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Who did we speak to? 
In looking at how to reach the most representative sample of residents across Northolt and Hanwell, we settled on four categories: 

Young People & Families - comprising of young people aged 12-19, and parents.  
Community Groups & Activities - comprising of self-organised community groups and more formal voluntary associations.  
Vulnerable Groups - comprising of elderly residents, those with physical and mental disabilities, refugees and asylum seekers, and those on low- or no-income.  
Public & Private Service Providers - comprising of local businesses and organisations providing a paid for or subsidised service. 

How did we do it? 
We conducted our public engagement over a three-week period in March 2019. We used several different research methods to help us learn more about residents’ 
perceptions about the strengths, assets, and needs of Northolt and Hanwell.  

1. Ethnographic Interviews 
During this time, we carried out 87 interviews totalling 45 hours. These interviews were in-depth and ranged from 15 to 90 minutes long.  

For those shorter interviews, or for interviews taking place during existing activity or group meetings, such as at the Memory Café in Northolt, we developed a series of 
pictographic tools to help prompt conversation and feedback from residents. 

For longer interviews, we developed a list of questions to explore residents’ perspectives and attitudes towards their area, its strengths and assets, and it's barriers and 
needs. We grouped these questions around eight categories, from Participation & Volunteering to Decision Making.  

For a full list of the interview tools and questions, please see Appendix Fig. 1.1 and 1.2. 

2. Workshops 
In addition to our interviews, we ran four workshops to better reach those stakeholder groups that we were less able to reach - Young People and Vulnerable Groups. We 
ran one workshop in Northolt with refugees and asylum seekers and three workshops with young people; two in Northolt and one in Hanwell. In total, we engaged 38 
residents, and were particularly glad to be able to offer a platform for young people to offer their opinions and feelings about their area. They are a group that were 
mentioned by all residents as being left out of decision-making processes, and this sentiment was echoed by the young people themselves. For the workshop with 
refugees in Northolt we were limited by their ability to speak and read English, so we ran through the pictographic tools with them as they were the more accessible than 
interviews. 
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For the workshops with young people, we developed additional series of tools to engage them around what it is like for them to live in their area, and to start to get them 
thinking about how they could also contribute to making change. 

We structured the workshops around the development of a campaign in their local area to either draw attention to something they think is great about it or raise awareness 
of a local issue. This solutions-based approach proved to be an effective way of allowing young people to tell us what the challenges are in their area from their perspective 
while also channeling their creativity and energy. 

Engagement Figures 
We engaged with 125 residents through interviews and workshops, with 80 in Northolt and 45 in Hanwell. Below is a breakdown of the number of residents we spoke to 
by stakeholder group. These figures do not include those people who engaged with our public feedback walls and whose personal data we did not collect. 

 

It is important to stress at this point that this is not representative of the population of those areas as a whole, but rather a qualitative sample of the population that we 
were able to engage with comprehensively within the time frame of the brief. Some gatekeeper residents or organisations were more forthcoming than others, which has 
led to the impression of certain stakeholder groups being overrepresented in different areas. This does not, however, detract from the brief; in seeking residents’ 
perspectives and capacities with regards to neighbourhood service delivery, any one stakeholder group must not be considered of less worth than another. 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01 Engagement Tools 

In order to elicit valuable and comparable information across our lines of enquiry, and to prompt conversation during interviews with 
residents, the team developed a series of different tools that we deployed in different contexts.

1.1 Interview Pack
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1.1 - We used this tool in order to prompt residents to tell us about how they saw themselves, their skills and interests and how they participate in their local area.
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RESEARCH TOOLS

1.2 - We used this tool to further explore residents’ perception of neighbourhood identity, and to generate comparable subjective data.



