Lichfield 4 307 1.3% 1.3% 1202 

Staffordshire County 142 2673 5.3% 5.6% 46415 
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Over a third (35.5%) of Staffordshire’s OAs are classified as 
Prospering Suburbs, however only 2.1% of Staffordshire’s 
vulnerable areas are classified as this category. 
 
The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004 (IMD 2004) was 
published by the Office of the Deputy Prime minister (now 
known as the Department for Communities and Local 
Government) and is a measure of multiple deprivation at the 
small area level. The IMD 2004 is a powerful tool in the 
identification and analysis of deprived areas across Britain. 
Staffordshire has 44 out of it’s 525 SOAs (8.4%) that are in the 
top 20% most deprived areas nationally.  
 
Looking at an area’s IMD 2004 rank and it’s VLI score, there 
are apparent similarities. Just under two thirds of OAs (64.1%) 
with a VLI score of 200 or above are in the top 20% most 
deprived areas in England. However this does also illustrate 

that the VLI highlights vulnerable areas which the IMD 2004 
would not particularly pick out. 
 
The Vulnerable Localities Index is mapped by the Staffordshire 
districts on the next pages (figure 1). 
 
Conclusions 
 
It important to remember that this index uses data from the 2001 
census which is evidently becoming out of date and so may not 
accurately represent an up-to-date socio-economic profile of an 
area. In addition the IMD 2004 uses data collected from as far 
back as 2001 so may also be out of date. It has also been 
suggested that the reporting of the two crimes used; burglary and 
criminal damage to dwellings, can be motivated by a need to 
obtain a crime number for insurance purposes and/or for repairs 
to be carried out on local authority housing, hence these crime 
figures may be exaggerated and may not reflect true crime figures. 
 
Putting aside possible caveats in the data used for the VLI, it does 
give a useful starting point to identify areas in Staffordshire that 
may be vulnerable to community cohesion and could be used in 
the future to monitor change over time in helping to validate 
other data sources about possible problematic areas. If this index 
were to be updated annually and used to highlight areas with a 
significant positive and negative change, the results could be 
considered alongside other local contextual information. 
 

Table 2: Characteristics of vulnerable areas in Staffordshire: ONS 2001 
Census Area Classification 

  

County Profile 
of Output 

Areas 

Profile of Output 
Areas with a VLI 
score of 200 or 

above 

Blue Collar Communities 18.7% 44.4% 
Constrained by Circumstances 11.1% 33.8% 

Typical Traits 16.5% 9.2% 
Multicultural 1.2% 8.5% 

Prospering Suburbs 35.5% 2.1% 
City Living 0.6% 1.4% 

Countryside 16.4% 0.7% 
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 Figure 1: The Vulnerable Localities index mapped by Staffordshire’s Districts 

Red indicates a high score, green indicates a low score. Districts are ordered by those with the highest number of output areas with a VLI score 
above 200. 
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This product includes mapping data licensed from Ordnance Survey with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office (C) Crown Copyright and/or database right 2007. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100019422.  
 
Produced by the Research Unit, Development Services Directorate, Staffordshire County Council, 2007.  
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3. Newcastle-Under-Lyme 4. East Staffordshire 

Key
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This product includes mapping data licensed from Ordnance Survey with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office (C) Crown Copyright and/or database right 2007. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100019422.  
 
Produced by the Research Unit, Development Services Directorate, Staffordshire County Council, 2007.  
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5. Stafford Borough 6. Staffordshire Moorlands 
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This product includes mapping data licensed from Ordnance Survey with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office (C) Crown Copyright and/or database right 2007. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100019422.  
 
Produced by the Research Unit, Development Services Directorate, Staffordshire County Council, 2007.  
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7. South Staffordshire 8. Lichfield 
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This product includes mapping data licensed from Ordnance Survey with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office (C) Crown Copyright and/or database right 2007. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100019422.  
 
Produced by the Research Unit, Development Services Directorate, Staffordshire County Council, 2007.  
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streets, education provision and affordable decent housing. The 
order of priorities differs slightly across the districts although the 
five areas named as featuring highest in the county list are also the 
top five for all districts; with the exception of Staffordshire 
Moorlands who have the level of traffic congestion ranked just 
above education provision. 
 
The five main factors that Staffordshire residents highlighted as 
most needing improving in their local area are; activities for 
teenagers, level of crime, level of traffic congestion, road and 
pavement repairs and clean streets. These factors which most need 
improving are broadly the same across the districts, although in 
some districts affordable decent housing (South Staffordshire), 
public transport (Stafford Borough) and shopping facilities 
(Staffordshire Moorlands) also feature in the top five in place of 
clean streets. 
 
Two factors featured highly as both important in making an area a 
good place to live and most in need of improvement. Those factors 
were the level of crime and clean streets. 
 
Table 3 shows the differing priorities that are most important in 
making somewhere a good place to live for young adults (aged 
between 18 and 29 years old) and older people (aged 60 years and 
over). The factors highlighted as top priorities are similar for both 
age groups with level of crime, clean streets, health services and 
affordable decent housing being listed in both. However, facilities 
for young children was more of a priority for the younger age 
group and activities for teenagers was more important to the older 
age group. 
 
Other factors relatively important to the younger age group are 
education provision, public transport, activities for teenagers, parks 

 

2.1 A Shared Vision for Staffordshire 
 
A community is likely to be more cohesive when there exists a 
shared vision for their local area amongst different groups. A 
shared vision should stem from consultation involving the whole 
community and give local communities a clear sense of direction. 
 
Home Office guidance2 recommends analysis of two questions 
asked in the Best Value User Satisfaction Survey to determine the 
extent of a shared local vision. The two questions ask residents to 
list (i) the factors that are most important in making somewhere a 
good place to live and (ii) the factors that most need improving in 
their local area. These questions are important in establishing 
whether residents have a shared vision for their local area and 
quality of life. 
 
The following section looks at the findings from the 2006 
Staffordshire County BVPI User Satisfaction Survey. The 
Staffordshire results have been analysed by age, ethnicity, 
employment status and urban/rural area. It is important to note the 
low number of Black & Minority Ethnic (BME) respondents; 30 
compared to 1,470 white, thus it is difficult to draw any meaningful 
conclusions from the results when analysed by ethnicity. However, 
it can be useful in providing a snapshot of the views of a small 
number of the BME population and therefore has been included in 
this report. 
 
There appears to be a shared vision across the districts in 
Staffordshire of what is most important in making somewhere a 
good place to live. The five main factors that Staffordshire 
residents highlighted are; the level of crime, health services, clean 

2. Evidence of Community Cohesion in Staffordshire 
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pavement repairs and level of traffic congestion appearing in both the 
top five lists. Clean streets and affordable decent housing also 
feature high on both lists.  
 
Younger people however have listed public transport and wage 
levels and local cost of living as more of a priority for improvement. 
Whereas the older age group have listed clean streets and health 
services as most in need of improving. 
 
 

and open spaces and shopping. For the older age group other 
important factors are road and pavement repairs, cultural 
facilities, community activities, job prospects and shopping 
facilities. 
 
Table 4 displays the list of factors which most need improving for 
the younger age group (18-29 year olds) and the older age group 
(over 60 year olds). The higher priorities are similar for both age 
groups with activities for teenagers, level of crime, road and  
 

Table 3 - Most important in making somewhere a good place to live: by age Table 4 - Most needs improving in Staffordshire: by age 

18-29yrs old 60+yrs old
Level of crime 77.2% 58.1% Activities for teenagers
Clean streets 64.9% 56.8% Affordable decent housing

Facilities for young children 34.5% 44.0% Level of crime
Health services 33.1% 35.0% Clean streets

Affordable decent housing 29.3% 31.6% Health services
Education provision 27.3% 30.8% Road and pavement repairs

Public transport 26.7% 30.6% Cultural facilities
Activities for teenagers 26.2% 26.3% Community activities
Parks and open spaces 25.7% 24.1% Job prospects

Shopping facilities 24.7% 23.9% Shopping facilities
Wage & local cost of living 23.7% 21.7% Access to nature
Level of traffic congestion 23.6% 16.6% The level of traffic congestion

Job prospects 19.1% 16.0% The level of pollution
Sports & leisure facilities 16.0% 11.5% Sports & leisure facilities

Access to Nature 15.5% 11.4% Facilities for young children
Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums) 9.2% 11.0% Race relations

Community activities 7.6% 8.4% Public transport
Road and pavement repairs 4.5% 6.9% Other

Level of pollution 2.7% 5.4% Parks and open spaces
Race relations 0.0% 1.2% Education provision

Other 0.0% 1.0% Wage levels & local cost of living
None of these 0.0% 0.7% None of these

Don't know 0.0% 0.1% Don’t know

18-29yrs old 60+yrs old
Activities for teenagers 52.0% 48.0% Activities for teenagers

Level of traffic congestion 35.1% 41.6% Level of Crime
Wage levels & local cost of living 31.9% 36.5% Level of traffic congestion

Level of Crime 29.9% 34.3% Road and pavement repairs
Road and pavement repairs 25.7% 30.8% Clean streets

Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums) 23.2% 20.8% Public transport
Facilities for young children 23.2% 19.3% Job prospects

Job prospects 22.5% 19.1% Facilities for young children
Affordable decent housing 21.4% 19.0% Health Services

Public transport 20.6% 17.6% Affordable decent housing
Parks and open spaces 18.7% 16.9% Shopping facilities

Clean streets 18.0% 14.9% Community activities
Shopping facilities 15.5% 11.6% Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museu

Community activities 14.1% 11.2% Parks and open spaces
Sports & leisure facilities 12.1% 10.8% Sports & leisure facilities

Don't know 7.4% 10.3% Wage levels & local cost of living
Level of pollution 7.0% 7.9% Level of pollution

Health Services 5.4% 5.4% Access to nature
Access to nature 4.2% 3.9% Education provision

Education provision 3.6% 3.7% Don't know
Race relations 2.6% 2.4% Race relations

Other 0.0% 2.0% None of these
None of these 0.0% 0.7% Other
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Table 6 shows the priorities that residents have listed for improvement 
by ethnicity. Once again, both groups have a number of shared factors 
as top priorities for improvement; activities for teenagers, level of traffic 
congestion and level of crime.  
 

There are however factors that feature in the top five list that are not 
shared by both groups. Clean streets was rated fifth for white (25.2%)
and tenth for BME (13.8%) respondents for example. Conversely, 
health services was ranked second for BME (40.8%) but for white  
respondents this issue was ranked much lower down at eleven (16.4%). 
Similarly, sports and leisure facilities was ranked fifth for BME (32.2%) 
and much lower down at fourteenth for white respondents (14.4%).   

 

Table 5 shows the different priorities most important to 
Staffordshire residents by ethnicity. Again, the five most important 
priorities of both white and Black and minority ethnic (BME) 
respondents are broadly the same, with the exception of health 
services which is ranked higher by white people and cultural 
facilities which is ranked higher by BME.  
 

There are however, differences in the relative importance of other 
factors. For example, white respondents listed shopping facilities,  
activities for teenagers and level of traffic congestion highly. While 
 BME respondents listed job prospects, facilities for young children, 
wages and local cost of living and cultural facilities higher. 
 

Table 5 - Most important…..:by ethnicity 
White BME

Level of crime 68.1% 87.7% Level of crime

Health services 48.3% 64.7% Education provision

Clean streets 44.0% 62.4% Clean streets

Education provision 37.1% 42.5% Affordable decent housing

Affordable decent housing 37.0% 32.8% Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums)

Shopping facilities 26.7% 32.7% Job prospects

Activities for teenagers 26.1% 32.5% Facilities for young children

Level of traffic congestion 24.0% 23.9% Health services

Public transport 22.3% 13.8% Wage & local cost of living

Access to Nature 22.2% 8.7% Public transport

Parks and open spaces 21.8% 6.1% Shopping facilities

Job prospects 19.7% 5.7% Level of traffic congestion

Facilities for young children 16.4% 5.3% Road and pavement repairs

Road and pavement repairs 14.1% 4.0% Parks and open spaces

Wage & local cost of living 18.2% 2.6% Activities for teenagers

Sports & leisure facilities 11.3% 2.4% Race relations

Level of pollution 10.5% 0.9% Level of pollution

Community activities 8.8% 0.0% Access to Nature

Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums) 6.1% 0.0% Sports & leisure facilities

Race relations 1.5% 0.0% Community activities

Other 0.5% 0.0% Other

Don't know 0.2% 0.0% Don't know

None of these 0.1% 0.0% None of these

Table 6 - Most needs improving…..: by ethnicity 
White BME

Activities for teenagers 53.1% 41.2% Activities for teenagers

Level of Crime 37.7% 40.8% Health Services

Level of traffic congestion 36.1% 39.9% Level of traffic congestion

Road and pavement repairs 29.4% 36.5% Level of Crime

Clean streets 25.2% 32.2% Sports & leisure facilities

Public transport 21.9% 31.1% Road and pavement repairs

Affordable decent housing 20.4% 29.2% Wage levels & local cost of living

Job prospects 19.9% 25.6% Level of pollution

Facilities for young children 18.9% 13.9% Job prospects

Shopping facilities 18.6% 13.8% Clean streets

Wage levels & local cost of living 17.3% 11.6% Public transport

Health Services 16.4% 10.7% Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums)

Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums) 16.0% 10.0% Shopping facilities

Sports & leisure facilities 14.4% 9.8% Affordable decent housing

Community activities 13.5% 8.7% Facilities for young children

Parks and open spaces 11.3% 8.5% Parks and open spaces

Level of pollution 7.6% 4.7% Race relations

Access to nature 4.8% 4.7% Community activities

Education provision 4.0% 4.3% Don't know

Don't know 4.0% 2.4% Education provision

Race relations 1.9% 0.0% Access to nature

None of these 1.2% 0.0% Other

Other 0.7% 0.0% None of these
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Table 8 shows priorities needing improvement by employment status for 
those employed, and those unemployed/permanently sick. Four of the top 
five factors are shared by both groups; once again they are activities for 
teenagers, level of crime, level of traffic congestion and road and pavement 
repairs. Clean streets and affordable decent housing are ranked sixth and 
seventh for both groups. 
 
