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1.

Executive summary

Introduction
1.0 Earlier this year (12 July 2004) the

Government announced as part of the 2004
Spending Review (SR04) that just over £1
billion of Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF)
resources would be made available during
the period 2006-2008 (£525 million in 2006-
07 and £525 million in 2007-08). These new
resources were in addition to the £1.875
billion of NRF resources already allocated to
the 88 most deprived areas in the country
during the period 2001 — 2006.

Aim of the Consultation

1.1

The aim of this consultation is to seek

the views of those involved in delivering
neighbourhood renewal at the national,
regional and local level on a number of key
issues that need to be considered before
final decisions are made on how the new
NRF resources should be allocated. This
consultation does not seek views on

the precise methodology to be used for
identifying eligible areas and how much they
will receive as a result. Decisions on eligibility
and individual allocations will be taken in the
light of responses to this consultation.

Key Issues
1.2 The Government believes that over the last

1.3

4 years considerable progress has been
made using the NRF to tackle deprivation

in the country’s poorest neighbourhoods.
The Government has also learnt a lot about
what works and what does not work so well
in delivering neighbourhood renewal. These
new NRF resources therefore provide an
opportunity for all those involved in delivering
neighbourhood renewal to consider in the
light of this experience how these resources
might be used more effectively in the future.

The Government would therefore welcome

views on the following key issues:

i. Focusing on outcomes;

ii. Maximising impact;

ii. Strengthening delivery through Local
Strategic Partnerships (LSPs);

iv. Targeting small pockets of acute deprivation;

v. Using Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004
(IMDO04) data;

vi. Providing transitional support.

Next Steps
1.4 The Government will consider the responses to

this consultation paper before deciding on how
the new NRF resources will be allocated. A final
announcement on this will be made in 2005.



2. How to respond

2.0 The consultation period began on 16

December 2004 and will run until 11 February
2005 (please ensure that your response
reaches us by that date). To make it easier
for you to respond, we would encourage
you to use our online consultation facility,
within which you will find all our support
documentation, a discussion area and a
structured questionnaire. This service will
allow you to provide both qualitative and
quantitative responses and help us to quickly
and efficiently analyse your views on the

key issues in this consultation. If you prefer,
you can also use this service to submit a
response document or alternatively you can
send your consultation response (N0 more
than 4 sides of A4) to:

Robert Dryburgh

Neighbourhood Renewal Unit
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
6/D8

Eland House

Bressenden Place

London

SW1 5DU

Fax: 020 7944 3749
E-mail: NRFallocation@consultations.
neighbourhood.gov.uk

e-Consultation website address:
www.consultations.neighbourhood.gov.uk

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

2.5

Please note that when using our
e-Consultation service your response will be
saved as a draft, until you are ready to make
your formal submission. At that time you will
be asked whether your response is to be
made public or kept confidential. You will then
be automatically notified, by e-mail, that we
have received your submission.

Your response should also be copied to your
regional Government Office (GO). GO contact
details can be found at Annex A.

When responding please state whether

you are responding as an individual or
representing the views of an organisation
and/or a local partnership. If responding on
behalf of a larger organisation or partnership
please make it clear who the organisation or
partnership represents and, where applicable,
how the views of members were collated.
Representative organisations may decide to
run their own consultation events in which
case further details can be obtained from the
organisation concerned.

A list of those consulted is at Annex B. If you
have any suggestions of others that you feel
should be involved in this process please let
us know by e-mailing nrfconsultation@odpm.
gsi.gov.uk

The information you send us will be analysed
by external contractors appointed by the
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM).
It may also need to be passed to colleagues
within ODPM.



2.6 We will publish in anonymised format a
summary of responses received to the
consultation. This means that it will not
be possible to identify either the people
or the organisations who respond to the
consultation as regards their particular
contributions. An alphabetical list of
persons/ organisations who have agreed
for their names to be published will be
included at the end of the summary. We
will assume that you will be content for
us to do this and that if you are replying
by e-mail your consent overrides any
confidentiality disclaimer that is generated
by your organisation’s IT system unless
you specifically include a request to the
contrary in the main text of your response
to us. If, nevertheless, you want your
response to be kept confidential, please
ensure that you state this clearly in your
response (but confidential responses will
still be included in any purely statistical
summary of numbers of responses
received and views expressed).



3. Spending Review 2004 (SR04)

The Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF)
3.0 Earlier this year (12 July 2004) the
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3.2

Government announced as part of the 2004
Spending Review (SR04) that just over £1
billion of Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF)
resources would be made available during
the period 2006-2008 (£525 million in 2006-
07 and £525 million in 2007-08). These new
resources were in addition to the £1.875
billion of NRF resources already allocated to
the 88 most deprived areas in the country
during the period 2001 — 2006.

The aim of SR04 was to encourage a more
intensive focus on delivery of neighbourhood
renewal. The Spending Review White

Paper made it clear that these new NRF
resources should be used by Local Strategic
Partnerships (LSPs) to deliver minimum
standards of service delivery in order to
narrow the gap between the most deprived
areas and the rest of the country.

