























APPENDIX ONE
Selection of Case Study NDC:s:

Four criteria were used to inform the selection:
e ‘good performance °

e regional spread

e type of neighbourhood

e strategic approach

() GOOD PERFORMANCE

An overarching aim of case study work is to achieve a better understanding of
good practice in NDC Partnerships and to disseminate what is working to the
neighbourhood renewal community more generally. Case studies, therefore,
were selected from amongst better performing NDCs. * Good performance’ was
identified using:

e PMF scores (ranked)

e Index of Relative change (ranked): performance of each NDC area between
2001-02 and 2004 against that achieved in the other 38 NDC areas

e Closing the gap with Local Authorities (ranked)

These three performance indicators were combined to create two further
rankings:

e Combined rank 1 is based on both the Index of Relative Change and Closing
the gap with Local authorities

e Combined rank 2 also includes PMF rankings.

The six preferred NDCs ranked amongst the top 18 performers on the first
combined rank indicator (relative change and closing the gap) and amongst the
top 12 based the second combined rank indicator (relative change, closing the
gap and PMF).

It should be stressed that this selection was based on evidence
available to the national evaluation team as of early 2006.
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(ii) REGIONAL SPREAD

In order to ensure wider contextual issues are captured there was always a
strong case for a regional spread of case study NDCs. Two were selected in
London because:

e 10 NDCs are located there

e London NDCs tend collectively to be rather different to other Partnerships
e.g. major pressures in terms of housing demand, but often higher than
NDC Programme wide averages in relation to some indictors such as
educational attainment

e methodologically it is useful to have 2 case studies located within one city in
order to provide a ‘common institutional/market context’ within which to
explore why and how change is occurring

e there is the argument that more is happening in London which is likely to
impact on NDC performance e.g. the 2012 Olympics

e the two NDCs involved, Lambeth and Newham, are different in strategic
approach: the former being part of a major redevelopment proposal, the
latter adopting more of an incremental approach.

The remaining four NDCs are located in those ‘non-London regions’

accommodating most NDCs: the North-East; the North-West; the West Midlands;

and Yorkshire and the Humber.

(iii) TYPE OF NEIGHBOURHOOD

In addition the six selected case studies represent a range across key socio-
demographic variables:

e Tenure profile: proportion of social renters ranges from 36 per cent
(Bradford) to 68 per cent (Knowsley), the NDC average being 55 per cent

e Proportion of BME residents: ranges from one per cent (Knowsley) to 64

per cent (Bradford) compared with a NDC wide range of one per cent to 82
per cent and an average of 27 per cent

(iv) STRATEGIC APPROACH

The overall strategic approach has been addressed using four indicators (Tables
1 and 2):

e existence of an exit strategy: three of the six had a formal exit strategy in late
2005 compared with 15 out of the 39 NDCs

e legal status: all six are companies limited by guarantee
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proportion of resident board members ranges from 41 per cent (Lambeth)
to 67 per cent (Walsall) compared with a Programme wide average of 54 per
cent

the mix of spend across themes appears largely representative of the
Programme as a whole: for example, the proportion of total spend directed
towards community safety outcomes ranges from six per cent (Newham) to
28 per cent (Walsall) compared with a range of three per cent to 28 per cent
across the Programme; there is also a useful range across the six in relation
to the relative allocation of overall expenditure; for instance health varies
from one per cent to 14 per cent, worklessness four per cent to 20 per cent;
crime six per cent to 28 per cent and HPE 19 per cent to 51 per cent.
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Table 1 Strategic approach

NDC % resident board Does the partnership | Legal Status

members have an exit strategy?
Birmingham A 53 No Other
Birmingham KN 57 Yes Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Bradford 48 Yes Co. Ltd. by guarantee/CD trust/Charity
Brent 63 No No legal status
Brighton 50 Yes Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Bristol 57 Yes Co. Ltd. by guarantee/Charity
Coventry 45 Yes No legal status
Derby 46 No Charity
Doncaster 48 Yes No legal status
Hackney 67 Yes Co. Ltd. by guarantee/Charity
Haringey 38 No No legal status
Hartlepool 52 Yes No legal status
H'smith & Fulham 47 No No legal status
Hull 44 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee/CD trust/Charity
Islington 67 No No legal status
Knowsley 56 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Lambeth 4 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Leicester 80 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Lewisham 48 No No legal status
Liverpool 31 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Luton 73 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee/CD trust
Manchester 50 Yes No legal status
Middlesbrough 42 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Newcastle 55 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Newham 59 Yes Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Norwich 60 Yes Co. Ltd. by guarantee/CD trust
Nottingham 72 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Oldham 37 No No legal status
Plymouth 41 Yes No legal status
Rochdale 4 No Society to benefit the community
Salford 65 No No legal status
Sandwell 55 No No legal status
Sheffield 48 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Southampton 63 No No legal status
Southwark 70 No No legal status
Sunderland 54 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Tower Hamlets 61 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee
Walsall 67 Yes Co. Ltd. by guarantee/Charity
Wolverhampton 60 No Co. Ltd. by guarantee

Preference Case study NDCs / Substitute NDCs
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Table 2 Theme expenditure to 2004/05: % of total spend
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NDC Community development | Safety | Education Health Housing & Physical Environ | Worklessness
Birmingham A 5 13 20 23 10 16
Birmingham KN 35 14 9 2 18 5
Bradford 16 9 11 7 31 20
Brent 14 9 25 4 33 3
Brighton 30 8 17 8 23 13
Bristol 32 5 7 22 8 24
Coventry 10 7 53 4 11 5
Derby 18 13 36 20 1 13
Doncaster 21 17 14 5 17 13
Hackney 14 3 12 4 14 48
Haringey 8 14 17 28 24 5
Hartlepool 20 18 17 4 22 11
H'smith & Fulham 22 6 14 5 30 4
Hull 31 6 18 6 26 8
Islington 10 7 15 21 17 9
Knowsley 11 6 8 1 51 10
Lambeth 22 1 9 1 19 15
Leicester 18 3 5 12 49 7
Lewisham 9 27 16 10 16 7
Liverpool 13 17 18 9 26 10
Luton 55 10 9 6 4 6
Manchester 8 4 10 7 61 8
Middlesbrough 10 14 26 4 30 14
Newcastle 8 13 28 13 20 18
Newham 13 6 17 11 42 4
Norwich 4 11 31 13 1 36
Nottingham 22 13 11 10 5 28
Oldham 8 8 5 60 7 9
Plymouth 13 19 14 9 26 7
Rochdale 7 11 6 4 58 5
Salford 13 6 39 8 25 3
Sandwell 33 15 28 3 5 7
Sheffield 26 13 23 17 17 5
Southampton 21 1" 15 6 22 7
Southwark 28 8 1 5 13 21
Sunderland 12 12 51 2 2 16
Tower Hamlets 15 19 23 6 20 4
Walsall 19 28 7 14 23 4
Wolverhampton 12 19 16 1 34 3

Preference Case study NDCs / Substitute NDCs
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