Factors needing improvement, featuring in the top five that are not 
shared by both groups include public transport for employed 
respondents and job prospects for unemployed/permanently sick 
respondents.   
 

Other factors rated highly in terms of needing improvement include 
public transport and affordable decent housing for white respondents and 
wage and local cost of living and level of pollution for BME respondents. 
 
The factors most important...by employment status are displayed in table 
7. The top five priorities for both unemployed/permanently sick and 
employed residents are the same; level of crime, clean streets, health  
services, education provision and affordable decent housing. 
In addition to the top 5 priorities, other factors rated high on the list for 
employed residents include parks and open spaces, shopping facilities and 
level of traffic congestion. While unemployed/permanently sick residents 
listed activities for teenagers, shopping facilities and public transport. 
 
Table 7 - Most important…..:by employment status Table 8 - Most  needs improving…..: by employment status 

Employed Unemployed/permanently sick
Level of crime 73.5% 68.4% Level of crime
Clean streets 44.7% 53.7% Health services

Health services 42.9% 47.3% Clean streets
Education provision 41.5% 43.4% Affordable decent housing

Affordable decent housing 37.2% 31.4%  Education provision
Parks and open spaces 25.3% 31.2% Activities for teenagers

Shopping facilities 24.6% 29.1% Shopping facilities
Level of traffic congestion 24.0% 26.8% Public transport

Activities for teenagers 23.3% 22.7% Access to Nature
Job prospects 21.8% 22.5% Level of traffic congestion

Access to Nature 21.0% 20.3% Job prospects
Facilities for young children 18.2% 16.5% Road and pavement repairs
Wage & local cost of living 17.0% 16.3% Parks and open spaces

Public transport 15.3% 14.9% Facilities for young children
Sports & leisure facilities 12.5% 8.8% Level of pollution

Road and pavement repairs 11.4% 5.2% Community activities
Level of pollution 10.5% 5.0% Wage & local cost of living

Community activities 6.9% 4.3% Sports & leisure facilities
Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums) 6.8% 4.2% Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museu

Race relations 1.8% 2.2% Race relations
None of these 0.2% 1.0% Don't know

Other 0.1% 1.0% Other
Don't know 0.0% 0.0% None of these

Employed Unemployed/permanently sick
Activities for teenagers 55.1% 45.9% Activities for teenagers

Level of traffic congestion 39.4% 45.2% Level of Crime
Level of Crime 36.8% 33.6% Road and pavement repairs

Road and pavement repairs 27.2% 33.4% Job prospects
Public transport 21.9% 33.2% Level of traffic congestion

Clean streets 21.9% 24.9% Clean streets
Affordable decent housing 21.6% 24.5% Affordable decent housing

Wage levels & local cost of living 20.9% 24.3% Community activities
Shopping facilities 19.0% 22.0% Shopping facilities

Job prospects 18.1% 21.1% Facilities for young children
Facilities for young children 18.1% 16.7% Health Services

Sports & leisure facilities 17.6% 14.8% Wage levels & local cost of living
Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums) 16.9% 14.1% Public transport

Health Services 15.5% 13.6% Level of pollution
Parks and open spaces 12.4% 12.3% Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museu
Community activities 10.2% 10.3% Parks and open spaces

Level of pollution 7.8% 7.7% Sports & leisure facilities
Access to nature 4.5% 5.5% Access to nature

Don't know 4.4% 4.9% Education provision
Education provision 3.5% 3.9% Race relations

Race relations 1.6% 2.3% Don't know
None of these 1.0% 2.0% None of these

Other 0.5% 0.0% Other
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Other key differences are that employed respondents rate public 
transport and wage levels and local cost of living more highly in terms 
of needing improvement. Respondents who are unemployed/
permanently sick rate community activities more highly in terms of 
needing improvement in their local area. 
 

Table 9 shows factors most important…..by urban and rural area. 
Interestingly, the top five priorities are the same for those that live in 
urban and rural areas; level of crime, health services, clean streets, 
education provision and affordable housing. 
 

The key differences are that urban residents ranked shopping 
facilities and job prospects more highly in terms of importance in 
making somewhere a good place to live. Rural residents ranked 
access to nature more important. 
 

Table 10 shows factors that residents think most need improving by 
urban and rural area. In contrast to the shared five priorities that 
are most important in making somewhere a good place to live, the 
priorities highlighted as most needing improving are somewhat 
different when analysed by urban/rural; with the exception of  

Table 9 - Most important…..:by urban/rural * Table 10 - Most needs improving…..:by urban/rural * 

Urban Rural

Level of crime 68.9% 63.7% Level of crime

Health services 47.2% 53.0% Health services

Clean streets 45.2% 37.3% Clean streets

Education provision 38.2% 34.4% Education provision

Affordable decent housing 37.8% 32.9% Affordable decent housing

Shopping facilities 27.8% 32.0% Access to Nature

Activities for teenagers 25.8% 28.7% Level of traffic congestion

Level of traffic congestion 23.2% 24.6% Public transport

Public transport 21.9% 23.9% Activities for teenagers

Parks and open spaces 21.8% 20.6% Parks and open spaces

Job prospects 20.5% 19.2% Shopping facilities

Access to Nature 19.5% 18.1% Facilities for young children

Facilities for young children 16.5% 16.2% Wage & local cost of living

Road and pavement repairs 13.4% 15.6% Road and pavement repairs

Wage & local cost of living 13.3% 14.5% Community activities

Sports & leisure facilities 11.6% 14.2% Job prospects

Level of pollution 10.2% 12.6% Level of pollution

Community activities 7.5% 9.0% Sports & leisure facilities

Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums) 7.1% 3.9% Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums)

Race relations 1.6% 0.6% Race relations

Other 0.5% 0.3% Other

Don't know 0.2% 0.3% Don't know

None of these 0.2% 0.0% None of these

Urban Rural

Activities for teenagers 47.1% 53.6% Activities for teenagers

Public transport 39.2% 40.1% Level of Crime

Road and pavement repairs 28.6% 38.0% Level of traffic congestion

Affordable decent housing 27.4% 29.2% Road and pavement repairs

Level of traffic congestion 27.4% 27.3% Clean streets

Shopping facilities 26.3% 21.1% Job prospects

Level of Crime 22.6% 19.2% Affordable decent housing

Facilities for young children 19.3% 19.0% Public transport

Health Services 19.0% 18.8% Facilities for young children

Wage levels & local cost of living 17.0% 17.4% Wage levels & local cost of living

Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums) 14.6% 17.2% Shopping facilities

Job prospects 14.3% 16.3% Health Services

Community activities 13.4% 15.9% Cultural facilities (eg cinemas, museums)

Clean streets 11.6% 15.2% Sports & leisure facilities

Sports & leisure facilities 11.4% 13.4% Community activities

Level of pollution 6.4% 12.7% Parks and open spaces

Access to nature 4.8% 8.4% Level of pollution

Education provision 3.8% 4.8% Access to nature

None of these 3.2% 4.4% Don't know

Parks and open spaces 2.6% 4.0% Education provision

Don't know 1.8% 2.3% Race relations

Other 0.6% 0.7% None of these

Race relations 0.2% 0.7% Other

* Urban includes urban areas with population greater than 10k and town and fringe; 
Rural includes Hamlet and isolated dwellings and villages. 
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activities for these teenagers and break down the barriers between 
the young and the old; and in doing so break down these fears 
directly. 

 
Overall these BVPI results provide evidence of a shared vision for a 
shared future in Staffordshire. In spite of the shared priorities listed 
for both questions, this analysis provides evidences of some 
differences between respondent groups which would be expected. 
For example affordable decent housing is rated higher for younger 
aged people than older people. Race relations is rated higher for 
BME respondents than white respondents. Job prospects are rated 
higher for unemployed/permanently sick respondents than those 
employed. 
 
The importance of cultural activities raises an interesting point. If 
we just look at the overall ranking for cultural activities it would be 
relatively less important as the overall population is predominantly 
white, and that group ranks cultural facilities nineteenth out of 
twenty options. However, the importance of cutting the data in 
different ways (as has been done) is that we can identify that for 
some groups of people in Staffordshire it is important: BME 
respondents to the survey ranked it the fifth most important issue 
out of twenty.  
 
It is important to recognise that the challenges to integration and 
cohesion will differ between areas and that differences highlighted 
above are considered, along with other local related issues, and the 
relevant action is taken to act upon the communities priorities at 
neighbourhood level. In order to turn the communities vision into 
action, a work programme should be drawn up that outlines what 
needs to be done to make the shared vision a reality. 
 

activities for teenagers which is named as the top priority for 
both groups. 
 
Rural residents ranked level of crime as second (40.1%), 
compared to a ranking of seventh for urban residents (22.6%). 
Similarly, clean streets, job prospects and parks and open spaces 
were also ranked a lot higher by rural residents. Urban residents 
rated public transport, affordable decent housing and shopping 
facilities higher in terms of needing improvement. 
 
Conclusions  
 
The concept of a shared vision and a shared future is what binds 
local communities together, whatever their background. Analysis 
of the Staffordshire County BVPI 2006 survey has shown that 
regardless of age, ethnicity, employment status or urban/rural 
residence, there is a vision shared by Staffordshire residents of 
what is most important in making an area a good place to live. 
Level of crime, clean streets and affordable decent housing are 
the most important things in making an area a good place to live. 
Health services also featured highly for all groups. 
 
There is also a shared agreement as to which factors most need 
improving in the local area. Again level of crime features highly 
for all groups in terms of needing improving. However, 
improving activities for teenagers was rated the highest for all 
groups and the level of traffic congestion also featured notably 
high in what needs improving for all groups. 
It is well publicised in certain sections of the media that groups 
of teenagers hanging around public places may provoke fear 
amongst some residents. It is vital that local areas improve 
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In more affluent rural areas, people may be happy living in their 
local neighbourhood but may not contribute anything to it. This 
may be because their networks are with other people other than 
their neighbours. In some of the more deprived areas however, the 
networks with neighbours are very important as people may be 
less able to make use of or develop wider networks.5 

 
The Staffordshire County 2006 BVPI survey asked respondents 
how satisfied or dissatisfied they are with their local area as a place 
to live. 
 
Overall, the picture is a very positive one with just over three 
quarters (76.8%) of respondents being satisfied (18.6% very 
satisfied, 58.2% fairly satisfied), 9.3% were dissatisfied (8% fairly 
dissatisfied, 1.2% very dissatisfied) and 13.9% were neither satisfied 
or dissatisfied.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

The Home Office guidance on community cohesion2 states that 
the vision and strategic objectives agreed should be directed 
towards achieving the following outcomes: 
 
• An improvement in community cohesion for the local 

area 
• A reduction in racial and inter-religious tension conflict 
• A reduction in perceived or actual inequalities for all 

sections of the local community 
• Creating value from the diversity of the local community 
• Adding to the quality of life and sense of well being 
• Greater participation and involvement in civic life from all 

sectors of the community 
 
2.2 Satisfaction with the local area as a place to 
live 
 
It is important to establish how people view their local area and 
how satisfied they are living in that area. How individuals 
perceive their local communities can be heavily linked to 
stereotypes and media portrayals. Communities may therefore 
need to challenge these stereotypes/myths and move forward 
looking at what a community means to them and how they can 
actively improve and contribute to their community.  
 
If in a community there are low neighbourhood connections, if 
the need arises people may not feel that they can rely on their 
neighbours, and vice versa. For some people their neighbours 
are vital to them and are networks which support each other. If 
these networks do not exist then there is a chance that people 
may feel vulnerable or indeed isolated.5 

 

Table 11: Satisfaction with local area as a place to live: by district 

  Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied 
Stafford Borough 82.1% 11.4% 6.5% 

South Staffordshire 81.3% 15.2% 3.5% 
Lichfield 80.1% 12.2% 7.6% 

Staffordshire Moorlands 78.2% 16.5% 5.3% 
Newcastle-Under-Lyme 77.8% 9.7% 12.5% 

East Staffordshire 76.9% 12.3% 10.9% 
Tamworth 68.5% 21.7% 9.8% 

Cannock Chase 62.4% 16.6% 21.0% 

Staffordshire County 76.8% 13.9% 9.3% 

Source: Staffordshire County BVPI Survey 2006 
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2.3 Feeling Safe in the Community 
 
Another important factor in a cohesive community is for people to 
feel safe in their local area. Staffordshire County's 2006 BVPI 
survey asked respondents how safe or unsafe they feel when 
outside in the area in which they live a) in the day and b) after 
dark. The county and districts results of the percentage of 
respondents feeling safe in the day and after dark can be seen in 
figure 2. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The picture is a little mixed across the districts (see table 11) 
with Stafford Borough having the highest satisfaction rate (82.1%) 
and Cannock Chase having the lowest rate (62.4%). Similarly 
there is a disparity in the level of dissatisfaction across the county 
with South Staffordshire having the lowest dissatisfaction rate of 
3.5% and Cannock Chase having the highest rate of 21%.  
 
Further analysis shows that overall the older age group (age 60+ 
year olds) feel more positive about their local area; 83.5% were 
satisfied compared to 65.6% of the younger age group 
(18-29 year olds). However it is important to note that 19.9% of 
the younger age group were neither satisfied or dissatisfied 
compared to 10.2% of the older age group. Thus it is not 
necessarily a bad thing that the satisfaction rate is lower, as more 
people are in the ‘neither’ group hence they are not dissatisfied 
either. 
 
There is also a difference in satisfaction levels between ethnic 
groups, with 76.8% of white respondents being satisfied with their 
local area as a place to live, compared to 62.1% of BME. It was 
also evident that 13.5% of white respondents were neither 
satisfied or dissatisfied compared to 37.9% of BME. The large 
disparity in the percentage of people in the ‘neither’ group and 
the low number of respondents in the BME group makes it 
difficult to draw any meaningful conclusions about these 
respondents feelings about their local area. 
 
The disparity in satisfaction/dissatisfaction rates between different 
locations and groups further highlights the point that each area is 
unique and will therefore each have its own problems or indeed 
good points, therefore actions need to be set specific to each 
local area with emphasis on local contextual knowledge. 