1.3 - We used this tool to get residents to map their local areas for us, showing us where they lived, what services and places they use in the area, and what places 
make them happy or stressed. The information from these tools was the starting point for the community asset map database. 
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1.4 - We used this tool to understand residents’ social networks by asking how frequently they interacted with different individuals, services & community groups.  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OUTCOMES
We created word clouds using the data from our engagement tools. The word clouds represent responses to questions asked to residents only; they do not include 
any data from council officer interviews. The bigger the word in each image, the more times it was said by residents. 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3.1 Word Cloud - ‘Northolt has…’ 3.2 Word Cloud - ‘Northolt needs…’ 3.3 Word Cloud - ‘The best thing about 
Northolt is…’

3.4 Word Cloud - ‘Northolt has…’ 3.5 Word Cloud - ‘Hanwell residents’ skills and 
interests’

3.6 Word Cloud - ‘The best thing about 
Northolt is…’
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3.11 Word Cloud - ‘Hanwell residents’ skills and interests’

3.9 Word Cloud - ‘The best thing about Hanwell is…’

3.10 Word Cloud - ‘The worst thing about Hanwell is…’ 3.12 Word Cloud - ‘Hanwell is…’ 

3.7 Word Cloud - ‘Hanwell has…’ 3.8 Word Cloud - ‘Hanwell needs…’



How attached to your local area do you feel? 

NORTHOLT 

HANWELL 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7.47
1 10

1 10
7.35



1.2 Interview Questions 

Following the lines of enquiry, we developed a series of questions to steer conversation with residents during the one-on-one interviews. We 
did not ask every question to interviewees, instead focusing on the areas relevant to the context in which we had met them:
 
Skills & Interests

• What would you say you are good at?
• What skills do you want to develop?
• What do you do for fun? What makes you happy?
• What skills, talents, resources or materials do you have that you would be willing to share with your neighbours?
 
Participation & Volunteering

• In what ways have you been involved in your local area?
• Do you do anything to help out in your local area? If so, what? If not, what would make you interested in helping out?
• Can you think of any past or present successful community-run projects in your local area? 
 
[Social] Networks

• Who do you interact with on a daily basis? On a weekly basis? On a monthly basis?
• Who do you rely on for support?
• How do you communicate with your network(s)? How do you receive information about your local area?
 
Neighbourhood Identity 

• What are the best and worst things about your local area?
• Describe your local area in three words.
• How attached do you feel to your local area on a scale of 1-10?
• Where do you see yourself living in five years’ time?
 
Local Services

• Which local services, activities and groups do you currently use? 
• Which local services, activities and groups do you most rely on?
• What would you like to see in your local area that doesn’t exist now?
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Spaces

• Where do you spend your free time outside of your home? 
• Where do you go to connect with other people? 
• Are there any places that you used to use but don’t anymore?
 
Neighbourhood Challenges

• What do you see as the main problems in your local area?
• If you could change one thing about your local area, what would it be?
• What are you worried about when it comes to the future of your local area? 
 
Decision-making

• What is our duty as citizens to our local area?
• If the council didn’t exist, how might you solve problems in your local area?
• Who would be in charge?
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02 Asset Mapping 
One of the council’s key aims for the project was to gain a visual understanding of existing assets - human, physical, and services in Hanwell and Northolt and how 
these are used by residents. Some aspects of this asset-mapping have been captured in the form of an asset map. The purpose of this asset map was to better 
understand where residents go within their local areas and what they do to explore how all the assets in the neighbourhood can best support outcomes for 
residents. 
 
Definitions 
In order to make this information meaningful for the council, the team made a distinction between council assets and community assets. 

Council assets: Any property or physical space that is owned, operated or leased by Ealing Council. 

Community assets: Any property, physical space, community group, public or private service mentioned by residents during the course of our research as being 
either somewhere they go, or that is of value to them. 

 
Data Collection Methods 
Council Assets: 

To develop a list of council owned and leased assets in Hanwell and Northolt, the team built upon existing work carried out as part of the Thriving Places Review, as 
well as existing council mapping projects. With this information, we started to compile an up-to-date database of non-residential council-owned properties in the 
areas that are or could be utilised by the community, including: 

• Parks  
• Sports facilities 
• Local authority schools 
• Children’s and community centres 
Community Assets: 

In building the community assets list, we used data collected from the mapping tool provided to interviewees and workshop participants (see Appendix 1.1.3). This 
tool asked residents to plot on the map the different places and services that they go to or use in their local area.  

The success of this tool varied greatly by stakeholder group, with some residents more thorough in their responses than others. It was therefore supplemented by 
answers provided to questions that fell under the ‘Skills & Interests’, ‘Spaces’, and ‘Local Services’ lines of enquiry. 
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In total, the 125 people that were interviewed told us about 173 different spaces, groups, or services in their local areas that they either use or are valuable to them. 
Many of these were clustered around single spaces or concentrated in narrow pockets, due in part to the nature of engaging residents through existing services. 