SR04 also announced the piloting of Local
Area Agreements (LAAs) and the creation of
the Safer and Stronger Communities Fund
(SSCF). The NRF will have a key role to play
in supporting the achievement of outcomes
in deprived neighbourhoods under both
these initiatives.

Local Area Agreements (LAASs)
3.3 The Government recently announced that

21 local authorities would pilot Local Area
Agreements (LAAs) in 2005-06 with the aim
of rolling out LAAs 1o all local authority areas in
subsequent years. The aim of LAAs is to offer
a real opportunity to improve the relationship
between central and local government by
providing a framework for a sustained and
informed dialogue between central and local
government, and its major delivery partners.
LAAs will build on, and enhance, existing
rationalisation of funding streams and generate
greater efficiencies for both central and local
government. The pilot LAAs will be structured
around three functional blocks and their high
level national outcomes, drawn from the
shared priorities agreed between central

and local government:

e Children and Young People

e Safer and Stronger Communities

e Healthier Communities and Older People.



3.4 Many of the LAA pilot areas will be eligible

for NRF resources in 2005-06. As before,
LSPs should determine how these resources
will be spent in support of the priorities to
narrow the gap set out in their Community
Strategies and/or Local Neighbourhood
Renewal Strategies (LNRS). LAA pilot areas
eligible for NRF resources will therefore be
able to use these resources to support the
achievement of outcomes for any or all of the
three key blocks within the Agreement on
the understanding that the outcomes clearly
contribute to narrowing the gap between
their most deprived neighbourhoods and the
rest of the country. However, in the case of
those two-tier areas where only one or more
of the districts within the county are eligible
for NRF resources, the Agreement will need
to confirm that those resources will continue
to be focused on tackling deprivation in the
poorest neighbourhoods within the eligible
district areas.

Safer and Stronger Communities Fund (SSCF)

3.5

3.6

3.7

The Safer and Stronger Communities Fund
(SSCF) will be rolled out from April 2005
onwards. The SSCF brings together a
number of existing Home Office (HO) and
ODPM funds which are designed to reduce
crime, tackle anti-social behaviour, improve
public spaces and ensure that services are
more responsive to local needs in deprived
neighbourhoods. A number of these funding
streams are of particular importance in
deprived areas. For example, the single
Community Programme, which supports
Community Empowerment Networks (CENS)
in areas that currently receive NRF, will be
merged into the SSCF after 2006.

The SSCF will be used to support an SSCF
Agreement capturing the local priorities

for the area, which will address a number
of key outcomes brought together by the
merger of existing funding streams. Where
the priorities for SSCF are also priorities for
tackling deprivation in a particular area, the
Government envisages that NRF resources
could be used to support these SSCF
outcomes where these related clearly to
tackling deprivation and narrowing the gap.
In the LAA pilot areas the SSCF outcomes
will be part of the wider LAA and there will
be no need for a separate SSCF Agreement.

The Neighbourhood Element of SSCF will
focus on the most deprived areas. The specific
neighbourhoods will be selected on the basis
of analysis of the poorest Super Output Areas
in the 2004 Index of Multiple Deprivation.



4. Other recent developments

New Indices of Deprivation 2004 (ID04)

4.0

41

4.2

The ODPM commissioned the Social
Disadvantage Research Centre (SDRC) in

the Department of Social Policy and Social
Research at the University of Oxford to update
the Indices of Deprivation 2000 (ID 2000)

for England. Following two extensive public
consultations, an academic peer review and a
significant programme of work, the new Indices
of Deprivation 2004 were produced in 2004.

The new Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004
(IMD 2004) is a measure of multiple deprivation
which combines seven individual Domain
Indices, each measuring a different form of
deprivation. The Index uses new geographical
units called Super Output Areas (each of which
contains on average 1,500 people) which allow
the identification of small pockets of deprivation
at the neighbourhood level. (See Annex D for
more detail on Super Output Areas). Summary
measures of the IMD 2004 are presented

at district and county level. There are 6 of
these and they focus on different aspects of
deprivation. No single summary measure is
favoured over another as there is no single
best way to describe deprivation. The individual
SOA level Domain Indices and the IMD 2004,
together with the district and county level
summaries are collectively referred to as the
Indices of Deprivation 2004 (ID 2004).

The new ID 2004 is based on a similar
approach, structure and methodology to
those that were used to create the previous
ID 2000. The ID 2004 updates the ID 2000 in
three key ways: first, the development of the
new SOA geography, described in more detall
in Annex D; second, more up-to-date data
has been used; and third, new measures
have been incorporated as new and improved
data sources have become available.

Strategy Unit/Neighbourhood Renewal Unit
Deprived Areas Report

4.3

4.4

In December 2003, the Prime Minister and
the Deputy Prime Minister asked the Strategy
Unit (SU) and the Neighbourhood Renewal
Unit (NRU) to undertake a project to:

¢ Review the progress that has been
made in improving the prospects of people
living in areas of multiple deprivation since
the publication of the National Strategy for
Neighbourhood Renewal;

e Consider whether the necessary conditions
have been put in place to achieve the
Government’s objectives for these areas;

e \Work up, as appropriate, options for
improving the effectiveness of Government
policies and programmes in raising the
quality of life of people living in the most
deprived neighbourhoods.