Figure 2: Feelings of safety when outside in the area in which they live 
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Source: Staffordshire County BVPI Survey 2006 
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Cannock Chase to 64.8% in South Staffordshire. Correspondingly 
those feeling unsafe after dark ranges from 13.8% in South 
Staffordshire to 39% in Cannock Chase.  
 
Again when analysed by age group the figures for after dark are 
relatively the same. Figures do however vary when looked at by 
employment status; with 58% of employed respondents feeling safe 
after dark, compared to 43.3% of unemployed/permanently sick. There 
is a significant disparity in opinions when looked at by ethnicity. Over 
half (55.3%) of white respondents felt safe after dark, compared to just 
over a fifth (21.8%) of BME. A quarter of white respondents felt unsafe 
after dark compared to just 5.3% of BME. Again with the low numbers 
of BME respondents and a high proportion of those that did respond 
were in the ‘neither’ category (72.9%), it is difficult to draw anything 
meaningful from this analysis. 
 
Neighbourhood Watch 
 
Neighbourhood Watch (NHW) was introduced into Staffordshire in 
1982 and is a simple concept based on the principles of being a good, 
caring neighbour and encouraging feelings of safety in the community. 
NHW schemes can cut crime and the opportunities for crime, help 
reassure those who live in the area and encourage neighbourliness and 
close communities.6 
 
Staffordshire Police and partner agencies currently fund 12 members 
of staff who co-ordinate 4,113 schemes across Staffordshire and 
Stoke-on-Trent which include neighbourhood watch, pub watch, 
business watch and school watch. Just under 3,000 of these are NHW 
schemes which represent around 185,000 households in Staffordshire; 
42% of the total households in Staffordshire. 
 

This survey reveals a fairly positive picture overall with around 
9 out of 10 respondents (88%) feeling safe when outside in 
their local area in the day (38.2% very safe, 49.8% fairly safe), 
with only 3.6% feeling unsafe (0.9% very unsafe, 2.7% fairly 
unsafe) and 8.4% said they felt neither safe nor unsafe.   
 
Once again the picture is mixed across the districts with 
Stafford Borough having the biggest percentage of people 
feeling safe in the day (92.3%) and Tamworth the lowest 
(29%), they did however have a high proportion of 
respondents in the ‘neither’ category which may suggest that 
this figure could be improved. 
 
Interestingly, there is little difference in the figures when 
analysed by age or gender. Figures do however vary slightly 
between white and BME respondents, with 93.8% of BME 
respondents saying they felt safe in the day compared to 
87.8% of white. Views also differ when looked at by 
employment status, with 13.3% of unemployed/permanently 
sick respondents feeling unsafe in the day compared to just 3% 
of employed respondents. 
 
When asked how safe or unsafe they feel when outside in 
their local area after dark, predictably figures were less 
positive, with just over half (55.2%) of respondents in the 
county saying they feel safe (9.6% very safe, 45.6% fairly safe), 
with almost a quarter (24.8%) feeling unsafe (17.8% fairly 
unsafe, 7% very unsafe) and 20% said they felt neither safe nor 
unsafe.  
 
The picture is mixed across the districts with the percentage 
of respondents feeling safe after dark ranging from 38.2% in 
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continue and that new activities are planned with the opinions 
and concerns of residents taken into account. 
 
2.4 Having a say and voting 
 
It is important to give members of our communities a say in how 
services are delivered in their local areas. Staffordshire County's 
2006 BVPI survey explored if residents thought that they could 
influence decisions in their local area. This is an important part 
of community cohesion and relates to how people feel about 
having control over their life chances. If residents feel that they 
have some amount of power they will be content with the 
knowledge that there are possibilities for change and 
development in their local area. This means that they are able to 
have their thoughts and opinions heard and play a role in 
decisions that affect them, their families and their local 
communities. 
 
It is concerning to see that only 25% of residents surveyed in 
Staffordshire agree that they can influence decisions affecting 
their local area (3.4% definitely agree, 21.6% tend to agree). This 
is below the national (32%) and regional average (32%). As can 
be seen in table 12, the highest agreement rate was found in 
Lichfield, followed by East Staffordshire.  
 
Over half (53.7%) of respondents in the county stated that they 
disagree that they can influence local decision making. Districts 
with the highest percentage of respondents who disagree that 
that they can influence decisions affecting their local area are 
Tamworth and Cannock Chase. Tamworth and Cannock Chase 
also both have a high percentage of people who chose ‘don’t 

Residents receive early notifications of crime problems in their 
area through the police’s ‘Watch Out’ early warning system. A 
police officer will record a message onto the automated 
messaging system which will then be forwarded to recipients 
by phone or email at convenient times specified by them. This 
helps to keep residents informed of current problems in their 
area and is not just about reducing crime figures; it’s about 
creating communities who look out for and care for one 
another. This is one way of building cohesion in local 
communities. 
 
Conclusions 
 
There is clearly an opportunity for further investigation as to 
why people feel unsafe outside in their local area after dark 
and what they think could be done to increase safety in their 
area after dark. It is also important to identify why there are 
differing opinions between different groups of people in 
Staffordshire. These issues have not been investigated further 
in this report. This is not because of a lack of importance, it is 
simply because this topic would need extensive further 
primary research outside the remit of this report. 
 
There are already activities going on around Staffordshire such 
as visible police presence in the form of Police Community 
Support Officers patrolling streets after dark; the aim of which 
is to have a visible uniformed presence to deter criminal 
activity and give reassurance to residents. Staffordshire 
County Council have also invested in increasing and improving 
street lighting which can reduce crime and make residents feel 
safer outside in their local area. It is vital that these activities 



 20 

 

local decision making compared to just 24.3% of the older age 
group (age 60+ year olds). Agreements by white and BME 
respondents were similar (25.1% and 23% respectively).  
 
Staffordshire County's 2006 BVPI survey also explored whether 
residents were satisfied with opportunities for participation in 
local decision making. Again this is an important factor in making 
communities feel that they are involved and their decisions and 
opinions count. 
 
Less than a quarter (23.2%) of those surveyed in Staffordshire 
were satisfied (2.8% very satisfied, 20.5% fairly satisfied), with over 
a quarter (28.2%) saying they were dissatisfied (18.1% fairly 
dissatisfied, 10.1% very dissatisfied) and almost half (48.6%) saying 
they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. As can be seen in table 
13, figures across the districts differ slightly, where Newcastle-
Under-Lyme can be identified as having the highest dissatisfaction 
rate (39.3%). Staffordshire Moorlands has the highest satisfaction 
rate (28.1%), whilst South Staffordshire has the highest percentage 
of people who selected ‘don’t know’ (55.9%). 
 
Looking at these results by ethnicity, there is a big disparity 
between the views of white and BME respondents; 23.2% of white 
respondents were satisfied compared to just 14.8% of BME. An 
alarming 78% of BME were dissatisfied compared to 27% of white 
respondents and 49.8% of white respondents were neither 
satisfied nor dissatisfied compared to just 7.3% of BME. As 
previously mentioned, due to the low number of BME 
respondents, it is not possible to draw any meaningful conclusions 
from this. 
 

know’ (23.5% and 24.9% respectively). This presents a slightly 
different issue in that around a quarter of respondents do 
not know whether or not they can influence local decision 
making. This suggests that improving communication 
between decision makers and the local community may 
improve responses to this question in the future.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
When analysing these results by employment status, there is 
clearly a disparity; 26.2% of employed respondents agreed 
that they can influence local decision making, compared to 
just 12.9% of unemployed/permanently sick. This highlights 
just one of the additional negative effects of being 
unemployed/permanently sick - feeling disempowered.  
 
Similarly when analysed by age the younger age group (18-29 
year olds) had 36.7% of respondents agree they can influence 

Table 12: Agreement that can influence local decision making: by district 

  Agree Disagree Don't know 

Lichfield 33.7% 46.9% 19.4% 
East Staffordshire 29.2% 50.9% 19.9% 

South Staffordshire 26.3% 57.6% 16.1% 
Stafford Borough 25.8% 50.5% 23.7% 

Newcastle-Under-Lyme 23.1% 57.2% 19.8% 
Staffordshire Moorlands 22.4% 54.6% 23.0% 

Tamworth 17.8% 58.8% 23.5% 
Cannock Chase 16.5% 58.6% 24.9% 

Staffordshire County  25.0% 53.7% 21.3% 

Source: Staffordshire County BVPI Survey 2006 
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Voting 
 
Election turnout information can give a good indication of the level 
of involvement people have in their local areas. Turnout at the May 
2005 County Elections varied across the districts from 52.8% in 
South Staffordshire to 67.6% in Stafford Borough. Stafford 
Borough, Lichfield and Staffordshire Moorlands exceeded the 
Staffordshire County average of 61.4%. 
 
As with all information presented at the district level, figures vary 
considerably throughout localities in the district. For example in 
South Staffordshire, Kinver electoral division had a 41.2% turnout 
whereas Penkridge had 63.4%. Similarly in Stafford Borough, 
Stafford West electoral division had a 62.6% turnout compared to 
71.6% in Gnosall and Doxey. Of the 59 electoral divisions in 
Staffordshire, the five with the highest and lowest election turnouts 
are displayed in table 14. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
Satisfaction with opportunities for participation in local 
decision making was relatively the same for employed and 
unemployed/permanently sick respondents, and satisfaction 
rates were marginally higher amongst the older age groups 
(33.2%) than the younger age group (24%) with 36.4% of 
young people being dissatisfied and 23.4% of the older age 
group being dissatisfied.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table14: Turnout at County Elections (% of electorate) - May 2005 (top 
and bottom five electoral divisions only) 

  Satisfied Dissatisfied 
Don't 
know 

Staffordshire Moorlands 28.1% 23.0% 48.9% 
Stafford Borough 26.8% 28.5% 44.7% 

Tamworth 25.4% 24.2% 50.3% 
South Staffordshire 22.2% 21.8% 55.9% 

Lichfield 21.5% 26.3% 52.2% 
Newcastle-Under-Lyme 21.0% 39.3% 39.7% 

Cannock Chase 20.6% 31.1% 48.3% 
East Staffordshire 19.8% 30.9% 49.3% 

Staffordshire County 23.2% 28.2% 48.6% 

Table 13: Satisfaction with opportunities for participation in local 
decision making: by district 

Electoral Division District % Poll 
Gnosall and Doxey Stafford Borough 71.6% 
Stafford South East Stafford Borough 70.6% 

Lichfield Rural North Lichfield 70.4% 
Eccleshall Stafford Borough 70.3% 

Stafford Trent Valley Stafford Borough 69.6% 

Burton Town East Staffordshire 50.8% 
Burton Trent East Staffordshire 50.6% 

Perton South Staffordshire 50.5% 
Stoneydelph Tamworth 50.1% 

Kinver South Staffordshire 41.2% 

Source: Staffordshire County Council 

Source: Staffordshire County BVPI Survey 2006 
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2.5 Volunteering 
 
The voluntary and community sector covers an enormous 
spectrum, with organisations being key partners working to build 
community cohesion.  
 
Volunteering is increasingly linked, in government policies and 
political discourse, to community cohesion; the argument being 
that the more people that engage in voluntary activities, the more 
that they will feel part of their communities and build social 
capital, and the more cohesion there will be within communities. 
The development of cohesion requires the active and willing 
engagement of people within a participative community. 
 
Volunteers in Staffordshire are essential to communities and 
without their hard work, many vital local services would not 
exist.7 The National Council for Voluntary Organisations 
(NCVO’s) latest figures suggest that it would take 1.2 million 
employees to replace the time given by volunteers nationally, at a 
cost of around £27.5 billion. 
 
The importance of volunteering has been increasingly recognised 
by government over recent years and this is reflected in the 
inclusion of a target in the Local Area Agreement (2007-2010) to 
increase the levels of recorded volunteering. Staffordshire and 
Stoke on Trent Consortium of Infrastructure Organisations 
(SCIO); which is made up of the local voluntary sector support 
organisations, is responsible for delivering the target of an 
increase of 1% per year in volunteering of more than 2 hours per 
week. It is recognised that it is not possible to count every 
volunteer in Staffordshire, so the Government Office have agreed 

Conclusions  
 
Analysis of the Staffordshire County 2006 BVPI Survey shows 
that only a quarter of respondents in Staffordshire agree that 
they can influence decisions affecting their local area, with 
over half saying they disagree and just under a quarter saying 
they don’t know. There is also a clear disparity of opinions 
with more employed people in agreement than unemployed/
permanently sick. Similarly the younger age group have a 
higher percentage of people agreeing that they can influence 
decision making than the older age group.  
 
Satisfaction with opportunities for participation in local 
decision making was also low; less than a quarter of 
respondents were satisfied, with over a quarter being 
dissatisfied and almost half saying they were neither satisfied 
or dissatisfied. There is a big disparity between the views of 
white and BME respondents with an alarming 78% of BME 
dissatisfied compared to 27% of white respondents. 
 
There is clearly an opportunity for Local Authorities to 
communicate more with local residents to encourage more 
people to vote and provide examples of where local views 
have been taken into account to influence and inform decision 
making. It is important that residents have confidence that 
there is a reason to vote and their opinions will be taken into 
account. In order to find common solutions, local people and 
communities need to be given the power to lead change and 
given the confidence and skills necessary to influence what 
local authorities can do for them. 
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with nearly half (48%) having volunteered at least once a month. 
Overall levels of volunteering have not changed since 2001, 
however levels of formal volunteering have risen over this period, 
whilst informal volunteering has declined. The survey also 
revealed that women were more likely to volunteer regularly than 
men, with 53% of women volunteering at least once a month 
compared to 42% of men. There were some differences in 
volunteering between ethnic groups; black African (31%), white 
(29%), black Caribbean (28%) and Indian (27%) people were all 
more likely to volunteer on a regular basis than those from the 
Pakistani (14%) or Bangladeshi (12%) groups. 
 
Conclusions  
 
The volunteering data recorded by SCIO estimated that there are 
25,517 volunteers in Staffordshire contributing more than 2 hours 
of volunteering per week (excluding South Staffordshire). It is 
important to remember that the vast majority of volunteers are 
excluded from this figure because they volunteer less than 2 
hours per week, but even so contribute considerably to the local 
communities in Staffordshire.  
 