Of these, 31, or just under 18%, were mentioned by more than one person. 

For a full list of council and community assets, please see Appendix 2.1 - 2.7. 
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Map showing council assets across both Hanwell and Northolt, with key Map showing all community assets across Hanwell and Northolt, with key
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2.4 - Both All Assets Point Cluster
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2.1 - Northolt & Hanwell, All CommunityAssets
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2.2 Hanwell, All Assets 2.3 Northolt, All Assets
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2.5 - Hanwell All Assets Point Cluster
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2.6 - Northolt All Assets Point Cluster
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2.7 - Both Neighbourhood Review Council Assets



Challenges & Limitations 
The asset map and asset database are neither comprehensive nor wholly representative of the areas of Hanwell and Northolt. Speaking to every resident was 
neither feasible nor practical in the time frame of this project. Therefore, what is presented is a sample that aims to draw on inputs from a cross-section of residents, 
and can be used to demonstrate both where community activity is concentrated, and where there are gaps. Furthermore, the database itself can only be said to 
provide a snapshot of community activity at this moment in time, and will likely be out of date in as little as six months’ time.  

The team were rigidly selective in the mapping processes and did not choose to map any asset or service mentioned by residents that fell outside of Hanwell and 
Northolt. Notable examples of this include the West London Islamic Centre and the Lido Centre in West Ealing, both of which were mentioned by several Hanwell 
residents, as well as shops and services in both Yeading and South Ruislip, which residents in Northolt often mentioned. This shows the difficulty of mapping 
neighbourhood services by ward rather than across the Borough.  

There is also the issue of transparency with regard to community spaces and how they are actually being used. This was more notably an issue in Northolt, where 
two of the community centres, Viking Community Centre and Islip Manor Community Centre, were more reachable and forthcoming than other centres in the area, 
due in part to a lack of clarity as to who is in charge of particular centres. The information these centres provided of the services and activities on offer throughout 
the week show well-established pockets of community activity, but this comes at the expense of other centres which may or may not be providing similar services. 

While the map shows the site of specific community activities or places of value, it does not show any usage figures or attendance frequency for those assets. The 
team tried to track this information based on the data we obtained from the tools and interviews, but found that it skewed towards services that they, themselves, 
had directly attended, with, for example, Community First Foundation classes or the Memory Cafe being overly represented. The more valuable data in terms of 
measuring neighbourhood activity and capacity comes from acquiring usage figures for these services, which community centres and organisations were either 
reluctant or unable to provide, and to which there is no centralised information. Several residents also mentioned active groups that they were a part of, such as 
Facebook or other online groups, that could not be mapped. This, therefore, further detracts from the picture of community activity the map provides. The team also 
encountered several individuals who were ‘connectors’ in their communities, and who were not only mentioned by other residents but who recognised the 
significant roles they, themselves, play in building their communities. However, for privacy and for practical reasons these ‘human’ assets do not appear on the map. 

The list of council-owned assets is by no means exhaustive. The team were selective here, too, over what would be included in the context of ‘neighbourhood 
assets’ to only show those assets that could be used for an activity or service, rather than simply display every asset we could find. This work was drawn from 
mapping databases that had been compiled for many different reasons and over several years, and so it was not always clear whether the assets in question were 
still in council ownership.  

Future work in this area could be developed further by drawing more widely from across council, partners and community sources to share information about assets 
in the borough that might be used for community purposes. This could be for space hire, community-owned commercial opportunities, or the repurposing of land 
and facilities for community activities. If there were more comprehensive sharing of such information, residents could be more aware of potential assets and have 
information on which to work together to explore how these might be used for community benefit. Additionally, work seeking to gain an impression of how many 
people are using each service, even if only vaguely, could be used to provide more representative information about community activity and capacity in Northolt and 
Hanwell. 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Analysis  

In both Hanwell and Northolt there are concentrations of both physical assets and community activity. However, as previously mentioned, mapping this information can 
lead to a skewed representation of just how active residents are and can also misrepresent how they feel about their areas. Given that the dataset is composed entirely of 
resident inputs, what we can see on the maps is a sample of their perceptions of what sites, groups, and activities there are. 