The report is expected to identify four broad
general principles for the allocation of future
NRF resources:

i. The NRF should be more effectively
targeted on the most deprived areas;

i. Government should make clearer the
outcomes NREF is intended to achieve;

ii. NRF should be used to help achieve
floor targets and also to deal with
very small pockets of deprivation
at neighbourhood level;

iv. Government should apply greater
prescription in relation to how NRF is
spent where LSPs have demonstrated
a persistent failure to invest it effectively.



4.5 The report is also likely to stress the

4.6
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importance of improving the strategic capability
of LSPs to identify needs at small area level,

to develop trajectories for neighbourhoods

and to use NRF strategically to deliver specific
outcomes in these areas (Recommendation
26). It is also likely to highlight the importance
of strategic commissioning through NRF and
its role in increasing the capacity of NRF to
promote innovative approaches.

This consultation paper responds, in particular,
to the broader recommendation in the report
(Recommendation 27) that the NRU should
consult on these issues and principles.



5. The Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF)

Purpose of NRF 51
5.0 The Government’s National Strategy for

The National Strategy for Neighbourhood
Renewal is a long- term commitment.

Neighbourhood Renewal (Social Exclusion
Unit, 2001) set out the broad aims of the
NRF. In summary, the NRF provides LSPs in
eligible NRF areas with additional resources
to tackle deprivation related issues in their
poorest neighbourhoods. The purpose of
NREF is therefore to encourage local service
providers as members of the LSP to use
their own mainstream resources in a more
innovative and joined up way to address key
national floor targets and locally identified
priorities set out in the Local Neighbourhood
Renewal Strategy (LNRS).

5.2

Considerable progress has been made so far
in using the NRF to tackle deprivation in the
poorest neighbourhoods. The Government
will therefore continue to build on those
achievements and learn from that experience
to ensure that the NRF resources are used
effectively in the future.

The Government therefore believes that the

overall purpose of the new NRF resources
should remain the same.

11



6.

6.0

Key issues

However, before making final decisions

on how these new NRF resources will be
allocated, the Government would welcome
views on the following key issues:

i. Focusing on outcomes;

ii. Maximising impact;

ii. Strengthening delivery through LSPs;

iv. Targeting small pockets of acute deprivation;
v. Using IMDO4 data;

vi. Providing transitional support.

Key Issue 1 — Focusing on Outcomes

6.1

6.2
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A key element of the National Strategy for
Neighbourhood Renewal is the achievement

of national floor targets. These targets provide

a means of measuring progress in narrowing
the gap between the most deprived areas
and the rest of the country.

The NRF has an important role to play in
supporting LSPs in their work to contribute to

these targets. All LSPs eligible for the NRF are

required to produce a Local Neighbourhood
Renewal Strategy (LNRS) that sets out,
amongst other things, how the NRF will be
used to address national floor targets as well
as local priorities (in some areas the LNRS
is not a separate document but contained
within the overarching Community Strategy
for the area). For the 26 LSPs with the
greatest challenges in meeting national floor
targets, the Government made available (as
part of SR02) a further £175 million of NRF
resources to support them with this work,
including the production and implementation
of Floor Target Action Plans (FTAPSs).

6.3

6.4

6.5

Whilst overall progress is being made in
delivering neighbourhood renewal, there
are still a number of significant challenges
in some areas where progress has been
slower. The Government is therefore keen
to ensure that further investment in these
areas is properly targeted and focussed on
addressing these issues.

Revised Public Service Agreement (PSA)
targets were announced as part of Spending
Review 2004 (SR04). A new PSAT target
was agreed for the ODPM and the suite of
national floor targets across Government was
refined and strengthened as a result. The new
PSA 1 also places an emphasis on delivering
better performance and narrowing the gap
between deprived areas and the rest of the
country in the 6 key outcome areas of health,
crime, housing, worklessness, education and
liveability (further details are set out at Annex
C). The NRU is responsible for ensuring

that the PSA 1 target is achieved. Progress
on the new PSA 1 at a national level will be
measured by progress across all floor targets
but with more emphasis on the 6 outcome
areas described above.

The Government believes that progress
against national floor targets, particularly the
6 outcome indicators outlined above, should
be taken into account when prioritising the
investment of NRF resources in those areas
with a significant challenge in meeting these
national floor targets.



Key Issue 2 - Maximising Impact

6.6

6.7

6.8

While the Government believes that it is right
to continue to focus on those areas with the

greatest needs, it also wants to ensure at the
same time that the impact of that investment
is maximised.

The NRF is currently allocated to the 88 most
deprived areas in the country. Over half of
those resources (55%) go to only 20 of the
most deprived areas.

