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About the HDRC  
 

In 2022, Tower Hamlets Council and its core partners received five years of funding 

from the National Institute for Health and Care Research (NIHR) to establish the 

Tower Hamlets Health Determinants Research Collaboration (HDRC). The goal of 

the HDRC is to make Tower Hamlets a borough that can enable high-quality, 

collaborative, applied, impactful, and co-produced research on the factors driving 

health inequalities. To achieve this, the Tower Hamlets HDRC is committed to 

strengthening and developing community research, ensuring that health 

determinants research is co-produced with residents and local communities.  

 

About the Project Team 
 

Our project team consists of eight peer and community (P&C) researchers, two 

community-based researchers, and two university-based researchers, all of whom 

have experience conducting research on the wider determinants of health.  

 

The P&C researchers in this project are Amani Rahman, Lily Islam, Loubna 

Bijdiguen, Phil Samba, Shazna Begum, Shazna Hussain, Tanjida Rahman and 

Yesmin Begum. Prior to this project, they have participated in a variety of P&C 

research activities, including: 

• Patient and Public Involvement activities for academic and health service 

projects; 

• Participatory action research projects at Toynbee Hall; 

• Peer research projects at Bromley by Bow Centre; 

• Food Lives Matter Community Research with Women’s Environmental 

Network and University of Sussex; 

• Partnership for Black People’s Health at Queen Mary University of London; 

• Community Insights Programme at Tower Hamlets Council. 

 

This project is led by Xia Lin and Bethan Mobey, with support from Megan Clinch 

and Sara Paparini.  

• Dr Xia Lin is a consultant in co-production, research, and evaluation, and was 

formerly the Head of Policy, Research, and Community at Toynbee Hall. Xia 

has led over 25 participatory action research projects focused on issues such 

as health, poverty, and adult education. Recently, she developed and 

delivered P&C research learning workshops for government officers from 15 

organisations at local, regional, and national levels.  

• Bethan Mobey specialises in participatory approaches to research, policy and 

service development. In recent years, Bethan has managed a variety of 

participatory action research projects along with Xia Lin. She is currently 

managing a borough-wide programme at Women’s Environmental Network 
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focused on developing a fairer food system with 25 partners and a group of 

residents and community representatives creating community research.  

• Dr Megan Clinch is a Reader in Anthropology of Public Health at Queen Mary 

University of London (QMUL). She studies and conducts participatory health 

and planetary health research. With Sara Paparini she has developed and 

delivered a P&C research training course and an evaluation course for small 

community organisations. She also leads on public involvement in reseach at 

the Wolfson Institute of Population Health, QMUL.  

• Dr Sara Paparini is a Senior Lecturer in Public Health and Equity at Wolfson 

Institute of Population Health at QMUL and the social science lead for the 

SHARE collaborative. Sara is an anthropologist working at the intersection of 

public health, anti-racist and participatory health research to achieve health 

equity. She has also worked in the NHS carrying out social research on HIV in 

East London hospitals and in the HIV voluntary sector. 
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Executive Summary 

This report presents findings from scoping research that aimed to understand current 

peer and community (P&C) research activities in Tower Hamlets and co-produce 

recommendations to support a more sustainable and impactful P&C research system 

in the future.  

Commissioned by Tower Hamlets Council’s Public Health Division for the Tower 

Hamlets Health Determinants Research Collaboration (HDRC), the goal of this work 

is to strengthen the delivery and use of P&C research in local policy making. The 

HDRC provides an opportunity to build knowledge and prompt culture change across 

the Council to meet this aim. Given this, the findings and recommendations from this 

work will support the work of Council Officers, Elected Members, community 

organisations, academic researchers, and other statutory service providers, who 

seek to amplify resident voice and meet resident needs in their research, policy and 

service delivery work. Most importantly, we hope the findings and recommendations 

will support residents participate in heath determinants research and policy making 

in a meaningful and equitable manner.   

Led by a team of 12 P&C researchers and research practitioners, this project 

engaged council teams, NHS organisations, community organisations, academic 

researchers, and additional P&C researcher stakeholders. It took a collaborative 

approach and included a co-designed survey (completed by over 70 participants), 

and two cross-sector stakeholder workshops. Over 50 participants attended the 

workshops, in which they discussed the survey results and used them to inform the 

co-production of recommendations aimed at establishing a P&C research system.  

Headline Findings 

The survey and workshop discussions identified many challenges and successes 

regarding current P&C research practice in Tower Hamlets.  

1. Lack of Cross-Sector Collaboration 

 

There appears to be no prior comprehensive review of P&C research across local 

authority, health service, academic, and community settings in Tower Hamlets. 

Collaboration is limited regarding the funding and commissioning of P&C research, 

the dissemination and use of P&C research generated evidence, and support and 

training for P&C researchers. However, with at least 25 organisations involved in 

commissioning, supporting, and conducting P&C research, the borough 

demonstrates huge potential for more coordinated efforts. 

 

2. Current P&C Research Process and Methodology 

 

One in three organisations that took part in the survey noted that P&C researchers 

are not involved at all stages of the research and policymaking process. Traditional 

research methods (e.g. surveys, interviews, focus groups) dominate (81%-92%), 
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especially in public and academic sectors. Projects led by the voluntary and 

community sector (VCS) utilise more creative, decolonial and action-orientated 

approaches. This highlights an opportunity for public and academic sectors to learn 

from each other, explore non-traditional methods, and strengthen co-production 

efforts. 

 

3. Compensation and Support 

 

More than half of the P&C researchers surveyed receive compensation through 

incentives, but 32% of them indicated a preference for contracted work opportunities. 

The diverse training needs of P&C researchers, policymakers, academic 

researchers, and community organisations who wish to commission, support and 

conduct P&C research are not currently met. This highlights the need for better 

training and support systems around P&C research for all stakeholders.   

 

Co-produced Recommendations to support a P&C 

Research System in Tower Hamlets 

 

Through the co-production workshops, participants developed a set of 

recommendations in response to the survey findings. These recommendations fall 

into two categories: the first focuses on the values and culture that should underpin 

the P&C research system, while the second offers practical guidance on 

commissioning, supporting, and delivering P&C research. These categories aim to 

ensure accountability, effective implementation, and the sustainability of the Tower 

Hamlets P&C research system. 

 



 
 

6 
 

 



 
 

7 
 

1. Values and Culture 

 

An “Us” Mentality: P&C research and practice should be underpinned by a 

collaborative mindset to ensure it is equitable and built on values agreed and shared 

by all stakeholders. Traditional approaches to knowledge creation should be 

challenged to raise awareness and address the power dynamics and different levels 

of privilege associated with certain groups, research methods and approaches to 

policy making. We recommend that the HDRC fund a cultural development 

programme to establish these values and embed them in P&C research practice.  

 

2. Practical Recommendations 

 

Currently, the potential of P&C research is not realised due to the fragmentation of 

P&C training and support, short term funding for projects and a piecemeal approach 

to disseminating findings and achieving policy change. We recommend that the 

HDRC fund and/or promote two coordinating activities. First, the coordination of 

funding and dissemination of P&C research and second, the coordination of support 

for P&C research and researchers. When making decisions about who undertakes 

these coordination tasks it is important to remember the importance of power sharing 

and the excellent skills and expertise already present within the VCS.  

 

Coordination of the funding and dissemination of P&C research: This 

activity would support all stakeholders to collaborate on things such as: 

identifying research topics, commissioning research/applying for research 

funding, and disseminating research to inform and transform local policy. This 

approach will enhance the efficiency, accountability, impact, and sustainability 

of P&C research. 

 

We recommend that the HDRC: 

• Advocate for collaborative fundraising with other organisations, piloting 

participatory commissioning, pooling funding based on themes, and 

improving transparency about who receives funding for P&C research 

and for what purposes within the council. 

• Fund the access to/development of a database to make all existing and 

future P&C research publicly available.  

• Advocate for mandatory reviews of pre-existing academic and P&C 

research. This will ensure that new research projects are built on 

established evidence and network of researchers from all sectors who 

have expertise in similar topics.  

• Advocate for all P&C research providers to include a thorough 

explanation of methodologies in project reports and dissemination 

activities. 

• Secure resources and funding to evaluate P&C research 

methodologies and understand the experience and impacts P&C 

research has on P&C researchers, and how its benefits can be 

sustained in the long term.  
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• Secure resources and funding to conduct P&C research on resident 

experience of research, focusing on identifying areas for improvement, 

such as the dissemination of findings and using P&C research to 

inform policy change.  

• Fund a website or public tracking system to communicate the 

implementation and impact of P&C research within the council. 

Coordination of P&C research training and support: Ensure that P&C 

researchers and research-active organisations receive adequate support, 

including timely and flexible payment methods, specialist advice on how 

payments impact welfare benefits, and opportunities for personal and career 

development. Coordinate training for P&C researchers, policymakers, 

universities, and community organisations, using training as a driver to 

address power dynamics and decolonise research and policy making.  

We recommend that the HDRC: 

• Fund a P&C researcher directory to ensure long term opportunities for 

P&C researchers. 

• Advocate for improved payment policies and practices, with accessible 

and specialist advice for P&C researchers on the impact of research 

involvement payments on welfare benefits. As part of this effort, 

develop a good practice guide for P&C research that includes: 1) an 

account of the value and impact of P&C research and the unique skills 

of P&C researchers; 2) guidelines on payment including a directory of 

available welfare benefits advice. 

• Urge the HDRC’s funder, the NIHR, to lobby for clearer guidance from 

the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) regarding benefit 

claimants who receive payments as P&C researchers. 

• Coordinate training for P&C researchers, policymakers, academics and 

community organisations. Training for policymakers, academics and 

community organisations should focus on ethical and meaningful 

engagement with residents and the value of P&C research for local 

policy. Training for P&C researchers should include accredited training 

and mentorship delivered by a group of research-active local 

stakeholders.  

The findings and recommendations in this report reflect the collective effort to create 

a stronger and more inclusive system for P&C research in Tower Hamlets. The goal 

of this collective effort is to achieve health equity across the borough by ensuring a 

rich, diverse and resident centred evidence base to guide local policymaking. By 

adopting an "us" mentality we can harness our collective power and expertise to 

transform how research informs policy, ensuring that community voices are at the 

heart of decision-making. 
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Background 
 

What is peer and community research? 

Peer and community (P&C) research is a key part of health and health inequalities 

research. P&C researchers are individuals with personal experience of a specific 

issue (such as a health condition), a geographical area, or a group identity (1-3). 

They actively participate in conducting research on these topics. The term “P&C 

researcher” is used to show that their role is different from a "researcher" (e.g. 

university-based or community-based researchers), highlighting their unique 

knowledge and skills without suggesting that one role is more important than the 

other. 

 

P&C research helps support democratic involvement in health, social care and other 

public systems by generating knowledge and evidence from the ground up to inform 

policy. This approach aims to tackle inequalities directly and explicitly. Unlike most 

academic and service-based researchers, P&C researchers bring unique expertise, 

experience, and connections, allowing them to co-produce research with 

communities that are often the focus of, but not fully engaged in, research efforts (4-

10). By involving communities in developing research and solutions, P&C research 

can lead to equitable solutions that are more likely to succeed (11). 

How is peer and community research supported and organised?  

This project builds on the ongoing development of P&C research within public sector 

organisations, universities, and community groups in Tower Hamlets (see Appendix 

1 for examples). Prior to the pandemic, Tower Hamlets Council piloted the 

Community Insights Programme (CIP) (22), which included a network and repository 

for community insights. The programme created a centralised space to find 

information about research projects and opportunities. Progress on the repository 

has been limited due to user interface challenges, insufficient funding, and the 

diversity of forms that community insights data comes in. The CIP was suspended in 

2019. Tower Hamlets Council’s Poverty Review (23) also collaborated closely with 

P&C researchers from a community organisation to conduct co-produced research. 

Additionally, three local universities have undertaken training and research activities 

related to P&C research, while several community organisations have conducted 

P&C research projects at the local, regional, and national levels (see examples 25 

and 26). Despite these activities, there appears to be no comprehensive 

understanding of P&C research in Tower Hamlets. 

In the UK and beyond, efforts are made to support P&C research and co-production 

at local, regional, and national levels. The Greater London Authority (GLA), for 

example, has been working to integrate community insights into policymaking, 

aiming to move beyond traditional text and data formats. The GLA is currently 

developing a peer research toolkit and plans to launch a community insights hub, 

along with a guidance for policymakers, later this year. Several P&C research and 
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co-production networks exist, such as the London Peer Research Network led by 

Partnership for Young London, the Peer Research Network at the Young 

Foundation, and the Co-production Collective at the University College London. They 

are often hosted by organisations that encourage networking, information sharing, 

and offer training and events while also serving as P&C research providers. 

Internationally, organisations have been established to support P&C research. In 

Canada, for instance, Community Based Research Canada (CBRCanada) was 

founded as a non-profit organisation comprising over 60 universities, colleges, 

community organisations, and other institutions advancing a community-based 

research approach. While individuals can join, the number of P&C researchers 

involved is unclear. CBRCanada offers a repository of resources, research projects, 

and publications on community and peer research, as well as a directory of involved 

organisations. It operates on membership fees, and is governed by a Board of 

Directors consisting of researchers and non-profit leaders from across Canada. A 

Secretariat oversees day-to-day operations. 