The Citizenship survey revealed that Nationally around 73% of all 
adults had volunteered at least once in the last 12 months. 
Applied locally this would mean around 600,000 volunteers across 
the whole of Staffordshire. 
 
Participation is an important element of community cohesion. 
Local organisations need to identify how they can increase 
participation and support local groups, encouraging people to get 
involved in their local communities.  

for SCIO to work on a 10% sample of registered volunteer 
groups which acts as a proxy measure. Hence if the number of 
volunteers in that sample increase, it is assumed that growth is 
mirrored in the sector as a whole. It is not yet possible to 
assess whether there has been an increase in volunteers as 
SCIO have only started recording the data this year as part of 
the LAA process. 
 
In September 2007, SCIO recorded a total of 2,558 volunteers 
who volunteer for more than 2 hours per week in 
Staffordshire, which when applied to the total number of 
registered volunteer groups, represents a total of 25,517 
volunteers in Staffordshire (4.5% of the adult population). The 
smallest proportion of these (10%) were aged 24 or under, a 
third (33.7%) were aged between 25 and 54 and the remaining 
56.7% were aged 55 or over. It is important to remember that 
these are only estimated numbers for volunteers contributing 
more than two hours each week. We know that there are 
more than 25,517 volunteers in Staffordshire in total; the vast 
majority of volunteers are excluded; because they may 
volunteer less than 2 hours per week or may informally 
volunteer by helping family and/or friends for example - who 
nonetheless contribute significantly to the communities in 
Staffordshire. 
 
The Citizenship survey is carried out Nationally bi-annually to 
inform the work of the Department for Communities and 
Local Government (DCLG) and the Office of the Third Sector 
(OTS). Headline findings from the first quarter of the 2007-08 
Citizenship Survey,8 covering April-June 2007 revealed that 
nearly three-quarters (73%) of all adults had volunteered 
(formally or informally) at least once in the last 12 months, 
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2.6 Diversity 
 
Essential to cohesive communities are good positive relations 
between people from different backgrounds. In the Staffordshire 
County 2006 BVPI survey respondents were asked to what 
extent they agree or disagree that their local area is a place 
where people from different backgrounds get on well together. 
Research9 has shown that analysis of the responses to this 
question is a strong overall measure of cohesion, picking up on 
whether people feel their community is one where diversity is 
valued, people from different backgrounds have similar life 
opportunities and where there is a common vision and a sense of 
belonging for all.10 
 
In Staffordshire County, 45.1% of respondents agreed that their 
local area is a place where people from different backgrounds get 
on well together, 11.1% disagreed, 25.6% said they don’t know, 
11.6% stated their were too few people in their local area to 
comment, 6.5% stated that people in their area were all of the 
same background. Thus overall, the picture is a positive one with 
just one-in-ten respondents who disagreed that their local area is 
a place where people from different backgrounds get on well 
together. 
 
Looking at just those respondents who agreed or disagreed 
(excluding those who answered ‘don’t know’, ‘too few people in 
local area or ‘all same backgrounds’), the response showed that 
80.3% agree that their local area is a place where people from 
different backgrounds get on well (8.7% definitely agree, 71.6% 
tend to agree) and 19.7% disagree (16.3% tend to disagree, 3.4% 
definitely disagree). This is just slightly below the national average; 

In the report, ‘Our Shared Futures’1the Commission for 
Integration and Cohesion stress the importance of community 
participation as a driver for building integration and cohesion, 
and highlight the role of employers as community champions. 
The report makes the following recommendation: 
 
“……..that large employers consider allowing employees 3 days 
paid leave per year for participation in defined activities, for 
example volunteering for a local charity, teaching adults basic skills, 
being a councillor or school governor, or participating in a local 
environmental project.1 

 

Local Authorities should consider this as part of their role in 
community leadership, particularly in light of the LAA targets 
to increase volunteering and the positive effects this could 
potentially have in strengthening relationships between local 
government and the voluntary sector.9  
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There is also a difference in opinion by age group; with 77.2% of the 
younger age group (18-29 year olds) in agreement and 87.8% of the 
older age group (60+ years old) agreeing that their local area is a 
place where people from different backgrounds get on well 
together. 
 
When analysed by ethnicity, figures were relatively the same. 
 
Conclusions 
 
It is important to recognise that local communities are made up of 
a wide mix of people and that this diversity brings many benefits to 
both the local community and local businesses, both in terms of a 
diverse high quality range of skills and maintaining good community 
relations. It is positive to see that the majority of residents 
surveyed in Staffordshire feel that people in their local area from 
different backgrounds are getting on well together. This promotes 
the message that the diversity of peoples’ backgrounds and 
circumstances are appreciated and positively valued. 
 
It is also important to note the disparity of residents views of 
cohesion dependant on their age and employment status. The older 
age group (age 60+ years old) had a more positive opinion of their 
local area than their younger counterparts. Those who are 
unemployed/permanently sick generally hold more negative views 
about their local area than those employed. And any other 
geographical variations need to be considered at a local level in 
order to explore what might be done to bring people together and 
encourage people to respect differences and develop a shared 
sense of belonging and purpose. 
 

81.4% nationally agree that their local area is a place where 
people from different backgrounds get on well.11 
 
This figure is a little mixed across the districts as can be seen 
in table 15, with the highest level of agreement in Stafford 
Borough and the highest level of disagreement in East 
Staffordshire.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Looking at these opinions by employment status (again 
excluding those who answered ‘don’t know’, ‘too few people 
in local area’ or ‘all same backgrounds’), there is a clear 
disparity, with over three quarters (78.1%) of employed 
respondents agreeing that the people in their local area from 
different backgrounds get on well together and only 56.9% of 
unemployed/permanently sick in agreement. 

  Agree Disagree 

Stafford Borough 87.7% 12.3% 
Lichfield 87.6% 12.4% 

South Staffordshire 84.8% 15.2% 
Staffordshire Moorlands 83.9% 16.1% 
Newcastle-Under-Lyme 78.7% 21.3% 

Cannock Chase 77.9% 2.1% 
Tamworth 74.4% 25.6% 

East Staffordshire 63.6% 36.4% 

Staffordshire County  80.3% 19.7% 

Table 15: Agreement/Disagreement that local area is place 
where people from different backgrounds get on well together 
(excluding those who answered ‘don’t know’, ‘too few people 
in local area’ or ‘all same backgrounds’) 

Source: Staffordshire County BVPI Survey 2006 
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As illustrated in table 16, annual figures for births and deaths 
fluctuated slightly over the years with a peak of 8,500 births in 
2006 and a slight drop in the number of deaths to 8,100 in 2006. 
 
Migration plays a huge part in the population change and can 
sometimes be seen as a cause for concern, where people from 
different cultures and age and gender mixes are perceived to be 
constantly changing in a locality. 
 
The estimated population changes resulting from natural change 
(births minus deaths) and net migration over the last five years is 
shown by district and for Staffordshire County in table 17. It is 
instantly evident that the majority of the population increase is as 
a result of migration; estimated at over 15,400 for the five years 
ending 2006; this includes migrating within the UK from area to 
area, compared to only 200 for natural change.  

3.The Context of community cohesion in 
Staffordshire 
 

3.1 Population and Migration 
 
Significant to community cohesion are issues of population 
change and migration. This section of the report will look at 
trends of mid year population estimates for Staffordshire from 
2002-2006, along with the age structure of the population, 
projected migration figures and fertility rates. The aim of this is 
to gain an understanding of the local context of areas in 
Staffordshire which is key to understanding community cohesion.  
 

Population trends in Staffordshire 2002-2006 
 
According to the Office of National Statistics (ONS) population 
estimates, Staffordshire has a population of around 822,800 
people (2006 mid year estimate) which is an increase of around 
13,100 from 2002 to 2006. This change in population is due to 
births, deaths, an ageing population and migration.  
 
These elements of change will also result in changes in the 
population composition by age, gender and ethnicity.  

Table 16: Components of change in Staffordshire 2002-2006 

Table 17: Estimated population change by natural change and net migration 

Natural change  Net migration 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006   2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

-300 -300 200 200 400 Staffordshire County 2900 4500 3100 3400 1500 

200 200 200 200 200 Cannock Chase 400 500 0 300 -200 

100 200 100 200 300 East Staffordshire 1200 800 600 300 -100 

-200 -200 0 0 0 Lichfield 200 900 1000 900 900 

-200 -100 -100 -100 0 Newcastle-Under-Lyme 600 700 600 400 0 

-200 -300 -200 -200 -300 South Staffordshire 0 500 300 300 200 

-300 -100 0 -100 0 Stafford Borough 600 900 700 700 200 

-200 -300 -300 -200 -200 Staffordshire Moorlands 300 400 100 500 600 

300 300 400 400 300 Tamworth -200 -200 -400 100 -100 

  
Mid yr 
2002 

Mid yr 
2003 

Mid yr 
2004 

Mid yr 
2005 

Mid yr 
2006 

5 years end-
ing mid 
2006 

Births 7900 8000 8400 8500 8500 41300 
Deaths 8200 8300 8200 8300 8100 41100 

Natural change -300 -300 200 200 400 200 

Net migration and 
other changes 2900 4500 3100 3400 1500 15400 

Source: Office for National Statistics 

Source: Office for National Statistics 
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The Department for Communities and Local Government 
(DCLG) has said it will encourage local authorities to spend less 
on translation and promote English-language learning. It will also 
promote ‘citizen’ days in celebration of British values such as the 
law, tolerance and democracy. It will also produce information 
packs for new migrants, outlining what is expected of them; from 
national laws (e.g. no drink driving), to local traditions.12 
 
Table 18 shows information published by ONS on 2004 based 
projected trends in migration. This illustrates the large internal 
migration in-flows and out-flows when compared to the 
international/cross-border migration flows. Internal migration is 
defined here as migration to or from elsewhere in England. 
International and cross border migration includes migration to or 
from other parts of the UK and other countries.  
 

 
 

As shown in table 18 the projected migration figures indicate an 
increase in internal migration into the area and a decrease in 
internal migration out of the area. In addition there are small  

Migration projections in Staffordshire  
 
In September 2007, the ONS admitted that far more 
immigrants were entering the country than it had predicted; 
an estimated 1500 migrants arrive in the UK each day1 which 
prompted the immigration minister to say we need swift and 
sweeping changes to the immigration system in the next 12 
months. Since then Communities secretary Hazel Blears has 
announced five priority actions to promote cohesion and 
tackle community tensions, including £50m extra cash. The 
new proposals and actions have been set out in a letter from 
Hazel Blears to the Commission’s Chair Darra Singh (see 
appendix 1). 
 
It is important that local authorities do more to welcome and 
integrate new and existing migrants. Whether they are 
temporary or long term residents it is in the interests of all 
residents for all people to be able to fully participate in the 
labour market and their local communities. 
 
It is crucial that local authorities understand the many issues 
arising from large numbers of migrants arriving into their local 
areas and the barriers that they may face. These include: 
 
• Major impact on health and education services 
• Lack of English skills and the need for translation 

services 
• Poor skills match to available employment 
• Housing needs and overcrowded accommodation 
• Inadequate data sources leading to poor local 

intelligence and understanding of issues 
• Public hostility and ignorance 

Table 18: Population projections 2007-2027 (thousands) 

  2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2014 2019 2024 2029 

Internal Migration Into Area 27.6 27.7 27.7 27.8 27.9 28.1 28.3 28.3 28.4 

Internal Migration Out of Area 24.1 24.1 24.2 24.2 24.3 24.3 24.1 23.8 23.6 
International/Cross-Border 

Migration Into Area 3.4 3.2 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 
International/Cross-Border 

Migration Out of Area 3.8 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 
Total Net Migration 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.2 3.6 3.9 4.1 

Source: 2005 based Sub National population projections 
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Indian group (3.9% of the Indian population) followed by the black 
group (2.6% of the black population). Internal net migration was 
141 for Indian and 67 for black. 
 
In relation to population in their group, International in-migration 
was highest for the ‘other group’ (16.4% of the population in the 
‘other’ group) followed by the Chinese group (4.3% of the Chinese 
population) and the black group (3% of the black population). 
 
Looking at the ethnicity of internal migrants by district, as expected 
the biggest majority in all districts are of white ethnicity. The 
proportion of BME internal migrants varies across the districts; a 
higher proportion of internal migrants in Cannock Chase and 
Staffordshire Moorlands are mixed race. In East Staffordshire, 
Lichfield, Newcastle-Under-Lyme and Tamworth the biggest 
proportion of BME internal migrants are Indian. In South 
Staffordshire and Staffordshire Moorlands the biggest proportion of 
BME internal migrants are Pakistani and other Asian. 
 
Similarly the majority of International migrants are of white 
ethnicity. The proportion of BME International migrants differs 
across the districts; Cannock Chase has a higher proportion of 
Chinese. East Staffordshire and Staffordshire Moorlands have a 
higher percentage in the ‘Pakistani plus other Asian’ group. 
Lichfield, Newcastle-Under-Lyme, South Staffordshire and Stafford 
Borough have the biggest proportion in the ‘other’ group. 
Tamworth has a bigger proportion in the ‘mixed race’ group. 
 

projected decreases in the number of international/cross 
boundary migrants both in and out of area. 
 
Internal Migration by Ethnicity 
 
Table 19 shows the migration flows for ethnic groups 
reported in the year leading up to the 2001 census. 

 
 

 
The ethnic group with the highest migration flows for 
Staffordshire County was white, followed by Indian and 
Pakistani/other Asian.  
 
In Staffordshire, in relation to population in their groups, 
internal migration was highest in relation to population in the 

Table 19: Migration by ethnic group  

Ethnic Group  

Population 
(2001) 

Internal   
in-        

migration 

Internal 
out-

migration 

Internal 
net-

migration 

Overseas 
in-

migration 

White 787620 23421 22898 523 1509 
Mixed 4952 318 280 38 53 
Indian 3653 442 301 141 63 

Pakistani and Other Asian 5753 271 179 92 101 
Black 2625 238 171 67 78 

Chinese 1371 80 125 -45 59 
Other 770 31 86 -55 126 

All BME groups 19124 1380 1142 238 480 

All groups 806744 24801 24040 761 1989 

Source: 2001 census 



 29 

 

The difference between numbers in different age groups can be 
attributed to both the number born into each age group and also 
due to migration.  
 