The Government is therefore considering
whether to reduce the number of areas
eligible for NRF (thereby increasing the
amount of investment going into eligible
areas). The Government acknowledges that
there are risks attached to such an approach;
not least that funding may be cut off to some
areas at a time when they are beginning to
make good progress in tackling deprivation

in their poorest neighbourhoods. Furthermore,
if NRF were to be allocated to a reduced
number of areas, the consequences of such
a change for other funding streams would
also need to be carefully considered. For
example, the Single Community Programme
(to be merged with the SSCF from 2006) is
currently only allocated to areas in receipt

of NRF. On the other hand, concentrating
NRF resources on the very most deprived
areas (together with further targeted specialist
support) could increase the chances of making
an impact in those areas in greatest need.

Key Issue 3 - Improving Delivery through LSPs

6.9

The Government is keen to see a step
change in the pace of delivery through LSPs
(as emphasised in the Spending Review 2004
White Paper). The Government believes that
LSPs should now be able to demonstrate
through their performance management
systems that NRF resources are being spent
and making an impact on the most deprived
neighbourhoods.

6.10 The Government is therefore considering

6.11

ways of linking the allocation of NRF
resources to performance. One approach
could be to withhold a proportion of an LSP’s
allocation until it had demonstrated that it had
delivered an agreed set of outcomes set out
in its local neighbourhood renewal strategy.

Alongside this approach, the Government
would also want to set out in advance a
clear sequence of interventions for LSPs
experiencing different degrees of difficulty in
achieving measurable improvement in agreed
outcome indicators. This would build on

the current LSP performance management
arrangements and lead to a tailored package
of support for each LSP. The package

of support would be based on and draw
lessons from the package developed by
ODPM through the Places Project, and work
with the 26 LSPs in receipt of residual NRF
and LSPs identified by their Government
Office as needing additional support. LSPs
enjoying greater success in delivering
measurable change in outcomes could
expect increased flexibility.

13



6.12 In practice, agreements on measurable

outcomes to be achieved would form part
of the wider LAA. Consideration ought to
be given to all national floor targets but
LSPs might pay special attention to the 6
key outcome areas (at the neighbourhood
level) now being used to measure progress
against the revised PSA (1) target. The Local
Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy and/or
wider Community Strategy would set out
in more detail how these outcomes would
be achieved.

6.13 The Government is aware that there are many

14

ways in which NRF allocations could be
linked to the LSP performance management
framework and any approach would need to
be developed in line with the wider pilot LAA
and LSP performance management work
that is currently underway. The Government
is also clear that any decisions on final
allocations would be taken on the basis of the
performance of the LSP in delivering change
for its area, and not simply the scale of the
challenges in the area.

Key Issue 4 - Targeting Small Pockets of
Acute Deprivation

6.14

6.15

6.16

The current methodology for allocating NRF
resources does not necessarily capture

the most acute pockets of deprivation

at the neighbourhood level. The current
methodology is based upon aggregate district
level data.

However, the availability of Super Output
Area (SOA) level data in the Index of Multiple
Deprivation 2004 (IMD04) now provides a
much more robust and accurate picture of
where small pockets of acute deprivation
exist, including those in otherwise affluent
areas. SOA level data could therefore make

it possible to target these small pockets of
acute deprivation for the first time. (Further
details on SOAs are set out at Annex D). The
Government is considering ways of targeting
such small pockets. It is possible that small
pockets of deprivation that might fall outside
of the areas eligible for NRF after 2006 could
be targeted using alternative funding streams,
for example the neighbourhood element of
the Safer, Stronger Communities Fund.

The Government believes that such data should
be used to inform not only national funding
decisions but also local investment priorities.



Key Issue 5 - Using IMD04 Data
6.17 The Government has decided that eligibility

for the new NRF resources will be decided on
the basis of the Index of Multiple Deprivation
(IMDO04). The IMDO4 provides the most up-
to - date information on the geographical
distribution of deprivation within England

(See Annex E for details of the IMD0O4
methodology).

6.18 While there are a number of different ways in

which the data in the IMDO0O4 could be used
to allocate the new NRF resources, there are
two main options:

6.19 a) Allocate the resources to those local

authority areas that appear within the most
deprived districts in any of the district level
summary measures of the IMD04 (based on
aggregated SOA level data);

This is a very similar approach to that used
to allocate NRF resources in the past. This
approach could be used to:

e Continue to target any local authority area
that falls within the 50 most deprived
districts (as it does at present);

e Or focus on a smaller number of the
very most deprived areas, for example
by targeting any local authority which
appeared within the 20 or 30 most
deprived districts on any of the district
level summaries of the IMDO4.

6.20 b) Allocate the resources to any local
authority area that contained a set number
(for example 1,5, or 10) SOAs which
were amongst the most deprived SOAs
in the country.

This could be tailored to target either:

¢ | ocal authority areas that contained large
numbers of deprived SOAs (for example,
by allocating NRF to any local authority
containing 10 or more SOAs amongst the
10% most deprived SOAs in the country)

e | ocal authority areas that contained
smaller pockets of more acute deprivation
(for example, by allocating NRF to any local
authority area containing 1 or more SOAs
amongst the 3% most deprived SOAs in
the country).