What are the challenges of delivering peer and community research?  

Evidence from across the UK highlights several challenges to the effectiveness and 

impact of P&C research (12-19). For example, a review of peer research in the youth 

sector in London found a lack of capacity to deliver effective, appropriate, and 

accredited training for P&C researchers (20). The knowledge gaps and challenges in 

implementation mean that collaboration between P&C researchers and 

organisations, even with good intentions, can sometimes lead to P&C researchers 

feeling disempowered and their participation remaining only at a surface level 

throughout the research process (19). 

Our literature review indicates a need to review P&C research activities in Tower 

Hamlets and to develop a sustainable system for P&C research. Without such a 

system, the full potential of health and health inequalities research in Tower Hamlets 

- particularly the development of local solutions to address inequalities - cannot be 

fully realised. 

 

How has the project come about? 

In 2022, Tower Hamlets Council and its core partners received five years of funding 

from the National Institute for Health and Care Research (NIHR) to establish the 

Tower Hamlets Health Determinants Research Collaboration (HDRC). The goal of 

the HDRC is to make Tower Hamlets a borough that can enable high-quality, 

collaborative, applied, impactful, and co-produced research on the factors driving 

health inequalities. To achieve this, the Tower Hamlets HDRC is committed to 

strengthening and developing community research, ensuring that health 

determinants research is co-produced with residents and local communities. 

Establishing a co-produced P&C research system with relevant stakeholders - 

including P&C researchers based in Tower Hamlets, research-active VCS 

organisations, academic researchers, and local authority officers - will support the 

https://www.partnershipforyounglondon.org.uk/events-1/london-peer-research-network-1
https://www.youngfoundation.org/peer-research-network/
https://www.coproductioncollective.co.uk/
https://www.communityresearchcanada.ca/
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HDRC in enabling residents to conduct research that informs local policy and brings 

about positive change for the community. 

 

Project approach and structure 

To understand the current state of P&C 

research in Tower Hamlets and how it 

might be better supported in the future, 

the project is structured around the 

typical journey of a P&C research 

project (see Figure 1). This journey is 

based on the experiences of the project 

team and other projects stakeholders 

including research-active VCS 

organisations, council officers and 

academics. By developing an account 

of the challenges and possibilities at 

each stage of the journey it becomes 

possible to suggest actions and 

activities for how it might be improved. 

 
Figure 1: Journey of a P&C Research Project 

 

1. Selecting a Research Topic  

A P&C research project often begins with the identification of a specific topic that 

needs investigation. This can be initiated by communities, commissioners/funders, or 

research-active organisations/individuals (e.g. community organisations, universities, 

independent consultants). 

2. Funding  

P&C research in Tower Hamlets can be independently funded through a grant, 

internally funded by an organisation, or a P&C research team can be commissioned 

by an organisation to undertake a research project on their behalf. Examples of 

these different approaches are described below:  

• Independently funded: A research organisation secures funding for P&C 

research it wishes to undertake and then uses the research findings to 

develop recommendations for policymakers they wish to influence. For 

example, the Blueprint Architects group is funded by the National Lottery, with 

the goal of influencing the council’s decision-making on food and climate 

issues.     

• Internally funded: A council department might coordinate a team of community 

researchers, with internal funding set aside for this team. Government 

organisations like the London Borough of Camden and the Greater London 

Authority’s Peer Outreach team facilitate P&C research in-house. The 

Community Insights Programme in Tower Hamlets was an in-house 

https://justfact.co.uk/the-blueprint-architects/
https://www.camden.gov.uk/community-researchers
https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/education-and-youth/young-londoners/peer-outreach-workers
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programme funded by the Tower Hamlets Council who delivered projects on a 

range of topics to support the development and delivery of council services 

and initiatives.  

• Commissioned: The Council or NHS commissions a research provider to 

conduct P&C research that feeds into a specific strategy or policy. An 

example is Toynbee Hall being commissioned by the Council to carry out 

community research for the Tower Hamlets Poverty Review.   

 

Some funders in London have implemented participatory commissioning in their 

grant-giving processes, involving residents from the outset. Examples include Shift 

Design for Trust for London, Black Food Fund, and Thrive LDN’s Right to Thrive 

Fund. 

 

3. Putting Together a P&C Research Team   

When funding is secured, organisations typically begin recruiting P&C researchers, 

although the ideal scenario would be to involve them at the point of deciding a topic.  

4. Conducting Research  

While many organisations aim to co-design research methods with P&C researchers, 

this process is often constrained by funders requiring methods to be outlined before 

the P&C research team has been established. Once methods are finalised, the P&C 

researchers will deliver projects in collaboration with research practitioners (e.g. 

community-based researchers or university-based researchers).  

5. Dissemination and Impact  

As a minimum, organisations usually share research findings through reports and/or 

presentations. If research is created or commissioned for the council’s decision-

making, the council will attempt to learn from it and use it to inform their decisions to 

some extent. However, the process for this is currently unclear. Sometimes, 

organisations and/or P&C researchers are involved in implementing the findings. At 

other times, research providers use their research to create change through 

campaigning or by putting pressure on the council to make their recommendations a 

reality.   

6. Supporting Stakeholders  

Most organisations are focused on supporting stakeholders and improving their 

practice and approach to P&C research, such as offering training and enhancing 

payment procedures. We are not aware of any existing P&C research training 

specifically targeted at organisations in Tower Hamlets. However, the Greater 

London Authority recently supported Xia Lin (project lead in this study) in delivering 

P&C research learning workshops for policymakers from 15 local, regional, and 

national organisations.  

Currently, training for P&C researchers is primarily delivered by P&C research 

providers and universities. For example, Megan Clinch and Sara Paparini (project 

leads in this study) designed and delivered a 5 day course to 10 P&C researchers 

https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lgnl/community_and_living/Poverty-Review.aspx
https://sites.google.com/shiftdesign.org/vestedlondon/more-info_1?authuser=0
https://sites.google.com/shiftdesign.org/vestedlondon/more-info_1?authuser=0
https://medium.com/@hellobrave/list/black-food-fund-cecfedf55fda
https://thriveldn.co.uk/latest/news-and-blog/all/right-to-thrive-innovation-fund-launched/
https://thriveldn.co.uk/latest/news-and-blog/all/right-to-thrive-innovation-fund-launched/
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who work with different organisations in east London on various health and health 

determinants projects. Toynbee Hall and The Centre for Creative Collaboration at 

QMUL, are currently delivering a project that works with young P&C researchers to 

ensure they are meaningfully included in academic research. 

  

https://www.qmul.ac.uk/centre-creative-collaboration/projects/young-researchers/


 
 

14 
 

Objectives 
 

The aim of this project is to understand current P&C research activities in Tower 

Hamlets and co-produce a set of recommendations for a borough-wide system to 

support and sustain P&C research over the long term. To achieve this, the following 

research objectives were met:  

 

• From the perspective of P&C researchers and other stakeholders (e.g. 
Council Officers, elected representatives, community organisations, academic 
researchers and other health and social care professionals) understand: 

a. How P&C research is currently organised and delivered;  
b. Current challenges to its long-term sustainability and impact 

• With all stakeholders, co-produce recommendations to support more   
impactful and sustainable P&C research in the future.  
 

Methods 
 

This research took a Participatory Action Research (PAR) approach, actively 

engaging a team of current peer and community (P&C) researchers from Tower 

Hamlets. PAR integrates research, education, and action with a goal of driving social 

change (21, 24). Our project facilitation team worked in collaboration with the P&C 

researchers to meet the project aims.  

 

The P&C research team comprises of eight P&C researchers who have worked with 

at least 15 organisations in Tower Hamlets and beyond on various projects. The 

P&C research team includes: 

• Seven women and one man;  

• An even spread of ages between 18 and 54 years old; 

• A majority from a Bangladeshi background with smaller representation of 

African, mixed/multiple ethnic background; 

• People with lived experience of being from the LGBTQIA community; 

• People with lived experience of being disabled. 

 

Unlike other P&C research projects, which often involve recruiting individuals less 

familiar with the approach, our project required P&C researchers with diverse and 

extensive P&C research experience. The team’s deep understanding of working with 

multiple organisations provided valuable insights into P&C research activities and 

system. Their familiarity with the approach and prior experience also enabled the 

project to be completed successfully within a short timeline (four months), with 

necessary adjustments made to induction, project design, analysis, and 

training/support. 

 

The project facilitation team of four research practitioners (two community-based 

researchers and two university-based researchers) brings together extensive 
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experience, having delivered over 25 P&C research projects and two P&C research 

training programmes. Each team member has lived and/or worked in Tower Hamlets 

for over a decade, which has helped us to secure the support of numerous P&C 

researchers and representatives from various organisations. Our collective 

knowledge and experience in P&C research have been beneficial in the rapid and 

effective development of this four-month project.  

 

The project was delivered from May to August 2024. This timeframe was set to align 

with timelines for the development of the Tower Hamlets HDRC, particularly their 

aspiration to bring together and enhance P&C research capacity through their 

programme of work.  

 

The project was iterative and action-focused, with all project recommendations 

developed directly in collaboration with participants and summarised by the 

facilitation team. Below is an account to the methods used to generate and analyse 

data and co-produce recommendations with the P&C research team and other 

project stakeholders.  

 

1. Literature Review 
A literature review was conducted on current P&C research activities across Tower 

Hamlets and London to understand who is conducting P&C research and how. The 

review also sought to understand the dynamics between research providers, P&C 

researchers, and policymakers (see Appendix 1 for examples). A brief review of P&C 

research systems in the UK and beyond was also included (see Background section 

above). The results of this review were used to inform the design of the survey and 

orientate the discussion at the co-production workshops by providing examples to 

inspire recommendations.  

 

2. P&C Research Team Recruitment 
Recruitment materials were sent out to a broad range of networks, with targeted 

correspondence sent to organisations working with P&C researchers. The facilitation 

team also sent invitations directly to P&C researchers they had worked with 

previously. The recruitment form was live for less than three weeks and received 25 

submissions. A group of 8 P&C researchers were selected on the basis of the 

diversity of their P&C research experiences and demographics. Maximum effort was 

made to ensure the diversity of the P&C research team. For example, a young P&C 

researcher was sought out when it became clear that no one between the ages of 

18-25 had responded to the call for participants. Applicants who were not selected to 

become members of the project team were invited to take part in the co-production 

workshops.  

 

3. Co-designing the Survey 
Two half-day workshops were conducted to co-design the survey, which aimed to 

better understand P&C activities in Tower Hamlets. These discussions also began to 
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identify components and functions of a future P&C research system in the borough 

based on the experiences and aspirations of the workshop participants.  

The process began with a workshop with the P&C research team, followed by a 

second workshop with 14 organisational representatives from the VCS, universities, 

the NHS, and the Council. In both workshops, a "rose, bud, thorn” activity was used 

to explore the strengths, potential, and weaknesses of P&C research in Tower 

Hamlets, which will be presented in the findings section (see Appendix 2 for notes 

and themes). This activity was followed by a discussion to develop the survey 

questions. The P&C research team was involved in identifying and shaping these 

questions, which were then commented on by the group of wider stakeholders to 

make sure that their knowledge and experiences were also accounted for.   

After these workshops the facilitation team further refined the questions and 

produced a final survey (see Appendix 3) that was organised into the following 

sections:  

1. Information of role and involvement in P&C research;  

2. Methodologies currently used in P&C research; 

3. Strengths and weaknesses of involvement in P&C research;  

4. Potential areas for improvement of P&C research. 

To keep the survey manageable demographic questions were excluded. The project 

team then piloted the survey before the data collection phase. 

 
Figure 2: Rose, Bud, Thorne of P&C Research in Tower Hamlets  

4. Survey Data Collection 
The survey was promoted through various networks, including the HDRC, Tower 

Hamlets Council for Voluntary Services (THCVS), and existing contacts of the 

facilitation and P&C research teams. Over a period of around three weeks 72 valid 

responses were gathered, with more than one-third (35%) coming from P&C 

researchers. The respondents included a fairly balanced mix of representatives from 

VCS (24%), universities (17%), and the public sector (19%), along with a small 

number of funders and independent consultants (5%). It was challenging to include 

certain communities through the online survey, such as P&C researchers who are 

digitally excluded. To mitigate this, we offered to accept group responses if 

community organisations could conduct the survey (or part of it) with P&C 
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researchers. The relatively small sample size limited our ability to analyse specific 

sectors, making any sector-specific findings indicative rather than definitive. 

 

5. Survey Analysis 
The facilitation team conducted descriptive and correlation analyses on the survey 

data to identify key trends and differences in perspectives among various 

stakeholders. Free text responses in the survey were synthesised into key themes. 

Following this, a half-day workshop was held with the P&C research team to further 

examine the survey results together and pinpoint issues, concerns and proposed 

solutions that could be used to inform the co-design of P&C research system in 

workshops with a broader group of stakeholders. In the analysis workshop the 

project teams developed the idea of structuring the analysis of the survey data and 

co-design activities in terms of the journey of a P&C research project. This narrative 

enables all stakeholders to understand how and when different stakeholders 

(residents, P&C researchers, VCS organisations, Council Officers, Elected 

Members, academics) are involved the process of developing, delivering and 

implementing the results of P&C research, including areas of difficulty and success.   