The population age structure of Staffordshire shows high numbers 
aged 40-44, 35-39 and 55-59 years old. Although there are 
opportunities for higher education and Graduate prospects in 
Staffordshire, which encourages inflows of young students, the low 
numbers of people aged between 20 and 24 can be attributed to 
elevated numbers of young workers moving from the area. 
 
There are more males in the younger age groups (aged 0-29 years 
old) and also the age group 55-59 years old has slightly more males 
than females. The middle age group (30-54) and older age group 
(60 + years) have more females than males. This may be down to 
the better survival rates for females. 
 
Population Projections in Staffordshire by Age Groups 
 
The overall population of Staffordshire County is expected to rise  
over the next 20 years by around 3.3% to around 849,900 people. 
The age structure of the population is also expected to change, 
with the older age groups making up a greater proportion of the 
population than at present, and a subsequent reduction in the 
proportion of population from younger age groups. 
 
As illustrated in figure 4, projections show a 10.4% decrease in 
those aged 0-24 over the next 20 years, an 8.5% decrease in the 
25-44 year old population and a decrease of 3.2% in the population 
aged between 45 and 64. There is however a projected 33.1% 
increase on those aged between 65 and 74 and a massive 80.3% 
increase in those aged 75 and over. 

The Age and Sex Structure 2006 
 
The age and sex structure of the population of Staffordshire; 
based on mid year 2006 estimates is shown on the population 
pyramid in figure 3. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 3:  Population pyramid for Staffordshire - mid 2006 
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The fertility rate for Staffordshire County is 1.77. The figures vary 
across the districts with East Staffordshire identified as having the 
highest rate of 2.03, followed by Lichfield (1.85), Cannock Chase 
(1.87) and Tamworth (1.79). All other districts in Staffordshire 
have fertility rates below the county average; Stafford Borough 
(1.76), Staffordshire Moorlands (1.68), South Staffordshire (1.64) 
and Newcastle-Under-Lyme (1.57).  
 
Conclusions 
 
Precise information on population changes for the local population 
is limited. In Staffordshire the population has increased by around 
13,500 in the last four years due to births, deaths, an ageing 
population and migration, with the majority of the population 
increase being as a result of migration. 
 
Projected migration up to 2029 shows that internal migration 
(inflows and outflows) makes a much larger contribution to net 
migration than international migration. Projections indicate a 
decrease in internal migration into the area and a decrease in 
internal migration out of the area. There are also small decreases 
projected for the number of international/cross boundary migrants 
both in and out of area. 
 
In Staffordshire migration flows were highest for the ‘white’ group 
followed by ‘Indian’ and ‘Pakistani/Other Asian’. For internal 
migration, figures were highest in relation to population in their 
group for the Indian and black groups. For International migration 
figures were highest in relation to population in their group for the 
‘other’ group followed by the Chinese group. 
 

 
These changing demographics will significantly influence the way 
in which services need to be delivered throughout the county 
for the intermediate and longer term future. It will also require 
prudent management of land resources to accommodate this 
population growth. 
 
Fertility estimates based on 2004 Mid Year population 
estimates and 2005 birth figures 
 
Changes in the population figures affected by the number of 
births can be compared by district looking at the fertility rate.  
The total fertility rate can be interpreted as the number of 
children that a woman might have on average, given the fertility 
rate at the time. 

Figure 4: Population projections 2007-2027  

Source: ONS 2005 Based Sub National Population Projections 
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3.2 Ethnic Segregation in schools 
 
As migration and economic change alter the shape of our 
increasingly diverse local communities, it is more important than 
ever that all schools play a full part in promoting community 
cohesion. From September 2007, all schools now have a 
statutory duty to promote community cohesion.   
 
According to Ted Cantle (appointed by the Home Secretary in 
August 2001 to Chair the Community Cohesion Team) there is 
a business case for an effective approach to community 
cohesion, as schools that are riven by divisions are less likely to 
perform well and, improving cohesion will also improve all 
aspects of a schools performance.13 In some schools the staff and 
pupil population will reflect diversity; others do not and need to 
make links with other schools in order to give pupils the 
opportunity to mix with and learn from and about those from 
different backgrounds.  
 
The Schools Linking Network (SLN) is a new agency that will 
support schools and local authorities by developing linking 
partnerships between schools. The SLN connects different types 
of schools, whether within the same area, from other parts of 
the UK or overseas; giving pupils the opportunity to exchange 
letters and emails with pupils from their linked school, or even 
work together on joint projects. School linking provides the 
potential for young people to gain a deeper understanding of 
what it is like to come from a different background and a 
different circumstance. 
 
 

Population projections indicate that the age structure is 
expected to change over the next 20 years with the older 
age groups making up a greater proportion of the population 
than at present, and a subsequent reduction in the 
proportion of population from younger age groups. 
 
These changes in both the age structure of the population 
and the increase in migration will considerably influence the 
way in which key services need to be maintained and 
delivered across the county for the immediate and longer 
term future. It will also require careful management of land 
resources to accommodate this population growth. 
 
It is important to re-iterate that migration has many benefits, 
particularly in the economic sphere and these need to be 
recognised by local authorities and in the media. In addition, 
as recommended by the DCLG, local authorities need to 
promote English language learning to accommodate these 
migrants and consider providing information packs to them 
detailing what is expected of them. 
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The ethnicity of pupils in Staffordshire Schools 
 
In the January 2007 PLASC there were 124,985 pupils in 
Staffordshire of which 95.2% were white and 4.8% BME. These 
figures are similar to those recorded in the 2003 PLASC, where 
96% were white and 4% BME. 
 
In Staffordshire County there has been a fall of 4.1% in the actual 
number of white British pupils. There has also been a fall in the 
proportions of all pupils in Staffordshire who are White British 
from 95.3% to 94.2%. 
 
The majority of BME groups have seen an increase in the number 
of pupils attending schools in Staffordshire between 2003 and 
2007, though the absolute numbers are still fairly low. The 
increase varies a great deal across the BME groups. The largest 
increase between 2003 and 2007 was for ‘any other Asian’ pupils 
(which has almost trebled from 115 pupils in 2003 to 319 pupils in 
2007). The number of black African pupils has also seen a 
significant increase; rising from 54 to 128 pupils. The number of 
‘mixed other’ pupils increased by around 70% from 364 to 616 
pupils. The number of Indian pupils increased by over a third from 
455 pupils in 2003 to 627 in 2007. In addition there were also 
increases in the number of mixed white Caribbean, Pakistani, 
mixed white Asian, Chinese and Bangladeshi pupils.  
 
BME groups seeing a decrease in numbers of pupils over the last 
four years include ‘mixed white black African’ (decreasing from 
261 to 108 pupils), black Caribbean (decreasing from 229 to 176 
pupils) and ‘black other’ (decreasing from 101 to 95 pupils). 
 

Just as each school is different, each school’s contribution to 
community cohesion will be different and will need to reflect 
the nature of the schools population; whether it serves pupils 
predominantly from one or a small number of faiths, ethnic 
or socio-economic groups or from a broader cross-section 
of the population, and the location of the schools; for 
example whether it is in a rural or urban area. 
 
Highlighted in the Commission on Integration & Cohesion’s 
definition of community cohesion is the importance of strong 
and positive relationships between people from different 
backgrounds in schools (highlighted in the introduction, page 
1). The report ‘Our Shared Future’ by the Commission on 
Integration & Cohesion recommends that every local area 
should spend time mapping their communities, including 
understanding the make up of local schools. 
 
This section looks at the ethnic make-up of pupils who 
attend schools in Staffordshire, based on details of pupils/
student ethnicity as recorded in the January 2007 Pupil Level 
Annual School Census (PLASC). It also looks at those pupils 
who are recorded by PLASC as not being able to speak 
English as a first language and, what their first language is. The 
aim of this is to build a picture of the composition of 
Staffordshire's school children and identify where there may 
be a need for extra support or guidance for those families 
that do not have English as their primary language.  
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When looking at the percentage of pupils in each ethnic group in 
Staffordshire for 2003 and 2007, the percentages have stayed 
relatively the same in the last four years with a small decrease 
(0.72% points) in the percentage of white pupils and small increases 
(of between 0.01% and 0.27% points) in the percentage of BME 
pupils; the largest increase being for mixed pupils (0.27% points).  
 

Pupils in Staffordshire schools who do not speak English as 
a first language 
 

In the January 2007 PLASC 3,449 pupils (2.8%) in Staffordshire 
were identified as not speaking English as a first language. 
Unfortunately the primary language of these pupils was not known 
in 61.4% of cases. However for the remaining pupils, 59 different 
primary languages were recorded, of which the ten most frequent 
are displayed in table 21. Panjabi is the most common first language 
of those not having English as their primary language (37.8%) 
followed by Urdu (15.4%) and Polski (8.2%). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 20 shows the percentage of Staffordshire pupils by 
ethnicity by district for 2007. It is instantly evident that the 
picture is fairly similar across the districts, with the exception 
of East Staffordshire which stands out as having a lower 
percentage of white pupils and a higher percentage of Pakistani 
pupils compared to the rest of Staffordshire. East Staffordshire 
also has a higher percentage of mixed race pupils than the rest 
of Staffordshire. This is mainly concentrated in areas of Burton 
where there is a large population of Pakistanis. Two schools in 
particular stand out as having higher than average numbers of 
Pakistani pupils; Paget high school and Abbot Beyne high 
school. 
 

Table 20: Ethnic composition of pupils in Staffordshire schools 2007 

Table 21: Top ten primary languages of pupils who do not speak English 
as a first language 

Language No. %  

Panjabi  510 37.8% 
Urdu 208 15.4% 
Polski 111 8.2% 

Chinese 67 5.0% 
Tagalog/Filipino 53 3.9% 

Malayalam 30 2.2% 
Bengali 29 2.1% 
French 29 2.1% 
Arabic 26 1.9% 

Gujarati 23 1.7% 

Ethnicity 
Cannock 
Chase 

East 
Stafford-

shire Lichfield 

Newcas-
tle-

under-
Lyme 

South 
Stafford-

shire 
Stafford 
Borough 

Stafford-
shire 

Moorla 
Tam-
worth County 

Pakistani 0.0% 8.3% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 1.3% 

Mixed 1.3% 2.8% 1.8% 1.5% 1.6% 2.1% 0.9% 1.8% 1.8% 

Indian 0.4% 0.7% 0.6% 0.3% 0.9% 0.8% 0.1% 0.5% 0.5% 

Black 0.3% 0.7% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 0.3% 0.3% 

Any other Asian 0.2% 0.5% 0.1% 0.6% 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 

Other Ethnicity 0.1% 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 

Bangladeshi 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

Chinese 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.4% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 

Travellor/Gypsy 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

BME (total) 2.5% 13.6% 3.7% 3.9% 3.6% 4.7% 1.5% 3.2% 4.8% 

White 97.5% 86.4% 96.3% 96.1% 96.4% 95.3% 98.5% 96.8% 95.1% 

Source: January 2007 Pupil Level Annual School Census 
Source: January 2007 Pupil Level Annual School Census 
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Conclusions  
 
Staffordshire County has seen a fall in the number of white 
British pupils over the last four years and also a fall in the 
percentage of all pupils in Staffordshire who are white British. 
The majority of BME groups have seen an increase in the 
number of pupils attending Staffordshire schools, with East 
Staffordshire identified as having the biggest BME pupil 
population. 
 
The January 2007 PLASC also revealed that 2.8% of pupils in 
Staffordshire do not speak English as a first language, with over 
59 different primary languages identified. 
 
With this increased diversity in Staffordshire schools, it is 
important to use inter-school activities to raise awareness of 
other peoples cultures, breakdown barriers and promote 
shared values; as highlighted in Ted Cantles report. 
 
Schools contain the leaders of the future, and have a huge 
potential to demonstrate the benefits of community cohesion 
and bring together groups within the community.  
 
Citizenship education as introduced in both primary and 
secondary schools will encourage all pupils to respect and 
understand all forms of diversity and help them to develop skills 
and confidence to combat all forms of prejudice in becoming 
responsible citizens.2 

3.3 Hate Incidents in Staffordshire 
 
An important aspect of community cohesion is to raise  
awareness of and tackle hate crime. Hate crime can be defined 
as any offence committed against a person or property that is 
motivated by the offender’s hatred of people because of their 
age, gender, race, religion, disability or sexual orientation.  
 
Hate crimes/incidents can take on many forms ranging from 
name-calling, harassment, criminal damage, graffiti and assault to 
violence against the person and murder. 
 
Everyone has the right to feel safe and free from fear of attack 
against themselves, their family or their property. Being the  
victim of hate crime can have a severe emotional and social  
effect on people and can leave them feeling scared to go out in 
their local community through fear of harassment or assault.  
 
The distinction between hate crime and hate incidents are  
defined by the Association of Chief Police Officers as follows: 
 
• Hate Crime - Any hate incident which constitutes a    

criminal offence, perceived by the victim or any other 
person as being motivated by prejudice or hate. 

• Hate Incidents - Any incident, which may or may not    
constitute a criminal offence, which is perceived by the  
victim or any other person as being motivated by     
prejudice or hate. 

 
This section of the report will look at hate incidents reported to 
the police in Staffordshire. It is important to note that the police 
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The largest proportion of hate incidents in Staffordshire County were 
committed in Newcastle-Under-Lyme (27% of all hate incidents), 
followed by East Staffordshire (16%) and Tamworth (14%). With the 
smallest number of incidents taking place in Lichfield (5%). The highest 
rate per 1000 population was in Newcastle-Under-Lyme (1.35 per 
1000 population), the lowest was in Lichfield (0.32 per 1000 
population). 
 