6.21 Annex F provides some illustrative examples of
those local authority areas that would be eligible
under each of these different approaches.

6.22 The Government is keen to stress that these
are illustrative examples only intended to
show some of the ways in which the IMD04
data could be used. They do not represent
the Government’s favoured approach for the
allocation of future NRF resources.

Key Issue 6 - Providing Transitional Support

6.23 When the Government allocated the original
NRF resources it provided some transitional
support to 7 areas that would have been
eligible for NRF under the old Index of Local
Deprivation but were not under the new Index
of Multiple Deprivation 2000.

6.24 The Government now needs to decide, in the
light of the new IMDO4, whether transitional
support should be provided to those areas
currently eligible under the IMDOO but would
not be under the new arrangements.

6.25 The Government believes that such support
should not be provided again to those areas
that were eligible for transitional support last
time but will not be eligible for NRF resources
in the future.

15



7. Consultation questions

7.0 The Government would therefore welcome
responses addressing the following questions:

Key Issue 1 — Improving Outcomes

a) The Government’s primary focus should be
on supporting those areas with the greatest
challenge in meeting key national floor targets.

Do you:

Strongly agree
Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree?

(For the purposes of allocating the new NRF
resources, all floor targets would be relevant
but more emphasis might be placed on the
6 key outcome indicators in PSAT)

b)  If you believe that supporting those areas with
the greatest challenge in meeting key national
floor targets should be the Government’s
primary focus in allocating NRF, how should this
be reflected in the allocation of NRF resources?

c) If you do not believe that supporting those
areas with the greatest challenge in meeting
key national floor targets should be the
Government’s primary focus in allocating NRF,
what do you feel should be the Government’s
primary focus in allocating NRF?

16

Key Issue 2 - Maximising Impact

a)

b)

The Government should concentrate NRF on
a smaller number of the very most deprived
areas in order to increase the amount of
funding going into those areas experiencing
the most extreme deprivation.

Do you:

Strongly agree
Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree?

Please give the reasons for your answer to
the preceding question (key issue 2 part a.)
How can the Government improve the impact
of NRF resources on the ground, particularly
in the very most significantly deprived areas?



Key Issue 3 — Strengthening Delivery b)
through LSPs

a)

b)

d)

There should be a link between the allocation
of NRF resources and LSP performance.

Do you:

Strongly agree
Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree?

If you believe that a link between allocations

and performance should be made, on what

basis should such a system operate? d)
If you do not think that this approach should

be adopted, what alternative methods could  e)
the Government use to help LSPs step up the
pace in delivery of outcomes?

To help support and incentivise delivery through
LSPs, the Government believes it should set out

a clear strategy for intervention to strengthen

weak performance and enhanced fiexibility for
stronger performers in advance of allocating

NRF at the beginning of the year.

Do you:

Strongly agree
Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree?

Key Issue 4 — Targeting Small Pockets of
Acute Deprivation

a)

Resources should be targeted at small
pockets of acute deprivation in areas not
currently eligible for NRF.

Do you:

Strongly agree

Agree f)
Disagree

Strongly disagree?

If you believe that resources should be
targeted at small pockets of acute deprivation
in areas not currently eligible for NRF, how do
you think these pockets should be targeted?
There is a danger that such an approach might
spread resources too thinly to be effective.

Do you:

Strongly agree
Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree?

Please give the reasons for your answer to
the preceding question (key issue 4 part c.)
If an area were to be granted NRF on the
basis that it contained a number of small
pockets of deprivation

Do you think that:
There should be an expectation that the money
be spent on those Super Output Areas.

Do you:

Strongly agree
Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree?

Or think that there should be greater freedom
to use the money ‘thematically’, for example
to address floor target performance across
the area as a whole?

Do you:

Strongly agree
Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree?

Please give the reasons for your answer to
the preceding question (key issue 4 part e.)

17



Key Issue 5 - Using IMD04 Data

a)

b)

18

Do you think that NRF should be allocated to
those areas:

e that appear within the most deprived
districts on any of the district level
summaries of the IMDO4;

e that contain a set number of Super Output
Areas (for example, 1, 5, or 10) among the
most deprived SOAs in the country;

e Or that another approach to using
the IMDO4 should be adopted to target
deprivation and determine eligibility for
NRF resources.

How should the IMDO4 data be most
effectively used to target deprivation and
determine eligibility for NRF resources?

Key Issue 6 - Providing Transitional Support

a)

b)

Transitional arrangements should be made
for local authorities which received NRF in the
past but would not under the new allocation.

Do you:

Agree

Disagree

Think that transitional arrangements should
only be made for authorities which have not
received transitional payments in the past

Please give the reasons for your answer to
the preceding question (key issue 6, part a.).
If you believe that transitional arrangements
should be made for local authorities which
received NRF in the past but would not under
the new allocation, on what basis should
such payments be made?

Other Issues

a)

What other issues do you think the
Government should take into account
in deciding how to allocate the new
NRF resources?



8. Next steps

8.0 A summary of responses to the consultation

8.1

and how they have influenced policy
development will subsequently be published
on the web-site of the Neighbourhood
Renewal Unit.