 

6. Co-producing the Recommendations 
Two half-day co-production workshops were held with all stakeholders to make 

recommendations to support the design of a P&C research system (see workshop 

guide in Appendix 4). The sessions, presented in more detail in the findings section, 

began with an overview of the P&C research journey and a summary of the survey 

findings to ensure that the recommendations were rooted in the data and shared 

understanding of P&C research. Insights from the literature review were also 

introduced to inspire discussion and provide examples of P&C research coordination 

and practice across the United Kingdom. Over 50 people attended the workshops, 

including approximately 20 P&C researchers, 15 council/NHS representatives, 6 

university researchers, and 12 VCS representatives. The P&C research team 

supported the presentation of findings and shared their experiences to illustrate 

challenges and opportunities.  

 

Following the workshops, the facilitation team conducted a mix of deductive and 

inductive framework analysis of the workshop data, organising the recommendations 

according to the stages of the P&C research journey. Where further details were 

needed to describe the framework, additional interpretation and examples were 

added inductively during the analysis, helping to inform specific areas of the co-

produced recommendations. All workshop facilitators reviewed the data analysis to 

ensure that the recommendations in this report reflect the discussions.  

 

7. Report Writing and Dissemination 
The facilitation team have taken the lead in writing this report, which has been 

reviewed by three P&C researchers on the team. In the future the team will work with 

the Council and HDRC to share findings and recommendations with relevant 

stakeholders. Presentations to the HDRC Collaborative Research Board and Tower 
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Hamlets Community Engagement Strategy Delivery Group have already occurred. 

This report will also be distributed to all participants who contributed to the survey 

and workshops. 

 

In the following section results from each of the research activities will be presented, 

including a description of how they build on and inform each other. In the conclusion 

section, the final recommendations that were co-produced in the multi-stakeholder 

workshops will be summarised and categorised within each of the HDRC 

workstreams. 

 

 

Figure 3: Workshop Pictures 

  



 
 

19 
 

Findings and Recommendations 
 

This section presents the findings and recommendations based on our step-by-step 

approach to developing insights and co-producing solutions. We begin by sharing 

insights from the initial workshops with the P&C research team and organisational 

representatives, which informed the design of the survey. After this the survey 

results are shared followed by the discussions and recommendations generated by 

the multi-stakeholder co-production workshops. 

 

1. Project Co-design: Rose, Bud, Thorn of P&C Research 
Our data gathering began with two workshops, one with P&C researchers, a second 

with organisational representatives. The aim of the workshops was to co-design the 

project focus and survey, informed by the successes, difficulties and future 

opportunities of P&C research in Tower Hamlets. In the workshops, participants 

identified the "roses" (successes), "buds" (future opportunities), and "thorns" 

(difficulties) of P&C research. 

 

I. Roses 

As illustrated by the quotes below, participants highlighted the active presence of 

P&C research in Tower Hamlets, with a strong desire across sectors to collaborate in 

using this approach to develop place-based solutions for tackling inequities: 

 

“So many different projects in Tower Hamlets using a peer and community 

research approach.” (P&C researcher) 

 

“Several very skilled and well-respected VCS community research 
organisations.” (council officer) 
 

“The desire to collaborate and create place-based / specific responses." 

(university researcher)  

 

The power of P&C researchers in amplifying voices, developing innovative 

methodologies, and creating effective solutions was seen as empowering for 

residents and organisations, as illustrated in the quotes below:  

 

“Unearthing things/voices not usually heard.” (P&C researcher) 

 

“Valuing the skills of the community and being cognisant of power dynamics." 

(university researcher) 

 

“Picking best methods for communities.” (P&C researcher) 

 

“Innovative and creative methodologies for understanding the views of local 

residents.” (university researcher) 
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“Empowering for lay people to know what they think matters.” (P&C 

researcher)  

 

Relevant research, topic, and questions answered rather than dwelling on 

things that do not matter to people.” (P&C researcher) 

 

Participants were driven to support and conduct P&C research due to its potential to 

generate and influence local policy:   

 

“Gives opportunities to influence.” (P&C researcher)  

 

“Seeing change happen is empowering.” (P&C researcher) 

 

Participants also reflected on how the delivery and use of P&C research can build 

trust between residents and other stakeholders including the Council.  

 
II. Buds 

Opportunities were identified around improving the sustainability of P&C research. 

These opportunities included moving away from short-term project-based work, 

avoiding duplication of projects on the same topic and increasing the impact of P&C 

research, as the following quotes suggest:  

 

“We need to build a sustainable, long term model.” (P&C researcher) 

 

“Communities can conduct continuous research (rather than one off project), 

anyone from communities can take part.” (P&C researcher) 

 

“Developing a co-ordinated approach to sharing ongoing project work to 

prevent duplication and share best practices." (community organisation 

representative) 

 

Rebalancing power dynamics and breaking down stigmas and assumptions between 

stakeholders emerged as an outcome of P&C research and central to its sustainable 

development. 

 

“Chance to shift power relationships." (community organisation 

representative) 

 

“Breaking down stigmas/assumption between professionals and communities. 

This means professionals’ assumptions about minoritised communities and 

communities’ assumptions about professionals.” (P&C researcher) 
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“Possibility to work with communities to really understand stigma and 

barriers.” (P&C researcher)  

 

“There’s finally a widespread acknowledgment of structural racism and how it 

affects people of colour.” (P&C researcher) 

 

Participants highlighted the need for stronger cross-sector collaboration, with hopes 

that HDRC could play a significant role in strengthening these efforts: 

 

“The HDRC!! We didn't have it before as an explicit effort to build 

infrastructure and collaboration.” (university researcher) 

 

“Making connections through the HDRC work to support other research 

collaborations in the long term.” (university researcher) 

 

“So many projects could be shared better and be collaborative.” (P&C 

researcher) 

 

“Building relationships is necessary.” (P&C researcher) 

 

III. Thorns 

Participants noted several practical challenges, including the risk of repetition in P&C 

research projects, the perception that the evidence generated by P&C research is 

not valued by some stakeholders, short-term funding, difficulty reaching certain 

communities to be included in research, P&C research being misrepresented after 

completion by policymakers, a lack of transparency and accountability in 

implementing recommendations, and insufficient support for P&C researchers and 

research projects. 

 

“Research projects are not informed by existing research insights and data.” 

(P&C researcher) 

 

“Community research is not valued, recognised (P&C researcher, workshop) 

Short termism limits impact.” (P&C researcher)  

 

“People get activated and excited and then the money runs out.” (P&C 

researcher) 

 

“It can be challenging to reach certain communities. Housebound, digitally 

excluded people for example.” (P&C researcher) 

 

“Research being misrepresented once it is done, endangering communities.” 

(P&C researcher) 
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“Accountability is a key factor. Sometimes dissemination is too limited, 

missing people out, biasing reports to make it look more impact was achieved 

than in reality. We are accountable to the public.” (P&C researcher)  

 

“Lack of transparency: organisations and co-researchers all need to know 

what is happening, including dissemination.” (P&C researcher) 

 

“Policymaker buy in drops off at the implementation stage. A waste of time 

and money.” (P&C researcher)  

 

“Trust breaks down if no change taken.” (P&C researcher)  

 

“Clear payment policy is needed.” (P&C researcher)  

 

“Lack of clarity around DWP guidance on peer research and benefits." 

(community organisation representative)  

 

“Effective training does not exist: training needs to be inclusive; examples of 

effective training could be stakeholders sharing different expertise and 

insights, and training logistics on a research project.” (P&C researcher) 

 

In addition to these challenges, a lack of trust and togetherness was highlighted due 

to issues such as perceived discrimination against P&C researchers, insufficient 

resources for meaningful community engagement and involvement in research, and 

the extraction of P&C research from the people and groups who produced it. 

 

“Not sharing the same ideas of what we are trying to do.” (council officer) 

 

“Lack of trust between communities and institutions from previous 

experiences and current challenges.” (university researcher)  

 

“Residents not feeling welcome into research and local authority spaces.” 

(university researcher)  

 

“Discrimination by researchers and council officers when framing research 

themes, interpreting data and sharing results.” (university researcher)  

 

“Providing sufficient resources and time to meaningfully engage and sustain 

relations with communities." (community organisation representative)  

 

“Risk of tokenism and extraction.” (university researcher) 
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2. Survey Findings: Current Activities of P&C Research 
The survey was co-designed following discussions of the "rose, bud, thorn" 

framework and was completed by over 70 local stakeholders. The findings suggest 

that peer and community (P&C) research is relatively active in Tower Hamlets, with 

at least 25 organisations - including public sector bodies, VCS organisations, 

universities, and independent consultants - facilitating, commissioning, or supporting 

it. This demonstrates strong potential for further development, where the collective 

impact of efforts can exceed the sum of individual parts. In this sub-section, we will 

review current P&C research activities by following the typical journey of a P&C 

research project. This will be followed by an exploration of the gaps that have been 

identified through the review. 

 
I. Selecting a Research Topic 

In Tower Hamlets, according to the survey, organisations have conducted research 

on various subjects, with the most focus on health and healthcare (37%). In contrast, 

social care (11%) and environmental issues (11%) have received the least attention.  

 

Most survey respondents indicated that research topics explored by future HDRC 

research should be decided collaboratively by community organisations, residents, 

the Council, and universities, with residents and community organisations being 

approached first.  

 

Approximately one-third (33%) of organisational representatives from the VCS, 

universities, the NHS, and the Council believe that there is a risk of repetition among 

P&C research projects, while over one in ten (12%) note that projects often overlook 

existing research insights and data. This suggests that resources are wasted 

because P&C research findings are not synthesised across projects or built on by 

newer projects.  

 

II. Funding for Research   

Funding remains a significant challenge for P&C research. Alongside the difficulty of 

implementing research recommendations through policy and system changes, 

funding was highlighted as one of the top challenges by survey participants (see 

Figure 4). 
 

Top challenges % 

Implementing recommendations that arise from P&C research through 
policy and system change 

27% 

Fragmented organisation and short term funding of P&C research means 
that its potential to help tackle health inequalities and address determinants 
of health is limited 

25% 

Limited funding 16% 

Payment and employment issues for P&C researchers 11% 

Other 11% 

Deciding on the issues that P&C research should address 9% 

Skills and time required to conduct and facilitate P&C research 9% 
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Identifying the right community organisations/ P&C researchers to design 
and deliver different kinds of research projects 

9% 

Prejudice and discrimination towards P&C researchers by professional 
researchers and/or policymakers 

5% 

Not sure 5% 

Limited project timelines 0% 
Figure 4: Challenges of P&C Research 

 

Fragmented organisation and short-term funding were cited by one in four survey 

respondents (25%) as limiting the impact of P&C research. Limited funding was 

noted by nearly one in five participants (16%). This challenge on funding was 

particularly noted by public sector and university representatives. Community 

organisations also emphasised the need for better funding arrangements to ensure 

the quality of P&C research. 

 

III. Putting Together a P&C Research Team   

In Tower Hamlets, organisations taking part in the survey worked with between 0 to 

50 P&C researchers over the past year, with an average of eight P&C researchers 

per organisation. P&C researchers bring valuable experience, skills, and networks, 

which greatly enhance the research process. 

 

One in three organisational representatives from the VCS, universities, the NHS, and 

the Council noted that P&C researchers are not involved in all stages of the research 

and policymaking process. This raises the question of whether P&C researchers are 

involved only to access communities and collect data from them. Another question, 

inspired by a P&C researcher, concerns the role of P&C researchers: are they there 

to represent their own views, or are they expected not only to share their own 

perspectives but also to research the views and experiences of their communities? 

How is this ambivalent role reflected in the design, facilitation, and interpretation of 

the research? A detailed review of P&C researchers' roles and participation is 

beyond the scope of this project, but such a review could enhance understanding of 

P&C research among all stakeholders, potentially improve its credibility, and 

showcase its methodologies and impact. 

 

IV. Conducting Research  

In Tower Hamlets, our survey suggests that a wide variety of research methods have 

been employed, ranging from traditional approaches like surveys, interviews, and 

focus groups to non-traditional, creative methods such as videos, drawings, 

gardening, and community dinners. There has also been an active effort to 

implement findings as part of the research, including community organising, 

campaigning, and policymaking. 

 

Traditional qualitative and quantitative research methods are most used, particularly 

by universities (Figure 5). 92% of universities utilise these traditional methods, along 

with 85% of public sector representatives and 81% of community organisations. 

Among all stakeholders, public sector representatives use creative, non-traditional 
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methods the least (15% of public sector representatives), while community 

organisations are more likely to use them (44% of community organisations).   
 

Stakeholder Traditional 
research methods 

Non-traditional 
research methods 

Implementat
ion of 
findings 

Community 
organisation 

81% 44% 75% 

University researcher 92% 25% 8% 

Public sector 
representative 

85% 15% 46% 

 Figure 5: Research Methods 

 

The dominance of traditional research methods and the limited familiarity with 

creative approaches among policymakers prompts a consideration of several key 

questions when commissioning, supporting, and conducting P&C research:  
  

• What do different people understand to be the standards of good quality in peer 

and community research? How can we build a shared understanding of good 

quality? How can we enable good quality?  

 

• What do we consider as ‘good’ evidence? Are community insights and P&C 

research evidence valued in the same way that academic evidence is? How 

might we expand our understandings of credible evidence?   