Table 23 shows the number of hate incidents reported to the police in 
Staffordshire for 2005-06 and 2006-07 by profile. This shows that 
there has been a significant increase of 45.7% in homophobic incidents. 
The biggest increases have taken place in Tamworth; rising from 2 
incidents in 2005-06 to 16 in 2006-07, and South Staffordshire; rising 
from 1 incident in 2005-06 to 6 in 2006-07. Lichfield and Cannock 
Chase have both seen reductions in the number of homophobic 
incidents reported; Lichfield going from 5 incidents in 2005-06 to 1 in 
2006-07, and Cannock Chase seeing a reduction from 6 incidents to 5. 
These changes are likely to reflect changing levels of reporting as much 
as any actual change in prevalence.  

 
 

estimate that most racist and religious hate incidents, and as 
much as 90% of homophobic crime goes unreported because 
victims are too frightened or embarrassed to let someone 
know.14 The hate incidents reported to the police will however 
enable us to see a snapshot of the problem in Staffordshire. 
 
Hate incidents are on the increase in Staffordshire and have 
increased from 581 in 2005-06 to 614 in 2006-07; an increase 
of nearly 6%, with over 95% of these incidents classified as 
crimes in 2006-07. This change should be viewed positively as 
local agencies are trying to increase levels of reporting. 
 
Table 22 shows the number of hate incidents reported to the 
police in each district of Staffordshire during 2006-07 compared 
to 2005-06 and how this equates to an average rate per 1000 
population. South Staffordshire and Stafford Borough have 
experienced the largest increase over the past 2 years, of 38% 
and 24% respectively. The largest decrease was witnessed in 
Lichfield; a decrease of nearly 33%. 

  

2005-2006  
Incidents 2005-2006 

Rate per 1000 

2006-2007 
Incidents 2006-2007 

Rate per 1000 
% change 
in no. of 

Cannock Chase 55 0.58 58 0.62 5.5% 
East Staffordshire 98 0.91 101 0.94 3.1% 

Lichfield 46 0.48 31 0.32 -32.6% 
Newcastle-Under-Lyme 168 1.36 167 1.35 -0.6% 

South Staffordshire 42 0.40 58 0.55 38.1% 
Stafford Borough 54 0.44 67 0.54 24.1% 

Staffordshire Moorlands 50 0.52 51 0.54 2.0% 
Tamworth 68 0.90 81 1.07 19.1% 

Staffordshire County 581 0.71 614 0.75 -5.7% 

Table 22: Hate Incidents by District for 2005-06 and 2006-07 Table 23: Hate Incidents by profile for 2005-06 and 2006-07 

Source: Staffordshire Police 

Source: Staffordshire Police 

  2005-06 2006-07 % change 

Racial 463 491 6.0% 

Homophobic 46 67 45.7% 

Disability 27 27 0.0% 

Faith 34 17 -50.0% 

Transphobic 11 11 0.0% 

Age 0 1 na 

Gender 0 0 0.0% 

Total 581 614 5.7% 
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largest category in the previous year. Tamworth had the biggest 
proportion of homophobic incidents (23.9%) followed by 
Newcastle-Under-Lyme (19.4%). The lowest proportion of 
homophobic incidents were in Lichfield (1.5%) and Staffordshire 
Moorlands (6%). 
 
The remaining hate incidents were motivated because of the 
following; disability (4.4% of total; 27 incidents), faith (2.8%; 17 
incidents), transphobic (1.8%; 11 incidents) and age (0.2%; 1 
incident). 
 
In 2006-07 the majority of hate incidents in Staffordshire County 
were classified as violence (80.3%); of which 61.4% (302 incidents) 
were for ‘harassment/public order harassment’, 36.2% were for 
‘other assault’ (178 incidents), 1.4% were for ‘homicide/serious 
assault’ (7 incidents), 0.8% were for ‘robbery’ (4 incidents) and 
0.2% was for a ‘sexual offence’ (1 incident). 
 
The remaining hate incidents in Staffordshire in 2006-07 were for 
criminal damage (17.5%), other offences (1.6%), theft (0.5%) and 
arson (0.2%). 
 
Conclusions 
 
The number of hate incidents recorded across Staffordshire for 
2006-07 have increased compared to the previous year, although 
the numbers are relatively low. However, it is evident that there 
is a high level of under reporting due to fear of reprise. 
 
A fundamental aspect of community cohesion is promoting the 
fact that everyone has the right to feel safe in their community 

As can be seen in table 23, there has been a 50% reduction in 
faith incidents over the last 2 years. All districts have had 
reductions in faith incidents, with the exception of South 
Staffordshire and Staffordshire Moorlands who have both had 
very small increases (of 2 and 1 incidents respectively). 
 
There has been a 6% increase in the reporting of racial 
incidents over the last 2 years. The largest percentage increase 
was in Stafford Borough (48.6%; rising from 35 to 52 
incidents), followed by South Staffordshire (17.5%; rising from 
41 to 48 incidents). Lichfield and Staffordshire Moorlands have 
both seen reductions in the number of racial incidents; 
Lichfield reducing by 28.6% (35 incidents to 25 incidents) and 
Staffordshire Moorlands reducing by 13% (46 incidents to 40 
incidents). 
 
There has been no difference in the number of disability, 
gender or transphobic hate incidents.  
 
In 2006-07 the biggest majority of hate incidents in 
Staffordshire County were racial incidents (491 incidents; 80% 
of all hate incidents), as was the case in the previous year. 
Newcastle-Under-Lyme had the largest proportion of racial 
incidents (28.7%) followed by East Staffordshire (15.7%). 
Lichfield and Staffordshire Moorlands had the smallest 
proportion of racial incidents in the county (5.1% and 8.1% 
respectively). 
 
The second largest category of hate crime in Staffordshire 
County in 2006-07 was homophobic incidents (67 incidents; 
10.9% of all hate incidents). Again this was also the second 
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3.4 Anti-social behaviour in Staffordshire 
 
Reducing crime and anti-social behaviour (ASB) levels are 
essential in the creation of a cohesive community. Fear of crime 
restricts the lives of some residents and can reduce the 
opportunities for people from different communities to interact 
and work together.  
 
It is important that all members of the community work together 
to tackle ASB and crime. ASB is any activity that impacts on other 
people in a negative way and has many forms; from playing loud 
music in the early hours of the morning, graffiti, offensive and 
threatening remarks to dumping rubbish, harassment and 
intimidation. This more serious behaviour ruins lives and needs to 
be challenged. ASB has a harmful effect on community cohesion 
and can make people afraid to go out or feel safe in their local 
area. It is important to note the subjective nature of ASB; people 
have different levels of tolerance and will therefore be affected in 
different ways by it. 
 
In Staffordshire in 2006-07 there were 40,347 ASB incidents 
reported to Staffordshire police; an increase of 1.3% on the 
previous year. This figure represents an average of 49 ASB 
incidents per 1000 population and around 110 incidents a day 
across the county. 
 
As can be seen in figure 5, the figures vary considerably across the 
districts. Cannock Chase has the highest rate at 61.7 incidents per 
1000 population; this has decreased from 64.8 per 1000 
population in 2005-06. Tamworth also has a high rate at 60.2 per 
1000 population, this has decreased from 66 per 1000 population 
in 2005-06. East Staffordshire, Lichfield and Newcastle-Under-
Lyme have also decreased slightly over the last 12 months. 

and free from fear. It is vital that victims and other people 
affected by hate crime feel that they can get help and are 
encouraged to notify the authorities and seek advice. By 
encouraging more witnesses and victims to report incidents, 
this may prevent it happening to someone else. 
 
Staffordshire police are signed up to the ‘True Vision’ project, 
which provides a single self reporting option and 
comprehensive information packs, together with an on-line 
facility allowing hate crime to be reported anonymously 
directly to the police. The information packs are available in all 
police stations and a variety of pubs, clubs, libraries, and health 
groups, aimed at reaching as wide an audience as possible. 
  
The objective of ‘True Vision’ is to give practical support to 
victims, including making the crime reporting as smooth and 
simple as possible.  
 
As well as the police, local councils, community safety 
partnerships and support groups are also involved in ‘True 
Vision’. It is a good example of the police and community 
working together in partnership to combat issues. The 
promotion and development of this project is vital for all 
agencies to gain a better understanding of the local context of 
hate incidents in Staffordshire. 
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The Staffordshire County 2006 BVPI survey asked respondents to 
think about their local area and rate the extent to which they feel 
specific types of ASB are a problem.  
 
The types of behaviour fall broadly into three groups:15 

 

1. Those regarded by the majority as a big problem: parents not 
taking responsibility for the behaviour of their children and 
teenagers hanging around on the street 

2. Those where views are relatively balanced: people not 
treating others with consideration and respect and people 
using or dealing drugs 

3. Those which the majority do not regard as a particular 
problem: noisy neighbours, abandoned or burnt out cars, 
people being attacked because of their skin colour and 
people sleeping rough. 

 
Table 24 shows how perceptions of ASB vary across the districts. 
It is instantly evident that the situation is reasonably positive in 
South Staffordshire and Stafford Borough and that there are issues 
to be addressed in Cannock Chase and Tamworth.  
 
Issues are ordered broadly similar across the districts with all but 
two of the districts sharing the same top issue; ‘Parents not taking 
responsibility for their children's behaviour’, with South 
Staffordshire and Stafford Borough having ‘Teenagers hanging 
around on the streets’ as the biggest issue. 
 
Similarly ‘Abandoned or burnt out cars’ features lowest on the list 
of those issues that are a big problem for all districts, with the 
exception of Staffordshire Moorlands who identified ‘Noisy 
neighbours or loud parties’ as the lowest.  

South Staffordshire has seen the biggest increase per 1000 
population rising from 37.8 per 1000 population in 2005-06 to 
41.3 in 2006-07. They are however still the second lowest in 
the county. Stafford Borough and Staffordshire Moorlands 
have also witnessed increases over the last 12 months. 
 
Lichfield has the lowest rate at 33.3 incidents per 1000 
population; this figure has seen a slight decrease since the 
previous year.  
 

Figure 5: Anti-social-behaviour incidents in Staffordshire per 
1000 population: 2005-06 and 2006-07 
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Source: Staffordshire Police 
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in the Staffordshire districts, although it is useful to analyse the 
order of issues highlighted, it is also important to further drill 
down looking at what percentage of the respondents the 
problem is an issue to. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

It is important to note that although the order in which the 
issues are prioritised are similar across the districts, the 
percentages vary considerably, for example ‘Parents not taking 
responsibility for the behaviour of their children’ was 
highlighted by 80% of respondents in Cannock Chase  
compared to 53% in Lichfield but was the top priority for both 
districts. Likewise, ‘Vandalism and graffiti….’ is highlighted as a 
big problem by 44% of respondents in Cannock Chase 
compared to 21% in South Staffordshire but is ranked sixth by 
both districts. When using these figures to identify problems  
 

Table 24: Proportion of respondents who regard ASB as a very or fairly big problem in their area 

  
Staffordshire 

County 
Cannock 
Chase 

East Stafford-
shire Lichfield 

Newcastle-
Under-Lyme 

South Staf-
fordshire 

Stafford Bor-
ough 

Staffordshire 
Moorlands Tamworth 

People not taking responsibility for the 
behaviour of their children 60% 80% 57% 53% 64% 61% 45% 58% 74% 

Teenagers hanging around on the streets 58% 74% 52% 51% 60% 64% 52% 53% 64% 

People not treating other people with re-
spect and consideration 46% 59% 48% 44% 49% 33% 32% 48% 64% 

People using or dealing drugs 45% 64% 51% 37% 43% 31% 32% 55% 57% 

Rubbish and litter lying around 39% 48% 35% 37% 49% 26% 32% 41% 49% 

Vandalism, graffiti and other deliberate 
damage to property or vehicles 33% 44% 30% 31% 34% 21% 26% 40% 49% 

People being drunk or rowdy in public 
spaces 24% 37% 31% 23% 28% 10% 15% 24% 36% 

Noisy neighbours or loud parties 12% 20% 10% 10% 16% 12% 7% 8% 17% 

Abandoned or burnt out cars 5% 5% 4% 3% 6% 2% 3% 11% 12% 

Source: Staffordshire County BVPI Survey 2006 
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Conclusions  
 
ASB incidents in Staffordshire have increased by 1.3% in   
2006-07 compared to 2004-05, with 40,347 ASB incidents 
reported to the police in 2006-07, representing 49 incidents 
per 1000 population and around 110 incidents per day. 
 
Figures vary considerably across the districts with Cannock 
Chase having the highest rate of 62.5 incidents per 1000 
population and Lichfield having the lowest rate of 22.8 per 
1000 population. 
 
According to the 2006-07 Staffordshire County BVPI survey, 
‘Parents not taking responsibility for the behaviour of their 
children’, ‘Teenagers hanging around on the streets’ and 
‘People not treating other people with respect and 
consideration’ were regarded as the biggest problems with 
‘abandoned or burnt out cars’ and ‘noisy neighbours or loud 
parties’ regarded as the least problematic issues.  
 
Analysis by the Commission on Integration and Cohesion 

shows the importance of ASB and crime to perceptions of 
cohesion. Audit Commission evidence suggests that people 
who have experienced ASB are in turn more likely to be 
fearful of crime overall - a vicious circle that risks keeping 
people inside their homes rather than engaging with others.1 
 
The government’s ‘Respect’ campaign encourages people to 
work together to create a society in which people respect 
one another and live in peace together. The ‘Respect’ Action 

Plan details how the government will encourage respect in 
communities, including stamping out ASB by:16 

 
• Supporting or challenging anti-social households 
• Tackling truancy and anti-social behaviour in schools 
• Providing activities for younger people 
• Strengthening local communities 
• Stronger measures to tackle ASB 
 
The Respect Action Plan17 identifies the following factors as 
being strongly associated with ASB: 
 
• Parenting - poor parenting skills, weak parent/child 

relationships and sometimes parental involvement in 
crime or ASB 

• School - truancy and exclusion and schools where poor 
behaviour is not challenged enough 

• Community Factors - living in deprived areas where there 
is disorder and neglect, peer involvement in ASB 

• Individual factors - drug and alcohol misuse and early 
involvement in ASB 

 
These factors tend to go together so the chance of people 
being involved in ASB increases as more are present. It is 
essential that we build a culture of respect and that the above 
factors are addressed as the underlying causes of ASB at a 
local level.  
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Nationally there has been real progress with new powers 
introduced to tackle ASB and strengthen existing powers: 
 
• Acceptable behaviour contracts - voluntary contracts 

between the offender and the local agency (police, local 
authority or youth offending team), stopping problems 
and keeping people out of courts 

• Penalty notices for disorder - pre-court powers for the 
police to crack down on unacceptable behaviour. They 
minimise bureaucracy and free up the time of police and 
the courts 

• Dispersal orders - police and local authority power to 
break up groups of people causing problems in an area, 
claiming back public spaces for the community 

• Ant-social-behaviour orders - powers for the courts to 
prevent an individual engaging in specific forms of ASB 

 
These actions of central Government, local agencies and 
communities are working and it is important that they are 
examined at a local level and that lessons are learnt from them 
and future powers established. In Staffordshire each district 
has an ASB co-ordinator within community safety teams who 
will work alongside dedicated ASB police officers to use the 
powers mentioned previously to tackle ASB. 
 