Looking at Fig. 2.1, which shows every asset mentioned by residents - including those occurring at the same location - it is clear that both areas have a geographical 
divide. For Hanwell, the vast majority of assets are found in the Elthorne ward, with the Hobbayne ward being much more sparsely populated. There is a concentration of 
community groups and also public and private service providers around the Uxbridge Road, as best shown in Fig. 2.2. However, it is also important to note that this area is 
also the ‘centre’ of the town and will inevitably have a significant representation of these types of assets. Nevertheless, it also shows where there is the greatest potential 
to explore more public/private partnerships for neighbourhood services and community activity. If we look at Fig. 2.5, which clusters data points by proximity, we can see 
this most clearly. 


As previously mentioned, there is an overrepresentation of group activities in community centres in Northolt due to their staff members being more forthcoming as to what 
activities are happening there. To best display this, their information has been clustered around single data points, as seen in Fig. 2.6, which shows that there are 22 
community activities happening regularly in the Viking Community Centre, and 14 in Islip Manor Community Centre. Unlike Hanwell, residents in Northolt were quick to 
point out that it has no high street and no town centre. In spite of that we can see a concentration of assets along Mandeville Road and around Northolt Village.
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The team felt that it was important to re-engage with participants of the research during the earlier stages of synthesising and compiling our findings. We therefore 
organised and facilitated three informal community follow-up events, one in Hanwell and two in Northolt. As early findings from the research had revealed that 
Northolt could not be considered one unified area, two separate events were organised in both Northolt Mandeville and Northolt West End to ensure that both sides 
of the town had the opportunity to attend.  

The follow-up events were an opportunity for the team to feedback key themes, challenges and opportunities that had arisen from the initial research findings and to 
gauge residents’ responses. We gave residents the space to discuss and explore ideas emerging from the research, ask questions, and identify any small-scale 
prototyping opportunities that could take place in their areas in the short- to medium-term. The events also allowed council representatives to discuss the next 
stages of the project and how residents could be involved moving forward. 

The events were attended by members of the team, two council representatives, as well as both residents who had, and had not, participated in the initial 
community engagement part of our research. Participants were first reminded of the team’s brief and the methodologies used. They were then given six word clouds 
(see Appendix 3.1-3.12) as visual tools that depicted research participants’ responses to key questions answered during engagement, both from the interview pack 
tools and the public feedback walls.  

Participants were then asked to comment on the word clouds, feeding back their thoughts and any aspects that they found particularly insightful. A discussion was 
then facilitated around the ‘Problem, Quote, Question’ tool (see Appendix 3.13 & 3.14), which presents key problems from the research, along with a supporting 
direct quote, and a ‘How might we’ question.  

Below are the questions we used for each event. The aim was to encourage residents to examine the key findings of the report and explore any opportunities for 
tangible ideas to be tested in the future: 

 

Follow-Up Event 1 
10th April 2019, The Crown Pub Northolt Mandeville  

The Northolt Mandeville event was attended by four research participants and one Northolt resident who had not participated in the initial community engagement. 
When discussing the word cloud, participants agreed with the majority of the larger more prominent words indicating that they had been said many times. They 
particularly identified with the key words identified as the best things about Northolt, notably the parks, libraries and the people in the community. One participant felt 
strongly that the words foregrounded as the worst things about Northolt, such as traffic, rubbish and crime, are in fact problems affecting many areas of London. 
They felt that Northolt often gets a bad reputation, when many of the issues the area faces are city-wide. 
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In terms of ideas emerging from the “Problem, Quote, Question” exercise, it was unanimously agreed that some form of platform for information sharing needs to be 
created. The group felt that more needs to be done to communicate opportunities in Northolt. They cited the churches and the libraries as current information hubs 
and suggested having more posters around the estates, particularly for those residents who do not use the internet. One participant proposed the creation of a 
‘Northolt Newsletter’ as a way of communicating with residents. It was highlighted that being personally asked or invited to volunteer somewhere is a way of helping 
people recognise their own skills and increases the likelihood of them participating.  