 

The survey findings identified a need to re-evaluate P&C research methodologies. 

As one survey participant summarised in a free text comment: 

 

“Part of the process of having community research accepted by policymakers 

is to also create the environment where this research is accepted as equally 

rigorous as traditional methods.” (community organisation representative) 

 
V. Dissemination and Impact  

Three in four (75%) community organisations in our survey reported they include 

efforts to implement findings through community organising, campaigning, or 

policymaking. In contrast, with a greater focus on contributing to academic 

knowledge, university research rarely have the time and resources to actively drive 

change (8%), instead primarily relying on disseminating findings through academic 

outputs as the standard approach to influence policymakers and encourage policy 

implementation.  
  

Respondents highlighted impact and benefits of P&C research (see Figure 6). P&C 

researchers identified the improvement of understanding, trust, and collaboration 

between communities and all other stakeholders as the most significant benefit. 

Public sector representatives placed equal value on these aspects and on enhancing 

the understanding of local community needs. Community organisations and 
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universities prioritised the development of effective solutions and addressing 

inequalities.  
  

Benefits of P&C research % of survey 

respondents  

Understanding, trust and collaboration between communities and 

organisations (e.g. public sector organisations, universities, community 

organisations)  

18%  

Developing effective solutions to address health determinants and 

inequalities that will result in sustainable change  

18%  

Better understanding the needs of local communities  17%  

Including diverse and seldom heard communities in heath 

determinants and health inequalities research  

10%  

Supporting communities to develop the skills and confidence to 

generate evidence that will address the inequalities they experience  

10%  

Addressing knowledge gaps and providing insights about local health 

determinants and inequalities  

7%  

More credible evidence for local policymakers who want to address 

local health inequalities  

7%  

Other  7%  

Not sure  6%  

Figure 6: Benefits of P&C Research 

 

Implementing research recommendations through policy and system change was 

identified as a top challenge of P&C research by 27% of survey participants (Figure 

4), particularly among community organisations and P&C researchers. Organisation 

representatives noted several barriers to implementation, including a lack of support 

from policymakers (17%), insufficient funding to implement recommendations (17%), 

and policymakers' lack of understanding and appreciation for evidence generated 

from P&C research (15%). Community organisation survey respondents consider all 

these factors equally important, while public sector and university representatives 

see lack of funding as the biggest barrier. 

 

VI. Supporting Stakeholders 

In Tower Hamlets, training priorities and needs regarding P&C research vary widely 

across organisational stakeholders. In the survey, several P&C researchers (32%) 

and public sector representatives (57%) believe that community organisations, the 

Council/NHS and universities should receive training and support on how to work 

with residents in an ethical manner. Some university researchers (58%) identified a 

need for training on how to reach out and build trust with residents as research 

collaborators, while some community organisations (44%) expressed a need for 

training on recognising and shifting power dynamics between residents, community 

organisations, academics and council representatives. All stakeholders also pointed 

to the importance of a better understanding of the value and benefits of P&C 

research. 
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Compared to training for organisations, the views on training priorities for P&C 

researchers are more consistent across all stakeholders in our survey. The priorities 

include training to build skills (62%), paid work experience (49%), and accredited 

training courses (49%). 

 

At present, more than half (58%) of P&C researchers receive incentives as payment 

(bank transfer/cash/voucher) (see Figure 7). Ideally, 52% of researchers would 

prefer to continue receiving payments this way, likely due to the complexities of 

welfare benefit policies. However, 32% of survey participants indicated a preference 

for contracted opportunities in an ideal scenario (including full-time, part-time, and 

zero-hours contracts), suggesting a demand for employment options. It is also worth 

noting that nearly one in ten (7%) P&C researchers have not received any payment, 

and only 4% prefer no payment in an ideal world. No P&C researcher who 

participated in the survey has been on a full-time contract, but 8% would prefer it. 

Additionally, nearly 7% are paid by invoice, which none of the respondents prefer, 

and over 4% receive only training and in-kind offers, which is also not preferred.  

  

Payments for P&C researchers Current 

Ideal 

world 

Increase in an 

ideal world 

Incentives paid by voucher 33% 28% -5% 

Incentives paid by bank transfer/cash 25% 24% -1% 

Permanent contract (part time) 11% 4% -7% 

Fixed term contract (part time) 7% 12% 5% 

I have not received any payments or incentives 7% 4% -3% 

Invoice 7% 0% -7% 

Zero hours contract 4% 8% 4% 

Training and other in-kind offers 4% 0% -4% 

Other 2% 12% 10% 

Permanent contract (full time) 0% 8% 8% 

Fixed term contract (full time) 0% 0% 0% 
Figure 7: Payments for P&C Researchers 

 

VII. The Need for Better Coordination 

A reflection from the survey findings is that experiences and perspectives on P&C 

research vary significantly both across and within sectors. For survey questions 

related to views on P&C research in Tower Hamlets (e.g. its benefits, challenges, 

and who should coordinate P&C research in the borough), the highest proportion of 

respondents selecting any one option was only 29%, indicating a lack of consensus. 

This highlights the importance of ensuring that any further development of a P&C 

research system is inclusively co-designed. 

 

Despite these differences, there was strong consensus in the survey (100% of 

participants) on the need to coordinate P&C research in Tower Hamlets and 

establish a shared system across the borough. Survey participants (25%) also 

emphasised the benefit of maintaining long-term relationships among stakeholders 

to ensure research quality. This priority was consistently shared across all 
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stakeholder groups, further underscoring the critical role of coordination in the P&C 

research system.  

 

Opinions on who should lead the coordination of P&C research across the borough 

were diverse, with options including a group of organisations (29%), THCVS (22%), 

and the Council (12%). The small sample size (65 respondents on this question) 

means a sector-based analysis is not possible, but the idea of a group of 

organisations working together was the most popular, especially among P&C 

researchers (35%). This preference may stem from the perceived independence 

such a body could offer.  

 

A coordinating group could take various forms, such as a funded collaborative 

partnership or a Community Interest Company (CIC). Regardless, such a group 

would have to ensure active involvement from P&C researchers and all relevant 

organisations. This is illustrated by a free text comment made by a VCS stakeholder 

in the survey:  

 

“Various partners [should collectively lead the coordination body], just avoid 

supporting one or two gatekeepers please, it’s harmful.” (community 

organisation representative) 

 

The HDRC uses the ActEarly co-production principles (27) to guide their 

engagement with residents. In the survey, we asked participants to what extent they 

agreed that these principles are applied when conducting P&C research in Tower 

Hamlets. Responses were scored from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating 'strongly disagree' 

and 5 indicating 'strongly agree'. The average score across all principles was above 

average (3.6 out of 5, see Figure 8 for individual scores), again highlighting both the 

strengths and opportunities for improvement in the collaborative approach to P&C 

research in Tower Hamlets.  
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Figure 8: HDRC Co-production Principles 

 

3. Co-production Workshops: Recommendations for a P&C 

Research System 
Building on the survey findings, over 50 workshop participants developed a set of 

recommendations to establish a more sustainable and impactful P&C research 

system in Tower Hamlets. These co-produced recommendations are divided into two 

categories: practical guidance for improving the delivery of P&C research, and 

guidance on the values and culture that should underpin the P&C research system.  

 

Initial suggestions about how the recommendations might be implemented have 

been made. However, we acknowledge that further discussion between all 

stakeholders needs to occur to identify who is best placed to deliver on certain 

recommendations.  

 

The HDRC leadership team includes representation from the Council, VCS, 

universities and Tower Hamlets residents. It also has the power to convene other 

stakeholders who deliver and support P&C research, such as national research 

funders and the NHS. Given this, in addition to implementing some of the 

recommendations through their research infrastructure, the HDRC can also advocate 

for change across the wider system.  

 

I. Practical Recommendations across the P&C Journey  

 

Selecting a Research Topic: All stakeholders at the co-production workshops 

discussed the issue of repetition of P&C research projects in Tower Hamlets, a 

concern that was also highlighted by the survey. They suggested that contributing 

factors may include short timelines that make reviews of previous research difficult, 

the pressure on research providers to "chase after funding", and the limited visibility 

and availability of P&C research project reports and dissemination materials through 

research databases. 

 

To enhance the visibility and accessibility of pre-existing P&C research, the following 

recommendations have been developed by workshop participants:  

 

HDRC to advocate and enable access to a public database of P&C 

research. The database should be accessible to all research providers for 

input and updates and not owned by any single organisation. The database 

should draw on the learning from the Community Insights Programme (22) 

and be managed by professionals with the expertise to handle diverse forms 

of community insights data. It must also be financially sustainable.  

 

To deliver this recommendation the project team suggest the following 

options:   

• Use an existing regional or national platform, such as the Community 

Insights Hub hosted by the Greater London Authority, or the UK Data 

https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/communities-and-social-justice/civil-society/community-insights-hub
https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/communities-and-social-justice/civil-society/community-insights-hub
https://ukdataservice.ac.uk/
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Service which is the largest digital repository for quantitative and 

qualitative research in the UK. These platforms allow data to be searched 

by borough, making it a cost-effective and sustainable option. It also 

enables Tower Hamlets data to contribute to national research and 

policymaking. Support and training on how to use and update the 

database should be provided for research from all sectors, funders, and 

commissioners.  

• Develop a new repository as part of the upcoming HDRC Research 

Collaboration Hub website or a new platform co-hosted by local 

universities. This repository should allow for more creative presentations of 

research insights, beyond just text and numbers. It should also be easily 

accessible and navigable by all stakeholders.  

 

HDRC to advocate for mandatory literature reviews to be conducted 

before projects are commissioned or project applications are submitted 

to funding schemes. These reviews could be enabled by the access 

to/development of the public database described above. This process would 

mean that research is not repeated and the insights from P&C research is 

used to inform the development of new projects delivered by different 

stakeholders. This process would also provide opportunities for networking 

between organisations and individuals who have a track record of producing 

research on certain topics and/or using certain methods in their research.  

  

Funding for P&C Research: Participants highlighted that the competitive nature of 

securing funding for P&C research acts as a barrier to collaboration. Participants 

also noted that most P&C research is project-based, with research providers and 

stakeholders often withdrawing once the project ends. This approach leaves little 

time or space for reflection, learning, and improvement. As a result, the knowledge, 

skills, and connections developed during projects are not sustained, and the 

potential for achieving long-term change is diminished. 

 

Workshop participants proposed several recommendations to improve the funding 

landscape and make P&C research more sustainable: 
  

HDRC to advocate collaborative working as a condition for all 

commissioning and funding activities. To reduce unnecessary competition 

and strengthen capacity building, the Council should update its processes for 

commissioning P&C research to encourage collaboration among 

organisations. For example, it could support collaborative bids by groups of 

organisations for commissioned contracts, using group interviews as part of 

the application process. The HDRC should actively invite partnership working 

with other organisations through the funding bids it supports. Workshop 

participants recommended seeking sufficiently large funding opportunities that 

encourage partnerships among all stakeholders, again this is something the 

HDRC can facilitate.    

 

https://ukdataservice.ac.uk/
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HDRC to advocate for the pooling of funding to make research more 

ambitious and impactful. Pooling expertise and teams would create larger 

and more ambitious projects and enhance impact. It also opens the possibility 

of conducting long-term programmes of research rather than one-off projects, 

thereby improving the sustainability of the research efforts.   
  

HDRC to advocate greater transparency regarding the funding received 

and awarded for P&C research by the Council and NHS. Participants 

called for more openness about who receives funding for P&C research and 

for what purposes. Participants suggested that such practices already occur 

within the VCS and they could be used to inform the co-production of 

processes for the transparent allocation of P&C commissioning and funding.   

  

HDRC to advocate participatory commissioning. Participatory 

commissioning would involve all stakeholders from the start led by the 

sentiment that “we are all commissioners” (community organisation 

representative). Learning from other organisations, such as Trust for London 

(see Background section), could support a pilot of participatory 

commissioning, ensuring broader involvement in decision-making from 

residents, P&C researchers and the VCS. It would also support the call for 

transparency outlined in the above recommendation.  

 

Putting Together a P&C Research Team: The need for better understanding and 

involvement of residents in P&C research projects was highlighted in the survey. To 

address this, workshop participants provided the following recommendations:  

  

HDRC to secure resources and funding to evaluate the value and impact 

of P&C research methodologies. This evaluation project should aim to 

assess the quality and value of P&C research methodologies applied in Tower 

Hamlets and the impact of involving P&C researchers at all stages of the 

research process. We recommend that all stakeholders, including P&C 

researchers, be involved in defining the standards for good quality P&C 

research and co-developing the evaluation project. 

  

HDRC to secure resources and funding to conduct P&C research on 

resident experience of research. Stakeholders found it valuable to review 

what we termed ‘the journey’ of P&C researchers in this project, which was 

revised and discussed in all the workshops. They recommended a similar 

analysis to be carried out for research participants (e.g. residents). This 

project should identify areas for improvement in the research process to 

encourage more residents to participate in P&C research, ensuring their 

involvement is both meaningful and valued. Examples can include developing 

a better understanding of how findings and research impacts are 

communicated to residents at the end of projects and the impact of good 

dissemination practices on the trust residents have in P&C research, and the 

willingness to be involved in future P&C research projects.  
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Conducting Research: There was a consensus in the workshops that the value of 

P&C research needs to be re-evaluated, clarified and updated. This may be due to 

inadequate communication about methodologies in the dissemination and reporting 

materials of research providers, and the perceived weakness of P&C research 

evidence by academic researchers and policymakers, who tend to value more 

traditional academic research underpinned by traditional research methods. The 

earlier recommendation to evaluate P&C research methodologies could address this 

issue. Good practice regarding the better understanding and use of P&C research by 

policymakers is already undertaken by other statutory bodies, including the Greater 

London Authority (GLA). Tower Hamlets could adopt learning from this and instigate 

a programme of educating policymakers and academic researchers about the nature 

and value of P&C research (to be discussed later).  