It is vital that positive values and behaviour are instilled into 
children and young people both at home and at school. A 
child's bad behaviour or failure to attend school for example is 
often a sign of deeper problems at home. Parenting is the 
most important responsibility in creating a strong society 
based on mutual respect. Poor parenting, lack of parental 

supervision and weak parent/child relationships all increase the 
risk of involvement in ASB. By addressing poor parenting at 
the earliest opportunity, authorities can address one of the 
key causes of ASB and reduce its long term effects. The 
government are determined to improve parenting provision 
nationally and already invest in universal access to parenting 
support through Children's Centres and Extended Schools, 
providing parenting and family support. 
 
There is a statutory duty on all local authorities to identify 
children missing education and, to support them through the 
most appropriate agencies so that suitable provisions can be 
made for them. Furthermore, local authorities are now 
required to provide permanently excluded pupils with full-time 
education from the sixth day of their exclusion. 
 
In addition to preventative measures, an important aspect in 
creating a cohesive community is that the public have 
confidence in community sentences. ‘Community payback’ was 
launched in November 2005 which makes unpaid work by 
offenders visible and promotes the engagement of local 
communities in selecting the work to be done by offenders. 
This is important in reassuring the public that work is carried 
out as part of the offenders sentence. 
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Unemployment 
 
Being employed and in work is very important because it provides 
people with earnings and allows them to feel that they are making a 
contribution to society. Unemployment is a key issue in economic 
disadvantage because being out of work reduces peoples income 
and has a damaging impact on their social happiness. 
 
It is important to distinguish between those people who are out of 
work and looking for work, with those people who are not in work 
and do not want to be. Being out of work and retired for example 
does not have the same negative social impact as wanting to work 
but not being able to find employment. The International Labour 
Organisation (ILO) define unemployment as those people who want 
to work, are available for work and are actively seeking employment 
even if they are not claiming any unemployment related benefits.  
 
Unemployment in Staffordshire (as defined by the ILO) for all 
people of working age is 3.7% for 2006. This is significantly lower 
than the regional (5.6%) and national average (5.5%).  
 
Figure 6 shows the unemployment rates of Staffordshire County and 
the districts for 2005 and 2006. It is evident that the picture is 
mixed across the districts, with Tamworth having the lowest rate of 
1.4% and East Staffordshire having the highest at 6.4%. East 
Staffordshire have also witnessed the biggest increase of 2.8 
percentage points rising to 6.4% (when compared to the previous 
year), with Tamworth having the largest most significant decrease of 
3 percentage points decreasing from 4.4% in 2005 to 1.4% in 2006. 
The unemployment rate for the county has increased slightly when 
compared to the previous year by 0.4 percentage points. 
 
 

 
The numbers of people who are economically disadvantaged in 
Staffordshire are relatively low, but it is still important to 
establish which groups are more disadvantaged than others 
across the county. Having a job is a key aspect of cohesion as it 
provides people with an income and makes them feel they are 
making a contribution to society. Unemployment reduces 
peoples incomes and can in turn have a negative impact on 
their social happiness. 
 
People that are either in employment or are unemployed but 
are looking for work are classed as economically active. The 
economic activity rate in Staffordshire County for the working 
age population is high at 81% in 2006; above the regional 
(77.3%) and national average (78.6%). As with all information 
this varies across the districts with Stafford Borough having the 
highest rate at 84.6% and Lichfield having the lowest at 74.8%. 
Whilst economic activity is higher for males (85.9%) compared 
to females (75.6%), the economic rates of these groups are still 
fairly high and above national and regional averages. 
 
Economic activity is lowest in those people in Staffordshire 
aged over 50 years (41.2%), as might be expected due to 
retirement of work. This figure is 51.2% for males and 32.1% 
for females. 
 
The highest economic activity rate is for those aged between 
25 and 49 years at 86.3% for Staffordshire County. This figure is 
92.3% for males and 78.5% for females. 

3.5 Economic disadvantage and community cohesion 
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Job Seekers Allowance Claimants 
 
Another useful way of measuring unemployment in Staffordshire is to 
use the numbers of people actually claiming Job Seekers Allowance 
(JSA); known as the Claimant Count (CC). It is important to note 
that this measure does understate the numbers unemployed 
compared to the ILO definition, as some people who are 
unemployed and looking for work are not claiming any benefits. It 
does however enable us to analyse the number of unemployed 
people claiming JSA by age, gender, ethnicity and duration of 
unemployment. 
 

There has been a 19% decrease in the number of JSA claimants in 
Staffordshire over the last 12 months; decreasing from 9,119 to 
7,357. The 2007 JSA figure represents 1.9% of the resident working 
age population. This is considerably lower than the regional (4%) and 
national average (2.9%). Across the districts, Tamworth has the 
highest proportion of JSA claimants; 1.9% of the working age 
population, followed by Cannock Chase and Newcastle-Under-Lyme; 
1.8% for both. Staffordshire Moorlands has the lowest proportion of 
resident working age population claiming JSA; (1%) followed by 
Lichfield (1.2%) and Stafford Borough (1.3%). South Staffordshire have 
1.5% and East Staffordshire have 1.4%. 
 

The proportion of people claiming JSA in Staffordshire is higher 
amongst men (2%) than women (0.9%) as is the case regionally and 
nationally. 
 

By age the existence of unemployment is spread across all age 
groups, however there is a concentration in the younger population, 
with a third (33.8%) of all those claiming JSA in Staffordshire aged 
under 25 years old. Just over a fifth (21.1%) are aged between 25 and 
34 years old, 17.6% are aged between 35 and 44 years old, 17.3% 
between 45 and 54 years old and 10.3% are aged 55 years and older. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6: Unemployment Rates In Staffordshire for 2005 and 2006 
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Across the districts the figures vary, with Tamworth having the 
highest proportion of LTU working age residents (0.36%) and 
East Staffordshire having the lowest (0.2%). When looking at the 
proportion of all JSA claimants who are LTU, Lichfield has the 
highest proportion (21.7%) and South Staffordshire has the 
lowest proportion (8%). 
 
When analysed by ethnicity, in Staffordshire the majority of LTU 
people are white British; 96.6% (excluding ‘unknown’ and ‘prefer 
not say’ figures). This compares to 67.4% regionally and 76.8% 
nationally. The remaining long-term unemployed are split 
between the ‘white-other’ population, white Irish, Asian-Indian, 
Asian-Pakistani, black Caribbean and Chinese-other population 
(0.6%  in each group). Within the Asian-Indian and Chinese-
other community, of those people claiming JSA, 14% of them are 
LTU (although this is only 5 people).  
 
Conclusions 
 
The economic activity rate in Staffordshire County for the 
working age population is high at 81%, which is above the 
regional and national averages. The economic activity rate is 
highest amongst those aged between 25 and 29 years (86.3%) 
and lowest for those aged over 50 years (41.2%) as is expected 
due to retirement of work.  
 
The numbers of people who are economically disadvantaged in 
Staffordshire are relatively low. ILO unemployment is 3.7%, 
which is significantly lower than the regional and national 
averages. There has been a significant decrease of 19% in the 
number of JSA claimants in Staffordshire over the last 12 

Long-term unemployment 
 
We are able to analyse the levels of JSA claims by the duration 
of the claim, or the length of time people have been 
unemployed. This allows us to explore the level of long-term 
unemployment (LTU) in Staffordshire. LTU is defined as anyone 
who has been out of work and claiming JSA for more than one 
year. 
 
According to the Home Office report, ‘Building a picture of 
community cohesion’19 LTU is a key indicator of measuring 
community cohesion. The report states that a community is 
more likely to be cohesive where LTU is low and not 
concentrated in certain groups. The Home Office recommend 
that local authorities measure the proportion of JSA claimants 
that have been out of work for more than a year. 
 
Staffordshire has seen a 25% decrease in the number of LTU 
over the last 12 months from 1,295 in August 2006 to 965 in 
August 2007. In Staffordshire in 2007, 76.7% of the LTU were 
male, this compares to 78.4% nationally and 79.5% regionally. 
93.8% of LTU in Staffordshire are aged 25 and over, compared 
to 92% regionally and 94.4% nationally, with 6.2% of LTU being 
aged 24 and under in Staffordshire. 
 
Using September 2007 CC figures, in Staffordshire the 
proportion of all those unemployed that are LTU is 12.7%, 
compared to 20.3% regionally and 14.9% nationally. The 
proportion of LTU is higher in males within Staffordshire (18%) 
than females (9.8%). 
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3.6 Media reporting of cohesion: The Sentinel  
 
Positive media relations can assist in enhancing community 
cohesion. The media can mould perceptions of local people, 
both positively and negatively.  
 
Public unease around cohesion may be directly or indirectly fed 
by the media - reporting of stories relating to local issues (e.g. 
increased immigration), national issues (e.g. terrorism) or 
international issues (e.g. war/conflict). It is vital that the media 
are also utilised to convey positive messages and provide 
information on sensitive issues, such as those surrounding why 
asylum seekers have had to flee their country for example. A 
good positive relationship with local media can help to drive out 
rumours, challenge myths and give local communities a clear 
message. 
 
In order to gain a snapshot of stories published in the media in 
Staffordshire, the articles surrounding community cohesion that 
have appeared in the Sentinel over the period September 2006 
to October 2007 (inclusive) have been analysed. This will help to 
gain an understanding of the level of impact that these may have 
on Staffordshire communities. 
 
In excess of 350 articles were sourced relating to community 
cohesion issues covering a range of subjects. The highest number 
of articles related to reports around volunteers, residents and 
neighbours (see table 25).  
 
 

months. However, there are groups of the population and areas 
of the county which suffer much higher levels of unemployment.  
 
JSA claimant figures are highest amongst young people (aged 16-
24 years old) and is also higher amongst males.  
 
In Staffordshire there has been a 25% decrease in the number of 
LTU over the last 12 months from 1,295 to 965. Unlike the 
younger profile of all JSA claimants, LTU mainly affects males 
(76.7%) aged over 25 years old (92%), who are white British 
(96.6% of all LTU). 
 
As with all data the figures vary across the districts. It is 
therefore important to remember that in each district the 
population is different and there are different proportions of 
white and BME residents for example. Therefore when analysing 
the unemployment figures by profiles such as ethnicity, it is 
essential that local contextual information is also considered. 
 
People who are unemployed are much less likely to have taken 
part in any training or learning in the previous twelve months 
and are more likely to have negative opinions about learning. 
This can create barriers for them getting back into employment.9  
 
It is important to remember that although reducing 
unemployment could have a positive impact on whether a 
community is likely to be cohesive, it should also be recognised 
that this is only part of the picture and may not necessarily have 
a positive impact on community cohesion. This further highlights 
the importance of understanding local contextual information of 
communities.  
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Table 25: Articles sourced from the Sentinel by keyword  
(September 2006 - October 2007) 

Subject Number of Articles 

Volunteers 100+ 

Residents 100+ 

Neighbours 100 

Racism 15 

Dicrimination 13 

Migrants 6 

Ethnic Minority 5 

Cohesion 5 

Islam 2 

Hate Crime 2 

Gypsy 2 

Racist Attack 1 

Inter faith relations 1 

Total 352 + 
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forward is for the Research Unit to carry out further research 
into migrant labour. This could build on the recent work carried 
out in this area at a regional level.20 It might also be useful to  
approach large employers in Staffordshire, particularly those 
employing significant numbers of migrant labour, to form further 
research for this project. 
 
It is important that local authorities plan for and welcome 
migrants into the community. As recommended by the DCLG,  
information packs should be provided for new migrants, 
outlining what is expected of them; from national laws (e.g. no 
drink driving) to local traditions, what the local area has to offer, 
English Language services available etc. It is important that local 
authorities spend less on translation and promote English-
language learning. 
 
More emphasis should be placed on reporting and celebrating 
what we all have in common than those things that make us 
different. Local authorities should continue to work together 
and, with other partners, should build on existing positive 
relationships with the local media. A vision of a shared future for 
Staffordshire based on local residents priorities is central to this. 
 
Increasing Volunteering 
 
Increasing volunteering is already a priority in the existing Local 
Area Agreement for Staffordshire and is hugely beneficial for 
Staffordshire residents. As recommended by the Commission for 
Integration and Cohesion, large employers in Staffordshire - such 
as the County Council - should consider allowing employees 

4. Recommendations  
   
There are numerous areas of work which could be taken 
forward following the research carried out for this report. The 
following is by no means a comprehensive list of 
recommendations: 
 
The Vulnerable Localities Index 
 
It is recognised that the Vulnerable Localities Index is a useful 
starting point in identifying areas in Staffordshire that may be 
vulnerable to community cohesion and, could be used in the 
future to monitor change over time in helping to validate other 
data sources about possible problematic areas. It is therefore 
recommended that this index is updated annually and used to 
highlight areas with a significant positive and negative change and, 
the results used alongside other local contextual information to 
monitor community cohesion.  
 
Population change and migration 
 
An important role for local government is to dispel rumours, 
challenge stereotypes and myths and portray a positive view of 
diversity. There is a clear role for the County Council’s 
Research Unit in providing information and analysis and further, 
more innovative research is essential to better capture local 
knowledge about what is happening in communities. 
 