The group agreed that tackling isolation of both elderly and younger Northolt residents could be the key to addressing other issues in the area. However, it was 
noted that despite both groups being isolated, there may not be a one-size-fits-all solution. Whilst it was identified that many young people are likely to suffer from 
the same issues, it was agreed that they are not necessarily well connected socially and therefore lack peer support networks. One idea that emerged was to help 
young people connect with each other through sporting events and competitions involving several sports centres in the area.  

To encourage people to be more connected in Northolt, one participant told of how she was invited to join a carers group by her doctor, despite not initially thinking 
of herself as a carer. This has helped her to connect with others in the area and make new friends. She wondered if GPs could assist in connecting more residents 
with services and groups. Participants highlighted that people can feel more connected to their community just by being informed on what is happening in the area; 
this links with the earlier discussion on the need to better share information in Northolt. There was much enthusiasm and interest in the idea of a community run 
event or meeting that aimed to bring people together; Hanwell carnival was cited as a successful example of this, and the group wondered whether this model 
could be replicated in Northolt.  

Participants also identified the challenge in developing new properties in Northolt without also providing more resources. Questions were raised around whether 
there are sufficient places to put litter and also if Police Community Support Officers and schemes such as Neighbourhood Watch still existed. In discussing how 
residents and visitors to Northolt could be influenced to keep the area clean, participants suggested creating a campaign around residents living in the area to 
humanise the issue and remind visitors of those people living in the area that it affects.  

Follow-up Event 2 
10th April 2019, The Kings Arms Pub Hanwell  

The follow-up event in Hanwell was attended by one research participant and also one other Hanwell resident who had not participated in the initial community 
engagement. The group agreed that despite Hanwell holding large-scale successful community-run projects such as in Hanwell Hootie and the Carnival, recruiting 
volunteers can still be a struggle. Hanwell lacks a platform on which residents can share knowledge and information on how to get involved in the area; the 
participant suggested that the council platform for volunteering and community events- http://www.dosomethinggood.org.uk - should categorise opportunities by 
which area they are in. Creating a platform which provided information on volunteering opportunities in Hanwell would help with this issue. The idea of having a paid 
Hanwell Town Ranger, a central person responsible for coordinating activities in the town, was also suggested. Furthermore, it was highlighted how volunteers need 
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looking after and supporting in their role and made to feel that they are part of something special. Creating and sustaining a strong team culture for volunteers would 
help incentivise the role.  

Moreover, the participant considered some of the structural barriers to establishing a community group or project. It was noted that smaller or less established 
groups or residents with ideas for community project may struggle to work within the council system, if they are unaware of how it operates. The participant felt that 
there needs to be clearer communication from the council on what they can and cannot support in terms of running, developing and funding community projects. 
The participant also discussed the need for more flexible funding models and the current issue that some community groups are facing, in being treated as 
commercial entities and therefore facing higher prices. It was acknowledged that in Hanwell, there is an overall need for more affordable community spaces. The 
participant felt that, currently, local businesses provide better and more affordable facilities for community projects than local community centres in Hanwell. While 
the participant agreed that underused facilities and spaces could be used for potential new community activities, it was stressed that any collaboration must be 
beneficial for all involved and that any model developed should be commercially sustainable for local businesses. The participant mentioned the West Ealing Soup 
Kitchen as a shared space that is utilised both during the day and in the evening. Yet, also thought that there was the potential to find inspiration and good practice 
from investigating what is happening in communities outside of London. 

 

Follow-Up Event 3  
11th April 2019, Rectory Park Community Centre, Northolt West End  

The final follow-up event was attended by 8 residents, all had been interviewed as part of the team’s community engagement. Most people resonated with the key 
words describing Northolt highlighted by the word cloud tools. Particularly, participants discussed issues of crime, drug dealing and anti-social behaviour in the area 
and how this often makes them feel unsafe. The group agreed that more needs to be done in Northolt to promote community cohesion and connect residents to 
both the opportunities available across both wards, and each other. Participants spoke about a divide in some areas between public tenants and those people who 
may have recently moved to the area and are renting privately. One participant suggested replicating a model currently being used in areas of Nottingham, in which 
new residents to an area are given a Welcome Pack containing information on the different groups and services available in that area. They also mentioned using a 
neighbourhood App, one such as https://nextdoor.co.uk, which would allow residents to communicate needs and opportunities to each other as well as raise any 
issues around safety or illegal activity taking place in their locality. This links to the need, unanimously identified by all participants, for Northolt residents to 
communicate with each other more effectively, both in terms of connecting with existing services and highlighting and celebrating the positivity that is happening 
within the community. The group agreed that more needs to be done to change the somewhat negative perception connected to Northolt and shift the attention 
towards the positive initiatives taking place in the community.   