 

The HDRC should advocate for P&C research providers to communicate 

their methodologies clearly in dissemination and reporting materials. To 

improve the understanding and credibility of P&C research, it is recommended 

that research providers communicate their methodologies more fully, 

transparently and reflexively in each project. This practice will help 

stakeholders appreciate the rigor of the non-traditional methods (e.g. creative 

methods) used in P&C research, fostering greater acceptance and integration 

of these methods in policymaking and practice.  

 

Dissemination and Impact: Workshop participants highlighted the positive 

outcomes that P&C research can bring to the individuals who are involved in its 

delivery (e.g. P&C researchers and residents). However, it appears that the impact 

and value of P&C research for policymaking is unclear. Participants recommended 

improving transparency and accountability in the implementation of research 

findings. 

 

HDRC to implement a system to track and communicate the use, 

implementation, and impact of P&C research. Workshop participants 

recommended that implementation of findings should be regularly publicised 

and accessible to all stakeholders, including residents, through various 

channels such as WhatsApp. The project team suggests that this could be 

facilitated through the upcoming Research Collaboration Hub, which aims to 

showcase how research has been applied to key decisions. The existing 

Tower Hamlets Council WhatsApp "Tower Hamlets Channel" could be utilised 

for broader public communication, with a dedicated channel established 

specifically for P&C research. Exploring other possibilities of updating existing 

channels of communication should also be explored. 

 

Supporting Stakeholders: Stakeholders emphasised the importance of providing 

long-term support to P&C researchers and community organisations to ensure the 

sustainability of P&C research. Currently, the training and assistance for P&C 

researchers and other stakeholders lacks adequate coordination. 
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Participants stressed that P&C training should move away from traditional formats. 

Instead, it should encourage reflection and critical engagement with concepts such 

as knowledge production, the nature of research, and the power dynamics inherent 

in P&C research and collaborations within institutional settings. 

 

In addition to training, discussions in the workshop focused on the financial impact of 

payments to P&C researchers, particularly for those on low incomes. Stakeholders 

felt that large institutions have yet to fully recognise the significance of this issue and 

develop measure to mitigate it.  

 

Workshop participants noted that organisations pay researchers according to their 

internal policies and may offer guidance on how these payments could affect 

researchers' social security benefits or refer them to advice centres. However, the 

process of paying P&C researchers is a challenge for many organisations facilitating 

P&C research. Stakeholders acknowledged that large bureaucratic organisations, 

such as universities and councils, may struggle to change their policies. For 

instance, a representative from London Metropolitan University pointed out that, 

while "Met temps" was created with good intentions to streamline contracting of P&C 

researchers, it has seen limited use due to the requirement for a portion of grant 

funding to sustain the service. 

 

Council representatives in the workshops could not identify any specific policy on 

paying P&C researchers, although this is something that the HDRC is currently 

working on. The National Institute for Health and Care Research (NIHR) provides 

useful guidance in this area, but some stakeholders were not aware of this. Beyond 

reviewing how the national and organisational policies affect individuals on welfare 

benefits, there is a need to raise awareness of policies and guidance that do exist. 

Together, stakeholders developed the following recommendations in response to 

these issues.  

  

HDRC to coordinate training for P&C researchers, policymakers and 

other stakeholders. Training for policymakers, academic researchers and 

VCS organisations should focus on ethical and meaningful engagement with 

residents and the value of P&C research. The project team recommend that 

this training should involve P&C researchers as trainers and consider the 

power dynamics involved in research conducted in partnership between 

stakeholders (P&C researchers, the VCS, universities, the Council and NHS).   

 

Training for P&C researchers should be accredited but also include 

mentorship. It should provide key transferable research skills and personal 

development for P&C researchers. Workshop participants suggested that 

P&C research providers should collaborate in creating this training, ensuring it 

is recognised across organisations. A standard grading system could be 

introduced to reflect the experience level of P&C researchers. To develop this 

https://www.nihr.ac.uk/payment-guidance-researchers-and-professionals
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local accredited training, the project team recommend that the HDRC 

leverage the expertise of universities, who have experience of offering 

accredited training, and community organisations that have already been 

involved in developing accredited P&C research training (see examples 1 and 

2).  

  

HDRC to fund a P&C researcher directory to ensure long term 

opportunities for P&C researchers. A directory of P&C researchers, listing 

their skills, lived experiences, and specialisations, should be created. This 

would provide a process for P&C researchers access opportunities and 

develop their research practice. Workshop participants recommended that a 

coordination body (see further recommendations below) should take the lead 

in developing and sustaining this directory, including recruiting new individuals 

through the accredited training programs (see above). Nineteen P&C 

researchers who took part in this project have expressed interest in joining 

such a directory.  

 

HDRC to advocate improvements in payment policies and practices. 

Community organisations, universities, and public sector bodies could benefit 

from enhanced support to ensure payments to P&C researchers are timely, 

flexible, and sufficient. During the workshops, several P&C researchers 

expressed a preference for tiered payment rates based on experience, rather 

than a flat rate.   
  

While an overarching coordination body was recommended to provide broad 

support for P&C researchers (to be discussed later), the specific discussion 

on payment policies generated less consensus. Some workshop participants 

suggested that a community interest company, community organisation, or 

university could manage payments for P&C researchers and potentially 

participants. However, concerns were raised about the potential for added 

bureaucracy and uncertainty about which organisation could reliably and 

quickly handle payments.  
  

Alternatively, offering training or guidance on good payment practices to 

organisations could be beneficial. Clear communication would help set 

expectations around payments, and the proposed coordination body should 

advise organisations on establishing these expectations. Additionally, system 

challenges, such as delays in payment processing by larger organisations, 

should be addressed.  

  

HDRC to advocate and coordinate advice for P&C researchers on the 

impact of research payments on welfare benefits. Stakeholders favoured a 

single point of contact for P&C researchers to receive advice on how different 

types of income from P&C research could impact social security and tax. The 

advisor(s) could also support P&C researchers to communicate NIHR 

guidelines around research participation to their work coaches at Jobcentres. 

The project team recommend that the HDRC consider establishing a 

https://www.youngfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/TheYoungFoundation-PeerResearchInTheUK-final-singles.pdf
https://www.futurelearn.com/courses/research-methods-a-practical-guide-to-peer-and-community-research
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partnership with the Tower Hamlets Community Advice Network to provide 

this support and incorporate it into the next contract procurement for the 

Network.  

 

HDRC to coordinate the creation of a good practice guide for P&C 

research. The good practice guide should include: 1) an account of the value 

and impact of P&C research and the unique skills of P&C researchers; 2) 

guidelines on payment including a directory of available welfare benefits 

advice. This pack could also support P&C researchers to communicate to 

employers the skills and experience developed through P&C research and a 

paragraph that they could use to share their specific skills and experiences.  

  

HDRC to advocate for improved DWP guidance and practices regarding 

benefit claimants receiving payments as P&C researchers. Workshop 

participants strongly recommended that the HDRC should urge the NIHR to 

lobby for clearer guidance from the Department for Work and Pensions 

(DWP) concerning benefit claimants who receive payments as P&C 

researchers. This includes providing more transparent guidelines for both 

P&C researchers and Jobcentres, as well as training for Jobcentre staff to 

ensure they understand and apply these rules to better support benefit 

claimants. 

 
II. Values and Culture: An “Us” Mentality  

 

During our workshops, stakeholders expressed a strong desire to cultivate an "us" 

mentality between all stakeholders involved in P&C research. The emphasis was on 

working together rather than being constrained by hierarchical roles and methods of 

research. An "us" mentality must be reflective, open to challenging power dynamics, 

privilege, research norms and values and the colonisation of knowledge-making. It 

embodies shared values, shared power and shared responsibilities. 

 

An "us" mentality can guide how we act on the practical recommendations from this 

report to enhance the journey of P&C research, from updating our approach to 

funding and commissioning, re-evaluating the value placed on P&C research data, 

and coordinating collective efforts to support P&C researchers. This “us” mentality 

aligns with the co-production values that already underpin the HDRC. 

 

Guided by an "us" mentality, overarching recommendations were developed to foster 

mutual understanding among stakeholders and to establish a coordination body for 

P&C research. This body would support the implementation of the recommendations 

made above and contribute to the development of a more sustainable and impactful 

P&C research system. 

  

HDRC to fund a cultural development programme to develop shared values 

across stakeholders, challenge power dynamics, privilege and norms, and 

encourage collaboration with these updated values. Workshop participants 
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repeatedly noted the need to challenge power dynamics. They recommended that 

encouraging collaboration as individuals, rather than being constrained by 

hierarchical roles, should be a core value embedded in HDRC's work across all 

sectors. The project team recommend that resources should be allocated to support 

sustainable development in this area, potentially beginning with activities that 

encourage a shift in mindset. This initiative could be led by the proposed 

coordination body (see below), supported by external facilitators, or integrated as a 

core function of the HDRC. 
  

HDRC to fund a coordination body for research coordination and support 

coordination. A gap identified in the current P&C research landscape is dedicated 

coordination body to enhance collaboration among stakeholders. All survey and 

workshop participants recognised the potential benefits of better-coordinated P&C 

research in Tower Hamlets, with consistent support across organisations and P&C 

researchers. 
  

This coordination body could be an enduring legacy of the HDRC. With the HDRC’s 

support, it could develop effective strategies and operational models, aiming for 

financial sustainability. The ongoing support and development of these bodies will 

help sustain the P&C research system in the borough.  
  

The key coordination activities of this body should be:  

  

• Research coordination: Facilitating collaboration on commissioning, funding, 

conducting, and implementing P&C research. This includes coordinating efforts 

among organisations and communities to align research priorities, avoid 

duplication, and undertake larger, more impactful projects.   

• Support coordination: Ensuring timely, flexible, and sufficient payments to P&C 

researchers, coordinating advice on the impact of payments on welfare benefits, 

and maintaining a comprehensive, growing directory accessible to all 

stakeholders. Additionally, this function would coordinate training for P&C 

researchers, policymakers, universities, and community organisations.  
  

The project team recommend that the HDRC could fund one coordination body 

serving both functions. It is worth noting that these two functions should not merely 

act as networks; their role goes beyond information sharing. They should focus on 

how processes work across organisations and sectors, aiming to assess and 

transform power dynamics and support all stakeholders in achieving shared goals.   

 

It is crucial that the leadership of the coordination body include multiple partners from 

each sector. The support coordination function should have strong leadership and 

decision-making input from P&C researchers, with support from the Council, 

universities, and community organisations. Workshop participants suggested 

identifying organisations that already play a brokering role, which could support the 

success of this coordination function. 
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All organisations involved in the coordination body should be transparent about their 

agendas and pressures, share research and engage in dialogue about these issues. 

Stakeholders recommended that funding from all Council teams should support 

these coordination bodies. This would make sure P&C research informed all aspects 

of local policymaking. 
  

Workshop participants identified three potential options for managing the group of 

organisations who would constitute the coordination body:  

 

• Rotate chairing and hosting: A chair would be selected from stakeholder 

representatives and rotated at an agreed interval. This chair could be either a 

community member or an organisational representative and would also be 

responsible for managing the delivery and financial resources of the 

coordination body. This approach could help ensure the sharing of power 

among stakeholders. However, participants noted potential practical 

challenges with rotating the chair, such as logistical difficulties in community 

members hosting the coordination body with the necessary resources. 

• An independent chair with their own staff: An independent chair, not 

affiliated with any stakeholder organisation, could be employed by the 

coordination body. This chair would have their own staff to manage the day-

to-day operations. Participants recommended this option to balance power 

and resources between communities and organisations, as community 

members often have less time and fewer resources, while organisations 

typically have more advantages. An independent chair and staff team could 

alleviate the administrative and organisational burden, allowing community 

members to participate equally. The City and Hackney Safeguarding Adults 

Board was cited as a good examplei.  

• Community researcher-led group: In this option, community researchers 

would lead the group, supported by other stakeholders (including community 

organisations, public sector bodies, and academics). This could help ensure 

the independence of the coordination body. 

 

The project team acknowledges the uncertainty around whether the HDRC have the 

resources to fund this coordination body. The coordination functions and 

recommendations outlined in this report can either be implemented by the proposed 

coordination body or through existing teams within the HDRC or the Council, as 

appropriate. When deciding who should take on these tasks, it is important to 

consider the goal of power sharing and to recognise the valuable skills and expertise 

already present within the voluntary and community sector. 

 

Conclusion 

A collective effort from all stakeholders, including more than 70 survey participants, 

over 50 workshop participants, eight P&C researchers, and four research 
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practitioners, has identified the potential for a more impactful and sustainable cross-

sector system for P&C research.  