Subject to the outcome of the consultation,
the Government will make an announcement
on the allocation of the new NRF resources
in 2005.

19



9. Consultation criteria

9.0 This consultation is being undertaken

91
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in accordance with the Framework for
Partnership between the Government and the
Local Government Association (July 2002).
This document stipulates a minimum period of
6 weeks for consultation with local government
on issues that affect local government and
local communities. Further information about
the Framework for Partnership can be found at
www.odpm.gov.uk

This consultation is not a full public
consultation under the terms of the Cabinet
Office Code of Practice on Consultation
(January 2004). The allocation of NRF
resources is a technical/specialised issue and
the ODPM has therefore decided to consult
only with key external stakeholders who are
directly involved in delivering neighbourhood
renewal. A number of key stakeholders,
including the Government Offices and the
Local Government Association, have already
been consulted on the preparation of this
consultation paper.

9.2

9.3

9.4

However, the general principles of the Code
of Practice on Consultation have been
followed as far as possible. A summary of the
criteria is set out at Annex G. The full version
can be accessed at www.cabinet-office.gov.
uk/regulation/consultation/code

The Compact on relations between
Government and the Voluntary and Community
Sector in England has also been taken into
account in the preparation of this consultation
document. The terms of the Compact can be
viewed at www.thecompact.org.uk

If you have any comments or complaints
about the way in which this consultation has
been undertaken please contact:

David Plant

ODPM Consultation Co-ordinator
Room 2.19

26 Whitehall

London

SW1A 2WH

E-mail: david.plant@odpm.gsi.gov.uk



Annex A. Government Office (GO) contacts

Government Office for the North East
Alan Brown

Regeneration Director
abrown.gone@go-regions.gsi.gov.uk

City Gate

Gallowgate
Newcastle-upon-Tyne
NE1 4WH

Switchboard: 0191 201 3300 (GTN: 5227)

Government Office for Yorkshire
and the Humber

Isobel Mills

Director of People and Communities
imills.goyh@go-regions.gsi.gov.uk

City House

New Station Street
Leeds

LS1 4US

Switchboard: 0113 280 0600 (GTN: 5173)

Government Office for the North West
Brian Holmes

Communities Group Director
bholmes.gonw@go-regions.gsi.gov.uk

Cunard Building
Pier Head
Water Street
Liverpool

L3 1QB

Switchboard: 0161 952 4000 (GTN: 4301)

Government Office for the West Midlands

Margaret Geary
Regeneration Director
mgeary.gowm@go-regions.gsi.gov.uk

77 Paradise Circus
Queensway
Birmingham

B1 2DT

Switchboard: 0121 212 5050 (GTN: 6177)
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Government Office for the East Midlands
Steve Brooks

Director of Industry, Education and Skills
sbrooks.goem@go-regions.gsi.gov.uk

The Belgrave Centre
Stanley Place

Talbot Street
Nottingham

NG1 5GG

Switchboard: 0115 971 9971 (GTN: 6205)

Government Office for the East of England
Sue Howl

Regeneration, Crime, Community Development
showl.go-east@go-regions.gsi.gov.uk

Eastbrook
Shaftesbury Road
Cambridge

CB2 2DF

Switchboard: 01223 372500 (GTN: 3841)

Government Office for the South East
Mark Bilsborough

Regeneration, Housing, Community
mbilsborough.gose@go-regions.gsi.gov.uk

Bridge House

1 Walnut Tree Close
Guildford

Surrey

GU1 4GA

Switchboard: 01483 882255 (GTN: 3011)
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Government Office for the South West
Peter Cloke

Director-Young People, Regeneration
and Community
pcloke.gosw@go-regions.gsi.gov.uk

2 Rivergate,
Temple Quay
Bristol

BS1 6ED

Switchboard: 0117 900 1700 (GTN: 1361)

Government Office for London
Brenda Pearson

Regeneration Director
bpearson.gol@go-regions.gsi.gov.uk

Riverwalk House
157-161 Millbank
London

SW1P 4RR

Switchboard: 020 7217 3456 (GTN: 217)



Annex B. List of those consulted

The following organisations have been invited

to respond to the key issues set out in this

consultation paper:

¢ Association of London Government (ALG)

e Community Empowerment Networks (CENS)

Local Authorities in England

Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs)

Local Government Association (LGA)

National Association of Councils for the

Voluntary Service (NAVCS)

¢ Race Equality Action Group

e Special Interest Group of Municipal Authorities
(outside London) (SIGOMA)

¢ Urban Forum

Individuals who have asked for a copy of this
consultation paper in advance have not been
included on this list.
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Annex C. Spending Review 2004 (SR04)

revised floor targets

Floor targets for key government departments are
aimed at levering up the performance of public
services towards the national average in areas
where delivery is unacceptably weak, particularly
in deprived areas. The 2004 Spending Review
refined and improved the suite of floor targets to
ensure more effective targeting of mainstream
resources to deprived areas and the continued
improvement of key public services in those areas.