An important area for this is to improve information, particularly 
around population change and migration to better understand 
the local socio-economic population change. Another useful way 
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Improve activities for teenagers 
 
The concept of a shared vision and a shared future is what binds 
local communities together, whatever their background.  
Regardless of age, ethnicity, employment status or urban/rural 
residence, improving activities for teenagers was rated the 
highest priority in terms of needing improving in Staffordshire. It 
is well publicised in certain sections of the media that groups of 
teenagers hanging around public places may provoke fear 
amongst some residents. It is vital that local authorities improve 
activities for these teenagers and break down the barriers 
between the young and the old; and in doing so address these 
fears directly. 
 
 
 
 
 

three days paid leave a year for participation in defined voluntary 
activities. Local Authorities should also work with those business 
who rely on migrant labour, accepting that many already do. 
 
Schools  
 
The Pupil Level Annual School Census (PLASC) provides 
extremely useful information, not just about children, but also as 
an indicator of migration and population change more generally. 
The primary language of around 60% of children who do not 
speak English as a first language was not known as this 
information was not recorded. It is recommended that in future 
all PLASC data be completed in full. This will provide essential 
information on population change for all local public services. 
 
Encourage reporting of Hate incidents 
 
A fundamental aspect of community cohesion is promoting the 
fact that everyone has the right to feel safe in their community 
and free from fear. Being the victim of hate crime can have a 
severe emotional and social effect on people and can leave them 
feeling scared to go out in their local community through fear of 
harassment or assault. The large majority of hate incidents go 
unreported due to fear of reprise or embarrassment. It is vital 
that local authorities continue to encourage the reporting of 
hate crime through initiatives such as ‘True Vision’, encouraging 
victims or witnesses to notify the authorities and seek advice.  
By encouraging more witnesses and victims to report incidents, 
this may prevent it happening to someone else.  
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Dear Darra, 
 
Thank you for coming in this week to discuss “Our Shared Future”, the final report of 
your Commission on Integration and Cohesion.  I am grateful to you and all those who 
worked with you to produce such a thoughtful and ambitious report. 
 
Since publication I have been giving serious consideration to how Government can 
best respond.  As a first step, I wanted to set out in this letter what I see as the priority 
actions going forward.  I will then be responding more formally to the entire range of 
your recommendations in January 2008. 
 
From the outset, you make clear that Britain has a history of integration and cohesion 
of which we can be proud.  Increased diversity has brought with it significant benefits.  
For centuries, people from all over the world have made Britain their home, enriching 
our culture, our economy, and our civic life.  
 
New data published this week from our Citizenship Survey confirmed that just over 
80% of people think that people of different backgrounds get on well in their local area.  
85% felt they belonged strongly to Britain.  An encouraging 77% felt they strongly 
belonged to their neighbourhood.  So I agree with your assessment that Britain is a 
place where the vast majority of people feel they belong, and are comfortable and 
confident about diversity.   
 
But we cannot rest on our laurels.  As a country, we are experiencing enormous 
change.  Britain grows more diverse and new patterns of mobility across the world 
continue to make a difference to everyday life in our local communities.   There are 
new challenges, affecting parts of the country which may not have experienced them 
before. 
 
So as a Government and a country, we must be honest about the fact that there are 
issues we need to address.  And we must ensure that we have the ideas and policies 
to tackle them over the next 10 years.  
 
To succeed, Britain needs to be able to take advantage of the opportunities of 
globalisation.  But for some people, living in local areas experiencing change can 
mean fewer shared experiences, a sense that others are getting preferential treatment, 
a sense that they can no longer influence decisions.  The benefits of globalisation are 
not always distributed equally among different communities and neighbourhoods.  At 
worst, this is being used by extremists seeking to drive a wedge between different 
groups. 
 

The Rt Hon Hazel Blears MP 
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 
 
Department for Communities and Local Government 
Eland House 
Bressenden Place 
London SW1E 5DU 
 
Tel: 020 7944 3013 
Fax: 020 7944 4539 
E-Mail: hazel.blears@communities.gsi.gov.uk 
 
www.communities.gov.uk 
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That is why I have made clear that work to build cohesion – to tackle prejudice and 
tensions, increase perceptions of fairness, build strong bridges between different 
groups and develop a sense of belonging – is a top priority for my Department.   
 
I want us all to live in a Britain of strong, confident communities, where people of all 
different backgrounds get on together.  I want us to live in a country where violent 
extremism of any kind, whatever its roots and motivations, is utterly rejected.  And I 
want us to live in a country where everybody who plays by the rules has the 
opportunity to get on in life. 
 
I share your vision of a society of equal opportunities, local communities where 
citizens are actively engaged, and a Britain where neighbours have respect and 
concern for each other’s welfare. 
 
To get there, I think there are five priority actions that my Department can take 
forward, working closely with local authorities and their partners. 
 
The first is to respond to your challenge that building integrated and cohesive 
communities takes “time and constant attention”.  In response, I have secured a 
significant increase in support for local authorities for cohesion from £2m in 
2007/08 to £50m over the next three years.   
 
I know that some local authorities are already doing great work in bringing 
communities together.  Making sure they have the premises in which people can meet 
each other, share food and compare their shared experiences.  Putting in place school 
linking schemes, and inviting young people to directly contribute to their communities 
as neighbourhood wardens.  Celebrating local identity and pride through campaigns 
like “Celebrating Coventry”, or the “225,000 people, 1 community” banners throughout 
Waltham Forest. 
 
Some areas are already implementing your report.  I know you have reviewed your 
own cohesion strategy in Ealing.  Other authorities are now prioritising their work so 
that they focus on where they can make the most difference.  I want this additional 
money to enable them to go further still, and for others to follow in their footsteps. 
 
The success of this additional investment will be measured against a new and 
extended emphasis on cohesion in our Public Service Agreement.  We will continue 
to measure the current indicator – focused on perceptions of how people of different 
backgrounds get on in local areas.  But in response to your report and to our wider 
consultation, we will also add two new indicators focused on meaningful interaction, 
and on developing a sense of belonging. 
 
My second priority is more focused support from the centre for local areas now 
charged with building cohesion as part of their core business.  With the new Local 
Area Agreements, local authorities will be properly empowered to set their own 
agendas on cohesion, and to decide where their own priorities lie.  But Central 
Government needs to continue to provide targeted support. 
 
Your report explained how different areas experience different types of challenge and 
that what works best in a rural area with significant migration for the first time will be 
very different from what is most effective in an urban area with settled communities, for 
example.   I agree that this means national policy should no longer be applied on a 
“one size fits all” basis.   So in January we will publish best practice for different 
types of areas that turns the “family groups” you have identified into a set of clear 
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practical actions.  And we will use those family groups to reposition our engagement 
with local authorities – funding them through Local Area Agreements, but using the 
typology to assess the complex ward-level pictures they need to respond to.   
 
We will also provide additional support to the group of areas you identify as 
experiencing particular challenges from new migration.   Together with the 
Improvement and Development Agency we plan to produce a consistent template 
for a local area information pack – outlining to new arrivals their rights, their 
responsibilities and the local customs – no later than January 2008.  This will build on 
work already done in Cornwall, and in East Lancashire, where local packs ensure that 
migrant workers know their rights but also give them practical advice about laws and 
local customs.  We will also be offering new teams to support local areas 
experiencing particularly rapid change.   
 
As we look ahead, I want to see better progress in engaging employers in this support 
– learning from the experiences of Tower Hamlets, where city firms mentor young 
people, or bus companies like Firstbus in Manchester, who offer ESOL classes to their 
workers at times that suit them.  I also agree with your assessment that we will also 
need better engagement with settled communities.  All of our work, whatever the type 
of local area, needs to be based on a “whole community” approach.  You identify 
community development techniques as one answer to this, and I would certainly 
expect to see a greater emphasis on these as local authorities begin to implement 
your report. 
 
The third priority is to set a greater emphasis on “bridging” activities that bring 
people from different backgrounds together.  Your report said that the sorts of 
activities that bring people together and create strong and open communities were 
fundamental to cohesion and I agree.   
 
In January I hope to publish more research that backs up the importance of this kind of 
activity, and makes the case for more bridging activities where people live, work and 
study.  In partnership with the Department of Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) 
we have already published guidance for schools on how they can bring to life the new 
duty to promote community cohesion, and DCSF launched a significant new 
programme of school linking this week.  We can go further by twinning places of 
worship, supporting interfaith projects like those in Blackburn that encourage young 
women to “meet their neighbours”, and looking at creative uses of art to bring people 
together to develop that strong sense of civic pride, like the work in Walker, Newcastle.   
 
In addition, in December, we will open consultation on our new interfaith strategy – 
making clear what we expect from funding interfaith work, and outlining how we will 
meet the Prime Minister’s ambition for interfaith provision in every local community. 
 
Clearly, the ability to speak English is absolutely critical to this interaction across 
groups.  We will respond to your findings by publishing guidance on translation, 
aimed at local authorities, Government Departments and their agencies.  The practical 
measures you have outlined will go a long way to helping local authorities make the 
right decision when it comes to translating.    
 
But reducing translation will not work unless we are confident that ESOL provision is 
being delivered in the right way to build cohesion.  Spending on ESOL has nearly 
trebled in the last 4 years and will continue to expand.  And the Department for 
Innovation, Universities and Skills has recently implemented new arrangements which 
are intended to bring a better focus to ESOL.  These new arrangements will be kept 
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under review.  Before Christmas, I will also hold a Citizens Jury to discuss these and 
other links.  I will ask people directly how they think we can incentivise people to learn 
English, and how we can get a stronger sense of how speaking English is so 
fundamental to getting on in life. 
 
My fourth priority is to develop a better understanding of our goals on cohesion across 
other policy areas.  In the longer term, making cohesion a part of everything 
Government does, rather than a priority in isolation, is how we can make an enduring 
difference. 
 
As a first step therefore, we will set up in the early new year a new web-based One 
Stop Shop on Cohesion, developed in partnership with the Institute of Community 
Cohesion.  This will bring together in one place all the information needed by cohesion 
practitioners, policy-makers and other organisations from a whole range of sectors.   
 
In addition, in January we will also publish a mainstreaming toolkit, aimed at setting 
out just how organisations from Arts Council England to the Academy for Sustainable 
Communities can contribute to our shared agenda.  And this will also include new 
cohesion impact assessments – voluntary rather than statutory, but aimed at 
illustrating how local decisions on regeneration and wider investments need to be 
taken in the context of shifting demographic patterns, and the Commission’s key 
principle of “visible social justice”. 
 
Related to this we will also publish new Cohesion Guidance for Funders, focused on 
how existing funding streams – for example, support given to the Third Sector – can 
be used to prioritise cohesion.  I absolutely agree with the Commission’s suggestion 
that local councils and their partners should stop and think twice about whether service 
provision for one particular community is automatically the right way forward, or 
whether it might be used to provide an opportunity for building bridges.   
 
You referred to this issue in your report as “single group funding”, although I worry that 
the terminology as outlined might be misleading.  We want to get across firstly that 
these new funding criteria will be something for all organisations to consider.  
Promoting integration and cohesion should apply to all organisations not just the BME 
voluntary sector.  And secondly that we are primarily interested in the activities being 
funded rather than the groups delivering them.   
 
Clearly there is a balance to be struck, and local authorities will know best how to 
judge when particular groups in their area need to draw strength from resources within 
their own community (“bonding”), and when they should be supported to learn from 
and interact with other groups (“bridging”).  New migrant groups, for example, may find 
the support of other new migrants essential to acclimatising to their life in the UK.  
Women within particular communities may need safe spaces to provide support for 
issues such as domestic violence and healthcare.  And organisations organised 
around one particular identity may still provide activities for many communities and 
groups.   
 
These organisations have often been at the heart of social change and, where the 
need remains, we would want to see conditions that enable them to continue to 
support excluded and marginalised communities to succeed.  Our Cohesion Guidance 
for Funders will therefore clarify how organisations working at local level can best 
provide the bridging activities we want to prioritise, and the criteria that funders need to 
consider if we are to make progress in bringing people together for shared activities 
rather than continuing to focus on their differences.  There is much good practice to 
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draw on, with local authorities such as Barking & Dagenham already making clear that 
funding will only be awarded if it fits with their community cohesion strategy. 
 
Finally, and drawing together much of this work, my fifth priority at this stage is a 
renewed commitment to Citizenship and civic pride.  My Department is working closely 
with Lord Goldsmith on his Citizenship review, which will take some of the ideas in 
your report around Citizenship Ceremonies and consider them in the wider context.  
Looking ahead, I also expect the Youth Citizenship Commission identified in the recent 
Governance of Britain paper to consider the idea of citizenship ceremonies for young 
people.   
 
But I am also keen to see local responses to promoting citizenship, and am interested 
in particular in the results of the four pilot Citizens Days in 2005.  “Open House” days 
at local institutions such as the town hall and courts, street festivals where people 
come together to share food, music, art and drama, free guided walks to explore local 
history – these and other pilot events helped draw people into their communities, and 
encouraged them to volunteer in the organisations helping make them stronger.  We 
will therefore publish in the coming months guidance on how to run successful 
local citizenship activities, developed with the Citizenship Foundation and aimed at 
the promotion of a common sense of belonging that combines local traditions with a 
strong sense of Britishness. 
 
I am confident that taken together, these five priority actions will accelerate our work 
on cohesion and maintain the momentum that your report has created.   
 
And in terms of what you can expect from that response, I hope this letter makes clear 
that our formal response to your Commission in January will include targeted and 
practical action rather than simply reiterating our shared messages.   
 
This letter includes a comprehensive set of measures to tackle the new issues we 
face.  It will promote integration and develop strong, resilient communities. And it will 
help underline once more our shared British values – from respect for the rule of law, 
to tolerance and fairness.  New investment will help spread a stronger sense of civic 
pride and shared heritage.  And better targeted support will raise to a new level our 
work with local authorities and communities, ensuring they have greater support at a 
local level in building united communities. 
 
In closing, may I thank you again for all of your hard work, and for the energy and 
commitment shown by you and your Commissioners.  Your report provides evidence 
and research that will put us on a sound footing as we take its practical 
recommendations forward.  And it has succeeded in identifying the practical and 
achievable ways in which local authorities and their partners can help build a more 
cohesive Britain. 

 
 

HAZEL BLEARS 
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