Based on the HDRC business plan, we have attempted to summarise and categorise 

these co-produced recommendations within each of the HDRC workstreams, 

acknowledging that some recommendations may span multiple areas: 

  

Workstream 1: Research Collaborative     

• Advocate collaborative working as a condition for all commissioning and 

funding activities. 

• Advocate for the pooling of funding to make research more ambitious and 

impactful. 

• Fund and/or promote the coordination of the commissioning and delivery of 

research and the coordination of support for research. These two 

coordination tasks could be undertaken by a single coordination body 

consisting of representation from all stakeholders. 

Workstream 2: Infrastructure and Systems     

• Secure resources and funding to evaluate P&C research methodologies and 

understand the experience and impacts P&C research has on P&C 

researchers, and how its benefits can be sustained in the long term.   

• Secure resources and funding to conduct P&C research on resident 

experience of research, focusing on identifying areas for improvement, such 

as the dissemination of findings and using P&C research to inform policy 

change.  

Workstream 3: Culture and Practice     

• Fund a cultural development programme to establish shared values across 

stakeholders, challenge power dynamics, privilege, and norms, and promote 

collaboration in P&C research grounded in these updated values.  

• Advocate greater transparency regarding the funding received and awarded 

for P&C research by the Council and NHS.  

• Advocate for the use of participatory commissioning for P&C research within 

the Council.   

• Advocate for mandatory reviews of pre-existing academic and P&C 

research. This will ensure that new research projects are built on established 

evidence and network of researchers from all sectors who have expertise in 

similar topics.   

• Advocate for all P&C research providers to include a thorough explanation of 

methodologies in project reports and dissemination activities.  

Workstream 4: Capacity Building     

• Fund a P&C researcher directory to ensure long term opportunities for P&C 

researchers.  

• Advocate for improved payment policies and practices, with accessible and 

specialist advice for P&C researchers on the impact of research involvement 

payments on welfare benefits. As part of this effort, develop a good practice 

guide for P&C research that includes: 1) an account of the value and impact 
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of P&C research and the unique skills of P&C researchers; 2) guidelines on 

payment including a directory of available welfare benefits advice.  

• Urge the HDRC’s funder, the NIHR, to lobby for clearer guidance from the 

Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) regarding benefit claimants who 

receive payments as P&C researchers.  

• Coordinate training for P&C researchers, policymakers, academics and 

community organisations. Training for policymakers, academics and 

community organisations should focus on ethical and meaningful 

engagement with residents and the value of P&C research for local policy. 

Training for P&C researchers should include accredited training and 

mentorship delivered by a group of research-active local stakeholders.   

Workstream 5: Dissemination and Influence     

• Fund the access to/development of a database to make all existing and 

future P&C research publicly available.   

• Fund a website or public tracking system to communicate the 

implementation and impact of P&C research within the Council.  

The goal of our collective effort is to achieve health equity across the borough by 

ensuring a rich, diverse and resident centred evidence base to guide local 

policymaking. By adopting an "us" mentality we can harness our collective power 

and expertise to transform how research informs policy, ensuring that community 

voices are at the heart of decision-making. 
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Appendices 
 

Appendix 1: Examples of P&C Research Activities in Tower Hamlets 
 

 Community institution-led examples 

Project name Lead 
instituti
on  

Partner 
institutions 

Topic 
focus 

Demogr
aphic 
focus 

Sample 
reach 

Area 
focus 

Length Comm
unity 

Peer P
A
R 

Resear
cher 
status  

Pay
men
t 

Trai
nin
g 

Resear
er 
suppo
rt 

End at 
dissemi
nation 

Sustained influencing 

We Support 
Together 

Bromley 
by Bow 

Centre for 
Mental 
Health 
Research at 
City, 
University of 
London 

Mental 
health 
support 

South 
Asian 

8 
interview
ees 

East 
London 

1 year ✔ x x Perma
nent 
staff 
memb
ers? 

Salar
ied 

✔ ✔ ✔ x 

Blueprint 
Architects 

Platfor
m 
London 

Women’s 
Environmen
tal Network 

Food 
system 

Crosscut
ting, 
focus on 
underre
presente
d 
resident
s 

30 
research
ersgener
ating 
insights 
based on 
own 
experien
ce 

LBTH 5 years ✔ x ✔ Reside
nts/ac
tivitist
s/prof
ession
als 

Invoi
ce 

x ✔ x Blueprint architects 
planning to become 
self-sustaining after 
project wrap-up, 
influencing is in the 
form of campaigning 

https://www.bbbc.org.uk/insights/research-and-evaluation/community-research/
https://www.bbbc.org.uk/insights/research-and-evaluation/community-research/
https://www.bbbc.org.uk/
https://www.bbbc.org.uk/
https://researchcentres.city.ac.uk/centre-for-mental-health-research
https://researchcentres.city.ac.uk/centre-for-mental-health-research
https://researchcentres.city.ac.uk/centre-for-mental-health-research
https://researchcentres.city.ac.uk/centre-for-mental-health-research
https://researchcentres.city.ac.uk/centre-for-mental-health-research
https://researchcentres.city.ac.uk/centre-for-mental-health-research
https://researchcentres.city.ac.uk/centre-for-mental-health-research
https://www.justfact.co.uk/the-blueprint-architects/
https://www.justfact.co.uk/the-blueprint-architects/
https://platformlondon.org/resource/seeds-for-a-revolution-reclaiming-our-food-system/#:~:text=This%20publication%20was%20created%20through,of%20a%20series%20of%203.
https://platformlondon.org/resource/seeds-for-a-revolution-reclaiming-our-food-system/#:~:text=This%20publication%20was%20created%20through,of%20a%20series%20of%203.
https://platformlondon.org/resource/seeds-for-a-revolution-reclaiming-our-food-system/#:~:text=This%20publication%20was%20created%20through,of%20a%20series%20of%203.
https://www.wen.org.uk/
https://www.wen.org.uk/
https://www.wen.org.uk/
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Food Lives Tower 
Hamlets 

Wen Uni of 
Sussex as 
part of 
FoodSEquals 
nationwide 
programme 
(Uni of 
Reading) 

Food 
system 

Cross 
cutting 
within St 
George’s 
estate 

Unknown St 
George’
s Estate, 
LBTH 

5 years x ✔ x Reside
nts 

Salar
ied 

✔ ✔ ✔ Findings feed into 
policy development of 
nationwide 
programme working 
with DEFRA  

Emotional 
Support for 
Young People 

Toynbee 
Hall 

Thrive LDN Mental 
health, 
poverty 

Young 
people 

80 focus 
group, 
1000 
survey 

LBTH 1.5 
years 

x ✔ ✔ Reside
nts 

Ad 
hoc  
pay
men
ts/vo
uche
rs 

✔ ✔ x For the ‘’action’’ stage 
of the project, 
researchers will co-
produce and influence 
policy and practice in 
LBTH. Limited 
influencing after 
funding cycle ends. 

 

 

 

Research institution-led examples 

Project name Lead 
instituti
on  

Partner 
institutions 

Topic 
focus 

Demogr
aphic 
focus 

Sample 
reach 

Area 
focus 

Length Comm
unity 

Peer P
A
R 

Resear
cher 
status  

Pay
men
t 

Trai
nin
g 

Resear
cher 
suppo
rt 

Influencing focus 

Understanding 
the experiences 
and perspectives 

Impact 
on 
Urban 

The Social 
Innovation 
Partnershipi 

Pandemic 
impact 

Disprop
ortionat
ely 

40 
interview
s 

Lambet
h and 
Southwa

4  
month
s 

✔ x x ? ? ? TSIP TSIP supported community 
researchers to set up Centric, a 
research Hub developed, owned, 

https://www.wen.org.uk/2022/03/29/food-lives/
https://www.wen.org.uk/2022/03/29/food-lives/
https://www.wen.org.uk/
https://www.sussex.ac.uk/about/
https://www.sussex.ac.uk/about/
https://research.reading.ac.uk/food-systems-equality/
https://research.reading.ac.uk/food-systems-equality/
https://research.reading.ac.uk/food-systems-equality/
https://research.reading.ac.uk/food-systems-equality/
https://research.reading.ac.uk/food-systems-equality/
https://www.health.org.uk/funding-and-partnerships/programmes/covid-19-and-cost-of-living-impact-on-emotional-support-for-young-londoners
https://www.health.org.uk/funding-and-partnerships/programmes/covid-19-and-cost-of-living-impact-on-emotional-support-for-young-londoners
https://www.health.org.uk/funding-and-partnerships/programmes/covid-19-and-cost-of-living-impact-on-emotional-support-for-young-londoners
https://www.toynbeehall.org.uk/
https://www.toynbeehall.org.uk/
https://thriveldn.co.uk/
https://www.tsip.co.uk/case-studies/covid19insightgathering-8fs8p?rq=impact%20on%20urban%20health
https://www.tsip.co.uk/case-studies/covid19insightgathering-8fs8p?rq=impact%20on%20urban%20health
https://www.tsip.co.uk/case-studies/covid19insightgathering-8fs8p?rq=impact%20on%20urban%20health
https://urbanhealth.org.uk/insights/opinion/community-research-whos-in-control
https://urbanhealth.org.uk/insights/opinion/community-research-whos-in-control
https://urbanhealth.org.uk/insights/opinion/community-research-whos-in-control
https://www.tsip.co.uk/
https://www.tsip.co.uk/
https://www.tsip.co.uk/
https://centric.org.uk/about-us/
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of people more 
likely to be 
negatively 
impacted by 
COVID-19 

Health (TSIP) impacte
d 
resident
s 

rk and operated by the 
communities of Lambeth and 
Southwark. 

 

Impact on Urban Health aims to 
use the findings of this research 
to shape and influence which 
initiatives they will fund to 
support the public during this 
time. 

Partnership For 
Black People’s 
Health 

Wolfson 
Institute 
of 
Populati
on 
Health, 
QMUL 

Barts Health 
NHS Trust, 
University of 
Nottingham, 
the 
Women’s 
Inclusive 
Team etc. 

Medicine 
and public 
health 

Black 
African 
and 
Black 
Caribbea
n 
commun
ities 

N/A (it’s 
an 
engagem
ent 
program
me 
rather 
than 
research) 

London 
and 
Notting
ham 

18 
month
s 

✔   Comm
unity 
expert
s  

Ince
ntive
s and 
Salar
ied 

x ✔ Addressing systemic 
racism/issues that contribute to 
health inequalities in Black 
communities. 

Inclusive Growth 
Framework 
Fundamentals 

 

ICRD 
Uni of 
Wolverh
ampton 

BVSC 
Research, 
CTPSR at 
Coventry 
University 

Inclusive 
economic 
growth 

Cross 
cutting 

Unknown
, 40 
research
ers 
involved 

West 
Midland
s 

various x ✔ x Reside
nts 

Previ
ously 
vouc
hers 

Uni 
of 
W 

Uni of 
Wolve
rhmap
ton 

The Inclusive Growth Framework 
is embedded across West 
Midlands Combined Authority. It 
was approved by the WMCA 
Board in September 2018 and 
forms the basis of West 
Midlands Outcomes Framework. 

 

 

https://www.tsip.co.uk/case-studies/covid19insightgathering-8fs8p?rq=impact%20on%20urban%20health
https://www.tsip.co.uk/case-studies/covid19insightgathering-8fs8p?rq=impact%20on%20urban%20health
https://www.tsip.co.uk/case-studies/covid19insightgathering-8fs8p?rq=impact%20on%20urban%20health
https://www.tsip.co.uk/case-studies/covid19insightgathering-8fs8p?rq=impact%20on%20urban%20health
https://www.tsip.co.uk/case-studies/covid19insightgathering-8fs8p?rq=impact%20on%20urban%20health
https://urbanhealth.org.uk/insights/opinion/community-research-whos-in-control
https://www.tsip.co.uk/
https://www.qmul.ac.uk/wiph/centres/centre-for-public-health-and-policy/global-public-health-unit/p4bph/
https://www.qmul.ac.uk/wiph/centres/centre-for-public-health-and-policy/global-public-health-unit/p4bph/
https://www.qmul.ac.uk/wiph/centres/centre-for-public-health-and-policy/global-public-health-unit/p4bph/
https://www.wmca.org.uk/what-we-do/inclusive-growth/framework/fundamentals/
https://www.wmca.org.uk/what-we-do/inclusive-growth/framework/fundamentals/
https://www.wmca.org.uk/what-we-do/inclusive-growth/framework/fundamentals/
https://www.wlv.ac.uk/research/research-centres/icrd/
https://www.wlv.ac.uk/research/research-centres/icrd/
https://wlv.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/2436/625331/CW-report_Sep_v4_FINAL.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
https://wlv.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/2436/625331/CW-report_Sep_v4_FINAL.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
https://wlv.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/2436/625331/CW-report_Sep_v4_FINAL.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
https://wlv.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/2436/625331/CW-report_Sep_v4_FINAL.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
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Peer/community research adjacent examples 

Project name Lead 
instituti
on  

Partner 
institutions 

Topic 
focus 

Demogr
aphic 
focus 

 

Comments 

Advocating for 
Culturally 
Competent 
Services 

Coffee 
Afrik 

ELFT Mental 
health 
services 

POC, 
with 
focus on 
SEND/ 
LGBTQI  

 

This work seems significant but links to ELFT website aren’t functioning so hard to get detail on model. 