A further theme that the whole group agreed needed addressing was how services and resources are advertised across the two wards. The group was comprised 
of residents living in both Northolt Mandeville and Northolt West End; this helped highlight the disparity of knowledge around what is happening in Northolt as a 
whole. Many participants were already leading services, groups and activities themselves that other participants were not aware of. The issue was also raised 
around the lack of community spaces in the area. The discussion soon revealed that there are, in fact, many spaces in Northolt that can be used, but residents and 
groups do not know that such spaces exist. Many participants were not aware that the Rectory Park Community Centre existed before attending the follow-up 
event. With regards to advertising, it was highlighted that strategies must be multiple as different demographics consume information through different channels. 
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Older participants said that they enjoyed reading about groups and services and it was suggested that the council could enable the advertising of Northolt services 
in the Ealing council bi-monthly magazine. Collaborations with GP surgeries and schools were also proposed as spaces in which services and groups could be 
signposted. However, it was noted that young people tend not to read leaflets and flyers, preferring a more hands-on or technical approach, and therefore a different 
strategy would be needed to engage this demographic. Young people in Northolt were identified as an important human asset to the area. The group was not 
surprised by the finding that young people in Northolt can feel isolated. However, they felt that there are, in fact, activities that young people can get involved in but 
that the issue lies, again, in the promotion of these opportunities.   

In keeping with ideas generated in the follow-up event in Northolt Mandeville, the proposal of running a local community event was also suggested by this group of 
participants and was received with much enthusiasm. It was strongly felt that getting people out of their houses and connecting with each other would be a vital 
step in fostering a stronger community. Again, carnivals in other areas of Ealing were cited as models that could be replicated in Northolt. The group identified that 
residents in Northolt already have a host of creative talents, skills and interests that could help facilitate such an event, which some felt could take place in one of the 
many parks. There was also the idea of using the space under the White Hart roundabout. It was felt that a physical event, with food, refreshments, music, sports 
and other activities, would help forge connections between residents, enable the sharing of knowledge, skills and resources and ultimately bring Northolt together. 
One participant recommended partnering with large local businesses in the area, such as Lidl, who could donate food.   

The issue of litter in Northolt, also identified in the word clouds, was also discussed. The group had many ideas around helping to maintain the appearance and 
upkeep of Northolt’s physical spaces. One participant suggested planting edible gardens in some of the green spaces or creating a community fridge. It was 
thought that the lack of community cohesion in Northolt is perhaps fuelling residents’ disregard or lack of respect for their surroundings, as they do not feel attached 
or a part of the area. Finally, the group agreed that Northolt needs more leaders, however they thought responsibility should not lie heavily with individuals, but rather 
that there needs to be a community wide approach. They stated that support from the council does not necessarily always need to be financial, but that the council 
can help via other means, such as advertising or acknowledging good practice. This session was a great example of the power of knowledge and skills sharing; 
participants were able to connect with each other, with some exchanging contact details in order to help each other on their respective projects. 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HANWELL NORTHOLT

How might we involve young people in activities, groups and services? How might we broadcast information about volunteering opportunities?

How might we capitalise on the creativity of residents in Hanwell to help 
build a stronger community?

How might we encourage people to be more connected in Northolt?

How might residents who have free time be encouraged to volunteers? How might we create a safer and cleaner Northolt?

How might we retain Hanwell’s community/village feel as the area 
changes?

How might we involve young people in activities, groups and services in 
Northolt?

How might we involve more residents from across the community in 
making decisions in their local area?

How might we involve more residents from across the community in making 
decisions in their local area?
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Hanwell ‘Problem, Quote, Question’ Follow-up Event Tool
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Northolt ‘Problem, Quote, Question’ Follow-Up Event Tool 
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