The 2004 Spending Review set the Office of
the Deputy Prime Minister the Public Service
Agreement target to:

Tackle social exclusion and deliver neighbourhood
renewal, working with Departments to help

them meet their PSA floor targets, in particular
narrowing the gap in health, education, crime,
worklessness, housing and liveability outcomes
between the most deprived areas and the rest

of England, with measurable improvements by
2010 (ODPM PSA1)

The Neighbourhood Renewal Unit (NRU) will
continue to work with Departments across
Government to support them in meeting all the
national PSA floor targets, which will continue

to be critical to tackling deprivation. Further
information on floor targets can be found in
Spending Review 2004 White Paper at www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk
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However, measurement of progress in meeting
ODPM'’s own PSA target on neighbourhood renewal,
PSA1, will be undertaken by tracking improvements
in deprived areas particularly on six indicators
individually covering health, education, crime,
worklessness, housing and liveability outcomes.
These indicators have been derived from those
underpinning national PSA floor targets on key
public service areas. The relevant indicators for these
outcomes are detailed in the paragraphs that follow.
For each indicator, ‘deprived areas’ are defined as
geographical areas where the related departmental
floor target applies, and which are also located in
Local Authority Districts in receipt of NRF.

The indicator of success on health for ODPM’s PSAT is:

In deprived areas, substantially reduce mortality rates from
heart disease and stroke and related diseases so that the
absolute gap between the national rate and the average
rate for deprived areas is reduced by 40 % by 2010.

This indicator relates to the Department of Health’s
PSA1 target to: Substantially reduce mortality rates
by 2010 from heart disease and stroke and related
diseases by at least 40% in people under 75,

with at least 40% reduction in the inequalities gap
between the fifth of areas with the worst health
and deprivation indicators and the population as

a whole (DOH PSAT1).



The indicator of success on education for ODPM'’s PSAT is:
Raise standards in English, maths, and science in
secondary education so that by 2008, in all schools
located in Local Authority Districts in receipt of NRF, at
least 50% of pupils achieve level 5 or above in each of
English, maths and science.

This indicator relates to DfES’s PSA target to:
Raise standards in English, maths, ICT and science
in secondary education so that:
e By 2007, 85% of 14 year olds achieve level 5
or above in English, maths and ICT (80% in
science) nationally, with this level of performance
sustained to 2008, and
e By 2008, in all schools at least 50% of pupils
achieve level 5 or above in each of English,
maths and science.
(DfES PSAY)

The indicator of success on crime for ODPM’s PSAT is:

In Local Authority Districts in receipt of NRF which are
also high crime areas, reduce aggregated crime by a
greater percentage than the aggregated reduction in the
non-high crime areas.

This indicator relates to the Home Office’s PSA
target on crime reduction:

Reduce crime by 15%, and further in high crime
areas, by 2007-08

(HO PSAY)

The indicator of success on worklessness for ODPM’'s PSAT is:
For those living in the Local Authority wards with the
worst labour market position that are also located within
Local Authority Districts in receipt of NRF, significantly
improve their overall employment rate, and reduce the
difference between their employment rate and the overall
employment rate for England.

This indicator relates to DWP’s target on

worklessness in deprived areas and amongst

disadvantaged groups:

As part of the wider objective of full employment in

every region, over the three years to Spring 2008,

and taking account of the economic cycle:

e Demonstrate progress on increasing the
employment rate, joint with HM Treasury;

¢ Increase the employment rates of disadvantaged
groups (lone parents, ethnic minorities, people
aged 50 and over, those with the lowest
qualifications and those living in the local
authority wards with the poorest initial labour
market position; and

e Significantly reduce the difference between the
employment rates of the disadvantaged groups
and the overall rate.
(DWP PSA4)

The indicator for success on housing for ODPM’s PSAT is:
By 2010, bring all social housing into a decent condition with
most of this improvement taking place in deprived areas.

This indicator relates to ODPM’s PSA target

on housing decency:

By 2010, bring all social housing into a decent
condition with most of this improvement taking
place in deprived areas, and for vulnerable
households in the private sector, including families
with children, increase the proportion who live in
homes that are in decent condition.

(ODPM PSA 7)

The indicator of success on liveability for ODPM’s PSAT is:
By 2008, compared to the baseline year 2003-04,
reduce the percentage of Local Authority Districts in
receipt of NRF judged to have unacceptable levels of
litter and detritus at a greater rate than the percentage
rate reduction for all Local Authority Districts nationally.
(The precise levels of improvement required nationally
will be published by March 2005.)

This indicator relates to ODPM'’s PSA target

on liveability:

Lead the delivery of cleaner, safer and greener
public spaces and improvement of the quality of the
built environment in deprived areas and across the
country, with measurable improvement by 2008.
(ODPM PSAS8)
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Annex D: Definition of
Super Output Areas (SOAS)

Super Output Areas (SOAs) are new geographical

units designed for collection and publication of small

area statistics. SOAs are aggregates of Census
Output Areas and will be produced by the Office of
National Statistics (ONS) at 3 levels; Lower Layer,
Middle Layer and Upper Layer. The Indices of
Deprivation 2004 are presented at Lower Layer

SOA level. These SOAs are a relatively small scale

unit, with a minimum population of 1,000 and
a mean population of 1,500.