 

East London 
Pandemic Priority 
Setting 
Partnership (PSP) 
for Ethnic 
Minority 
Communities 

James 
Lind 
Alliance 

The National 
Institute for 
Health and 
Care 
Research 

Unequal 
impact of 
pandemic 

Commu
nities 
disprpoti
onately 
affected 
by the 
pandemi
c 

 

This is a really specific and participatory form of research, but not conducted by community or peer researchers 

 

 

 

 

. 

 

 

 

 

https://www.coffeeafrique.co.uk/about
https://www.coffeeafrique.co.uk/about
https://www.coffeeafrique.co.uk/about
https://www.coffeeafrique.co.uk/about
https://www.coffeeafrique.co.uk/
https://www.coffeeafrique.co.uk/
https://www.elft.nhs.uk/
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/documents/east-london-pandemic-priority-setting-partnership-psp-for-ethnic-minority-communities/27750
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/documents/east-london-pandemic-priority-setting-partnership-psp-for-ethnic-minority-communities/27750
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/documents/east-london-pandemic-priority-setting-partnership-psp-for-ethnic-minority-communities/27750
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/documents/east-london-pandemic-priority-setting-partnership-psp-for-ethnic-minority-communities/27750
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/documents/east-london-pandemic-priority-setting-partnership-psp-for-ethnic-minority-communities/27750
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/documents/east-london-pandemic-priority-setting-partnership-psp-for-ethnic-minority-communities/27750
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/documents/east-london-pandemic-priority-setting-partnership-psp-for-ethnic-minority-communities/27750
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/
https://www.jla.nihr.ac.uk/
http://www.nihr.ac.uk/
http://www.nihr.ac.uk/
http://www.nihr.ac.uk/
http://www.nihr.ac.uk/
http://www.nihr.ac.uk/
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Local/Regional Governance examples 

Project name Lead 
instituti
on  

Partner 
institutions 

Topic 
focus 

Demogr
aphic 
focus 

Sample 
reach 

Length In 
house 
or 
commi
ssione
d? 

How 
many 
resear
chers? 

Com
mun
ity 

P
e
er 

PAR Who 
co-
ordi
nate
s 
rese
arch
ers 

Pay
me
nt 

Traini
ng  

Who 
provide
s 
researc
her 
support 

Impact focus 

Peer Outreach 
Workers 

GLA Various 
including 
Thrive LDN 

Currently  
improving 
education
al 
achievem
ents and 
opportuni
ties,  

15 -25 yr 
old 
Londone
rs 

Varies Periodic 
or one-
off 
projects 

In 
house 

30 x ✔ ✔ GLA,  Sess
iona
l 
wor
ker 
basi
s, 
LLW 

In 
house, 
special
ists 
broug
ht in 
accord
ing to 
project 

GLA’s 
POW 
support 
team 

Piloting new 
approaches; working 
with existing 
organisations to 
improve their 
engagement with 
young people; 
evaluating 
programmes or 
services. 

 

Community 
Insights Network 

LBTH  Cross 
cutting 

Cross 
cutting 

Varies Unknow
n 

In 
house 

6 ✔ x x Publi
c 
Heal
th 

Zer
o 
hou
r 
con
trac
ts 

Public 
Health 

Public 
Health 

Tower Hamlets 
Partnership plan and 
variety of other 
projects 

https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/education-and-youth/young-londoners/peer-outreach-workers
https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/education-and-youth/young-londoners/peer-outreach-workers
https://www.shortwork.org.uk/projects/community-insights-programme
https://www.shortwork.org.uk/projects/community-insights-programme
https://democracy.towerhamlets.gov.uk/documents/s131344/Final%20TH%20Plan%20CIR%20report.pdf
https://democracy.towerhamlets.gov.uk/documents/s131344/Final%20TH%20Plan%20CIR%20report.pdf
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Citizen Scientists-
in-Residence 
programme 

Camden 
council 

Insititute for 
Global 
Prosperity, 
UCL 

Cross 
cutting 

Cross 
cutting 

Varies Unknow
n, 
probabl
y align 
with 
council 
research 
cycles 

Fully 
integra
ted 
into 
Council
’s 
engage
ment 
and 
policy 
teams. 

 

7 x ✔ ? Coun
cil 

Sala
ried
? 

UCL 
Citizen 
Scienc
e 
Acade
my  

? The results will be 
used to inform the 
council’s investment 
plans for the 
community through 
their new Community 
Wealth Fund, and the 
work of the Council’s 
Tenant Engagement 
Programme. 

Community 
researchers 

Camden 
council 

 Cross 
cutting 

Project 
specific 

Varies periodic In 
house, 
availab
le to 
hire 

20 ✔ x x Coun
cil 

Sess
iona
l? 

  Various research 
focuses 

Hackney Health 

and Wellbeing 
Strategy 2022-26 

Hackney 
Council 

Volunteer 
Centre 
Hackney 
(VCH) 

Health Cross 
cutting 

333 
surveys 

Unknow
n 

unkno
wn 

30 ✔ x x  VoL
unt
eers 

VCH VCH Council team used  
findings to create 
strategy 

 

 

https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/igp/news/2024/jan/new-cohort-citizen-social-scientists-camden-present-their-research-plans-local-council
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/igp/news/2024/jan/new-cohort-citizen-social-scientists-camden-present-their-research-plans-local-council
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/igp/news/2024/jan/new-cohort-citizen-social-scientists-camden-present-their-research-plans-local-council
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/igp/research/ucl-citizen-science-academy
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/igp/research/ucl-citizen-science-academy
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/igp/research/ucl-citizen-science-academy
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/igp/research/ucl-citizen-science-academy
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/igp/research/ucl-citizen-science-academy
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/igp/research/ucl-citizen-science-academy
https://www.camden.gov.uk/community-researchers
https://www.camden.gov.uk/community-researchers
https://consultation.hackney.gov.uk/adults-health-integration/health-and-wellbeing-strategy/user_uploads/consultation-draft_-hackney-22_26-hwb-strategy-8.pdf
https://consultation.hackney.gov.uk/adults-health-integration/health-and-wellbeing-strategy/user_uploads/consultation-draft_-hackney-22_26-hwb-strategy-8.pdf
https://consultation.hackney.gov.uk/adults-health-integration/health-and-wellbeing-strategy/user_uploads/consultation-draft_-hackney-22_26-hwb-strategy-8.pdf


 
 

49 
 

Appendix 2: Roses, Buds, Thorns of P&C Research - Key Themes 

 Rose  
What is strong, 

beautiful, blooming   

Buds 
What is exciting, has 
potential, could be grown 

Thorns 
What is difficult, a 

challenge 

Sec-
tor 
  

Overall 

environm

ent  

  

Variety of projects -Need for sustainable, long 
term model  
Opportunity for: 
- collaboration/relationship 
building 
-power sharing 
public/academics 
-breaking down 
stigmas/assumptions between 
public and institutions 

Community research is not 
valued 

P&C 
resear
cher 

Well skilled/respected 
orgs in the borough 

HDRC Not sharing the same ideas 
of what we are trying to do 

Counc
il 

Desire to create place-
based specific 
response 

HDRC, as an explicit effort to 
build infrastructure and 
collaborate 

Lack of trust between 
communities and 
institutions  

Univer
sity 

People of Tower 
Hamlets 

    VCS 

P&C 
research 
teams 
  

-Valuing of lived 
experience 
-Empowerment and 
participation  

Paying residents to improve 
participation 

-Reaching certain 
communities  
-Lack of clarity on how 
payments affect benefits 

P&C 
resear
cher 

Valuing the time and 
input of local people 

    Counc
il 

Valuing skills of local 
people 

  Payment, employment and 
accreditation issues 

Univer
sity 
 

    Confusion re DWP 
guidance on peer research 
and benefits 

VCS 
 

Conducti
ng 
Researc
h  
  

-Research topics that 
matter to people 
-Giving voice to people 
and hearing what is 
usually unheard 
-Flexible methods 
- P&C researcher skill 
development 
  

Wider participation through 
different/inclusive engagement 
methods  
  
  

Difficulty reaching certain 
communities (for example, 
housebound, digitally 
excluded)  
  

P&C 
resear
cher 

Innovative and creative 
methodologies  

-Bringing research orgs 
together to get more residents 
involved 
-Increasing capacity in the 
community to input into 
evidence and be listened to 
-Interpretation support & 
indigenous ways of knowing 
link to research methods 

-Not enough time to deliver 
projects that build trust and 
accountable relationships 
between different groups 
-Lack of a shared model 
that is 'live' and adaptable 
-Risk of tokenism and 
extraction. 

Univer
sity 
 

  -Developing post-research 
opportunities for peer 
researchers 
-Prevent duplication and share 
best practices. 

Providing sufficient 
resources and time to 
meaningfully engage and 
sustain relations with 
communities 

VCS 
 

Dissemin
ation and 
Impact 

-Local people 
influencing change 
- When research leads 
to impact 
-Trust development 
-Tackles inequality 
through mixed 
participation 

-Opportunity to come together 
to share data 
-Alternative solutions, 
designed by communities 
-Possibility to tackle stigma 
-Acknowledgment of structural 
racism and how it affects 
people of colour 

-Not enough findings for 
specific communities 
-Discrimination and 
misinterpretation of 
communities by 
professional researchers, 
dismissal of participants’ 
viewpoints 

P&C 
resear
cher 
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-Improved transparency and 
accountability 

-Research being 
misrepresented once it is 
done, endangering 
communities 
-Currently no transparency 
or accountability with what 
happens to research once 
finished 
  

-Findings are impactful 
and relevant to local 
communities 
-Challenging/surprising 
findings 

-Training council officers and 
researchers to 
appreciate/understand 
community research. 
-The opportunity to make 
systemic change - not doing 
things TO people but working 
and developing WITH people 
  

Discrimination by 
researchers and council 
officers when framing 
research themes, 
interpreting data and 
sharing results 

Univer
sity 
 

More powerful and 
insightful research 

Developing a co-ordinated 
approach to sharing ongoing 
project work to prevent 
duplication and share best 
practices. 

  VCS 
 

Improve
ment  
  

  -Defeat short term funding 
cycles 
-Consistent resourcing and 
payment could include more 
people 

-Short term funding cycles 
-Research is not fed back 
to communities and built on 
-Need for transparency and 
better communication 
between all parties 
-Need for more effective 
training 

P&C 
resear
cher 

    - Incorporating new 
infrastructure into training 
for staff 

Counc
il 

  -Access to opportunities to 
learn more about the local 
organisations and their needs 
-Whole system approach to 
health inequalities 
  

-No methods to bring 
together different ways of 
knowing and evidence 
together 
-Stakeholder fatigue if 
nothing changes 
-Not enough time is 
planned or built in for 
dissemination 
-Community research not 
always valued in academia 
-Residents not feeling 
welcome into research and 
local authority spaces 

Univer
sity 
 

  -Collaboration with other 
organisations using community 
research approaches 
-Chance to shift power 
relationships 
- Willingness amongst 
academia, council and VCS to 
work together and learn and 
listen to each other 
  

Need to prevent duplication 
of projects 

VCS 
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Appendix 3: Co-designed Survey 

Peer and community research in Tower Hamlets 

You are invited to take part in this survey as you are involved in peer and community 

research (P&C research) in Tower Hamlets in some way. For example, you are a 

peer or community researcher (P&C researcher) who has conducted research in the 

borough or a member of an organisation such as the NHS or local authority who has 

commissioned P&C research to use in local service delivery and policymaking. 
  

This survey will take approximately 10 minutes to complete. A number of P&C 

researchers and organisations have been involved in co-designing the survey. The 

aim is to understand current P&C research activity across Tower Hamlets. We will 

use the findings of the survey to co-produce a model for P&C research to support the 

work of the Tower Hamlets Health Determinants Research Collaboration (HDRC). 

The HDRC is a collaboration between Tower Hamlets Council, local universities and 

community organisations. It aims to involve residents in research that will address 

local determinants of heath (e.g. work, housing and food) and inequalities in the 

borough. More info on the HDRC can be found here: 

https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lgnl/community_and_living/Health-Determinants-

Research-Collaboration.aspx.  
 

Please select the answers that apply to you. There are no right or wrong answers. 

Data collected from this survey will be stored by the P&C Model Project delivery 

team and accessible only to the delivery team and advisors, not Tower Hamlets 

Council or other parties. When sharing the research findings all data will be 

anonymised, meaning it will not be possible for people to identify the responses you 

gave when completing the survey. Your information will be used solely for the 

purpose of this project. We will process your data in line with our privacy policy: 

https://drxialin-

my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/xia_lin_drxialin_onmicrosoft_com/ERN-

6sUdB7lIsugWo_9Wza8BNoJivZO2GnaLyJE4lmq4hg?e=S3fXjg  
  

As a thank you for your participation in the survey you will invited to take part in a 

prize draw. If you do this you could win £50 of shopping voucher. At the end of the 

survey you will also be invited to be included in a directory of P&C research in Tower 

Hamlets and to sign up for a co-production workshop to review findings and further 

develop the P&C research model for the HDRC.  

  

Thank you in advance for your support, 

  

P&C Model Project delivery team: Dr Xia Lin and Bethan Mobey 

Project members: P&C researchers 

Project advisors: Dr Megan Clinch and Dr Sara Paparini 
  

 

Section 1 

Current Peer and Community (P&C) research activities 

https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lgnl/community_and_living/Health-Determinants-Research-Collaboration.aspx
https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lgnl/community_and_living/Health-Determinants-Research-Collaboration.aspx
https://drxialin-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/xia_lin_drxialin_onmicrosoft_com/ERN-6sUdB7lIsugWo_9Wza8BNoJivZO2GnaLyJE4lmq4hg?e=S3fXjg
https://drxialin-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/xia_lin_drxialin_onmicrosoft_com/ERN-6sUdB7lIsugWo_9Wza8BNoJivZO2GnaLyJE4lmq4hg?e=S3fXjg
https://drxialin-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/xia_lin_drxialin_onmicrosoft_com/ERN-6sUdB7lIsugWo_9Wza8BNoJivZO2GnaLyJE4lmq4hg?e=S3fXjg


 
 

52 
 

1.How are you currently involved in P&C research in Tower Hamlets? 

Required to answer. Single choice.  
o I haven’t been involved in commissioning, delivering or supporting P&C research in 

Tower Hamlets 

o As a peer and community researcher (P&C researcher) 

o As a grassroots organisation 

o As a medium/large community organisation 

o As a company/consultant/freelancer 

o As a public sector organisation 

o As a university researcher 

o As a funder 

2.Which organisations in Tower Hamlets have you worked with on P&C 

research? Required to answer. Multiple choice.  
Select all that apply. 

o Barts Health NHS Trust 

o Bromley By Bow Centre 

o Coffee Afrik 

o East London NHS Foundation Trust 

o GP Care Group 

o Healthwatch Tower Hamlets 

o London Borough of Tower Hamlets 

o London Metropolitan University 

o Magic Me 

o National Institute for Health and Social Care Research (NIHR) 

o NHS North East London 

o Platform London 

o Positive East 

o Praxis 

o Queen Mary University of London 

o REAL 

o Social Action for Health 

o St. Margaret’s House 

o The Young Foundation 

o Switchback 

o Tower Hamlets CVS 

o Toynbee Hall 

o University of East London 

o Women’s Environmental Network 

o Women’s Inclusive Team 

3.How have you been paid for your contribution? Required to answer. Multiple 

choice.  
Select all that apply. 

o I have not received any payments or incentives 

o Permanent contract (full time) 

o Permanent contract (part time) 

o Fixed term contract (full time) 

o Fixed term contract (part time) 

o Zero hours contract 

o Invoice 

o Incentives paid by bank transfer/cash 

o Incentives paid by voucher 

o Training and other in-kind offers 
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4.In an ideal world, how would you like to be paid? Required to answer. Single 

choice.  
o I do not want to receive any payments or incentives 

o Permanent contract (full time) 

o Permanent contract (part time) 

o Fixed term contract (full time) 

o Fixed term contract (part time) 

o Zero hours contract 

o Invoice 

o Incentives paid by bank transfer/cash 

o Incentives paid by voucher 

o Training and other in-kind offers 

5.How often do you work with P&C researchers? Required to answer. Single 

choice.  
o Rarely 

o Sometimes 

o All the time 

6.Over the last year, approximately how many P&C researchers in Tower 

Hamlets have you worked with? Required to answer. Single line text.  
The value must be a number 

7.What have your P&C research projects in Tower Hamlets focused on? 

Required to answer. Multiple choice.  
Select all that apply. 

o Health and healthcare 

o Social care 

o Social issues, e.g. housing, employment 

o Economic issues, e.g. income, food 

o Environmental issues, e.g. climate change, access to green space 

8.What approaches have been used in the P&C research projects you have 

been involved in? Required to answer. Multiple choice.  
Select all that apply. 

o Number-related methods, e.g. survey 

o Narrative-related methods, e.g. interview, focus group 

o Art-related methods, e.g. video, drawing 

o Activity-related methods, e.g. gardening, community dinner 

o Community organising 

o Campaigning 

o Informing policymaking 

9.Based on your experiences and observations, to what extent do you agree 

with the statements below: Required to answer. Likert.  

 
Strongl

y 

agree 

Ag

ree 

Neu

tral 

Disag

ree 

Strongl

y 

disagre

e 

P&C researchers are involved in all 

stages of research projects (e.g. 

deciding research question, research 

design, delivery and dissemination). 
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P&C research projects are repetitive      

P&C research projects are informed by 

existing research insights and data 
     

10.Why do you think recommendations from P&C research projects are not 

always implemented? Required to answer. Multiple choice.  
Please select at most 3 options. 

o N/A, the findings of P&C research are always implemented 

o Limited power of policymakers to make change 

o Lack of support from policymakers to implement change 

o Reliance on personal relationships rather than transparent processes to get research 

into policy 

o The types of evidence generated by P&C research projects are not understood and 

valued highly by policymakers 

o Quality of research not being good 

o P&C research do not provide the insights needed for policymaking 

o P&C research findings contradict other form of research evidence (e.g. academic 

research) 

o Recommendations generated by P&C research are not feasible 

o Recommendations generated by P&C research do not align with/ contradict the agendas 

of policymakers and elected representatives 

o Recommendations generated by P&C research cannot be easily integrated into pre-

existing policies organisational plans 

o Recommendations generated by P&C research are not provided in time to inform local 

policy 

o Lack of funding to implement the recommendations generated by P&C research 

o Lack of time to implement the recommendations generated by P&C research 

o Policymakers favouring traditional forms of knowledge 

o Not sure 

11.What is the top benefit of using a P&C research approach to understand 

and address local health determinants (e.g. work, housing and food) and 

inequalities? Required to answer. Single choice.  
Please choose one. 

o Understanding, trust and collaboration between communities and organisations (e.g. 

public sector organisations, universities, community organisations) 

o Including diverse and seldom heard communities in heath determinants and health 

inequalities research 

o Better understanding the needs of local communities 

o Addressing knowledge gaps and providing insights about local health determinants 

and inequalities 

o More credible evidence for local policymakers who want to address local health 

inequalities 

o Developing effective solutions to address health determinants and inequalities that will 

result in sustainable change 

o Better use of the resources available to address determinants and inequalities locally 

o Supporting communities to develop the skills and confidence to generate evidence 

that will address the inequalities they experience 

o Not sure 

12.What is the top challenge of using P&C research to understand and 

address local health determinants and inequalities?Required to answer. 

Single choice.  
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Please choose one. 

o Deciding on the issues that P&C research should address 

o Skills and time required to conduct and facilitate P&C research 

o Implementing recommendations that arise from P&C research through policy and 

system change 

o Identifying the right community organisations/ P&C researchers to design and 

deliver different kinds of research projects 

o Prejudice and discrimination towards P&C researchers by professional researchers 

and/or policymakers 

o Payment and employment issues for P&C researchers 

o Limited funding 

o Limited project timelines 

o Fragmented organisation and short term funding of P&C research means that its 

potential to help tackle health inequalities and address determinants of health is limited 

o Not sure 

13.To what extent do current P&C research activities in Tower Hamlets fulfil 

the goals below? Likert.  

 

Ver

y 

muc

h 

Some

what 

Neu

tral 

Not 

so 

muc

h 

N

ot 

at 

all 

Share power amongst all partners      

Make sure that a wide range of different 

perspectives and skills are embraced and 

included in P&C research activities 

     

Respect and value lived experience and 

make sure different kinds of knowledge are 

expressed and transmitted effectively 

     

Ensure that there are benefits to all parties 

involved in local health determinants and 

health inequalities research 

     

Reach all residents through concerted and 

careful engagement and outreach 
     

Work flexibly      

Avoid jargon and make sure that residents 

have information about P&C research in a 

timely manner 

     

Make sure P&C research activities are based 

on long term relationships between 

stakeholders (e.g. P&C researchers, 

community organisations, the Local Authority) 

     

Make sure P&C research activities are 

adequately resourced 
     

Section 2 
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How to make it easier to conduct and use P&C research in 

Tower Hamlets 

14.Who should decide what research topics are explored through the Tower 

Hamlets HDRC? Required to answer. Multiple choice.  
Select all that apply 

o The council 

o Universities 

o Community organisations 

o Residents 

o All of the above 

15.At a borough level, what could help ensure the quality of peer and 

community research is high across organisations? Multiple choice.  
Please select at most 3 options. 

o A borough-wide set of quality standards for P&C research 

o A body to provide quality assurance for and coordination of P&C research 

o A way to maintain long term relationships between residents, community organisations, 

the local authority and academic researchers 

o Shared learning and networking amongst organisations and P&C researchers 

o Coordinated training for organisations and individuals who wish to conduct and use 

P&C research 

o Supervision or training of organisations on racism and discrimination in P&C research 

o A better approach to paying, advising and supporting P&C researchers to 

participate 

o More thoughtful commissioning to enable more feasible, better funded and co-

produced P&C research 

o Not sure 

16.What training and development opportunities could be helpful for P&C 

researchers? Required to answer. Multiple choice.  
Please select at most 3 options. 

o None 

o More P&C research opportunities for people to learn “on the job” 

o An accredited training course on how to conduct research and make change happen 

o Training on how to work in an inclusive, collaborative and fair way with Tower Hamlets 

residents 

o Training for P&C researchers that helps them to build skills, confidence and navigate 

the needs and agendas of different organisations (e.g. Universities, communities 

organisations, the Local Authority) 

o Paid work experience on P&C research and other projects so they can build confidence 

and skills 

o Support to find employment opportunities related to skills acquired as P&C researcher 

o Not sure 

17.What training and development opportunities could be helpful for 

organisations (e.g. community organisations, policymakers, universities) who 

wish to support and deliver P&C research? Required to answer. Multiple 

choice.  
Please select at most 3 options. 

o None 

o A better understanding the value and benefits of P&C research 
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o How to reach out and build trust with the residents they would like to collaborate with 

on P&C research 

o How to work with residents in an ethical way 

o How to recognise and shift the power dynamics between themselves and residents 

o How to facilitate, support and champion P&C research 

o How to effectively commission P&C research 

o How make sure that P&C research is not negatively affected by limited timelines and 

budgets 

o How to set expectations about the impact of P&C research with residents 

o A better understanding of Tower Hamlets residents and the P&C research being 

conducted in the Borough 

o Not sure 

18.What would be the benefits of coordinating P&C research in Tower 

Hamlets? Required to answer. Multiple choice.  
Please select at most 3 options. 

o No benefits 

o Developing support and infrastructure for paying P&C researchers 

o Coordination of training and learning for organisations and P&C researchers 

o Knowing where to go to commission P&C research 

o Understanding the research priorities of the borough and how to get involved in 

research opportunities to explore them 

o Better coordination and use of research funding 

o Avoiding duplication of projects 

o Ability to do bigger and more impactful projects 

o Ensuring good quality research in the borough 

o Evaluating the impact of P&C research 

o Better understanding and collaboration amongst organisations and communities 

o Relationships can be built for the long term 

o Not sure 

19.Who would be best at coordinating peer and community research for the 

Tower Hamlets Health Determinants Research Collaboration 

(HDRC)?Required to answer. Single choice.  
Please pick one. 

o The Council 

o A health sector organisation 

o A university 

o Tower Hamlets CVS 

o A grassroots organisation 

o A medium or large community organisation 

o An independent body e.g. a community interest company 

o Not sure 

Section 3 

Thank you 

20.You are invited to enter a prize draw. Would you like to take part?Required 

to answer. Single choice.  
Prize draw winners will each receive a £50 voucher. 

o Yes 

o No 

21.Your contact details for the prize drawRequired to answer. Single line text.  
Enter your answer 
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Add new question 

 

Appendix 4: Co-production Workshop Guide  

 

1) Collaboration: funding and implementation, how to avoid duplication and 

create larger/more impactful projects 

• What could be a fair and effective commissioning process? 

• How do we ensure sufficient funding to implement recommendations? 

• How do we improve policymakers’ understanding of the value of evidence 

collected from P&C research? 

• How do we avoid duplication and develop larger and more impactful projects? 

  

2) Supporting P&C researchers: payment, training and development 

• How do we coordinate payment, training and development? 

• What can be improved to support career progression? 

 

3) Sustainability: financial sustainability of the coordination body and P&C 

research beyond projects 

• How can we work together to make sure funding for the coordination body is 

long term and financially sustainable? 

• How can we ensure we conduct continuous research rather than one-off 

projects? 

• Should the council have its in-house peer/community research team? 

• Who coordinates: coordination for each area + member selection + how to 

balance power dynamics 

 

For all groups 

• Should the same or different body to coordinate collaboration, supporting P&C 

researchers, and sustainability? 

• How should members be selected to ensure all stakeholders’ involvement? 

• How to ensure power is equally distributed? 

 

 
i City and Hackney Safeguarding Adults Board (CHSAB):    
The CHSAB is a multi-agency partnership with a statutory role under the Care Act 2014. Its primary objective is to 

ensure effective local safeguarding arrangements are in place across City and Hackney. The board is led by an 

Independent Chair and involves residents in various capacities. While it includes representatives from local 

authorities, the CHSAB operates as a distinct entity with its own governance structure and strategic priorities. 

Partner agencies collectively fund the board, and their attendance, financial contributions, successes, and 

challenges are closely monitored. 