Until now the standard unit for presenting local
statistical information has been the electoral ward/
division. This has drawbacks though:
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Electoral wards/divisions vary greatly in size, from
fewer than 1000 residents to more than 30,000.
This is not ideal for nation-wide comparisons,
and also means that data which can safely be
released for larger wards may not be released for
smaller wards due to disclosure requirements (i.e.
to protect the confidentiality of individuals).
Electoral wards/divisions are subject to regular
boundary changes - This creates problems
when trying to compare datasets from different
time periods.

SOAs avoid the problems caused by the
inconsistent and unstable electoral ward
geography. They provide an improved basis for
comparison across the country because the
units are similar in size. They are also intended to
be stable and not subject to frequent boundary
changes, allowing comparison and monitoring of
policy over time.

Further information about Super Output Areas can
be found at http://www.neighbourhood.gov.uk



Annex E: Indices of Deprivation 2004

(ID04) methodology

The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM)
commissioned the Social Disadvantage Research
Centre (SDRC) in the Department of Social Policy
and Social Research at the University of Oxford
to update the Indices of Deprivation 2000 (ID
2000) for England. Following two extensive public
consultations, an academic peer review and a
significant programme of work, the new Indices of
Deprivation 2004 were produced in 2004.

The new Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004

(IMD 2004) is a Super Output Area (SOA) level
measure of multiple deprivation and is made up
of seven (lower layer) SOA level Domain Indices.
(See Annex D for more detail on Super Output
Areas). There are also two supplementary Indices
(Income Deprivation Affecting Children and Income
Deprivation Affecting Older People). Summary
measures of the IMD 2004 are presented at
district and county level. The SOA level Domain
Indices and IMD 2004, together with the district
and county level summaries are referred to as the
Indices of Deprivation 2004 (ID 2004).!

The new ID 2004 is based on a similar approach,
structure and methodology to those that were
used to create the previous ID 2000. The ID 2004
updates the ID 2000 in three key ways: first, the
development of a new geography, described in
more detail in annex D, more up-to-date data have
been used; and third, new measures have been
incorporated as new and improved data sources
have become available.

The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004 (IMDO04)
The new Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004
contains seven Domains which relate to:

® [ncome deprivation,

¢ Employment deprivation,

* Health deprivation and disability,

Education, skills and training deprivation,
Barriers to housing and services,

Living environment deprivation

Crime.

Each domain contains a number of indicators,
totalling 37 overall. The criteria for inclusion of
these indicators are that they should be ‘domain
specific’ and appropriate for the purpose (as direct
as possible measures of that form of deprivation);
measuring major features of that deprivation

(not conditions just experienced by a very small
number of people or areas); up-to-date; capable
of being updated on a regular basis; statistically
robust; and available for the whole of England

at a small area level in a consistent form. Where
possible the indicators relate to 2001.

Each domain is given the following weight when
they are combined to form the Index of Multiple
Deprivation 2004.

Income deprivation 22.5%
Employment deprivation 22.5%
Health deprivation and disability 13.5%
Education, skills and training deprivation ~ 13.5%
Barriers to housing and services 9.3%
Living environment deprivation 9.3%
Crime 9.3%

" District level summaries includes all unitary, metropolitan, London boroughs and district councils.

County level summaries include unitary, metropolitan, London boroughs and county councils.
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Each of the 32,482 SOAs in England has been
assigned a score and rank for the Index of
Multiple Deprivation 2004 (IMD 2004); the seven
Domain Indices; the sub-domains; and the two
supplementary Indices (Income Deprivation
Affecting Children and Income Deprivation
Affecting Older People).
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District Level summaries of the IMD 2004

The following six district level summary measures
of the IMD 2004 have been produced. No single
summary measure is favoured over another: -there
is no single best way of describing or comparing

England’s 354 districts.

Local Concentration is the population weighted
average of the ranks of a district’s most deprived
SOAs that contain exactly 10% of the district’s
population.

Extent is the proportion of a district’s population
living in the most deprived SOAs in the country.
Income Scale is the number of people who are
Income deprived.

Employment Scale is the number of people
who are employment deprived.

Average of SOA Ranks is the population
weighted average of the combined ranks for the
SOAs in a district

Average of SOA Scores is the population
weighted average of the combined scores for
the SOAs in a district

Further information on the Indices of Deprivation
2004 can be found at www.neighbourhood.gov.uk



Annex F: lllustrative examples

Key issue 5 of this consultation paper focuses

on the use of IMDO4 data to determine eligibility
for future NRF resources. This data could be
used in a number of different ways. The following
examples are illustrations showing the implications
of possible different methods of allocating NRF.

Please note that these examples are purely
illustrative. Please do not comment on the
presence or absence of particular Local
Authority areas in these illustrations as they
do not represent the Government’s intentions
for the allocation of these new NRF resources.
There are many other possible methods of
determining eligibility using the IMD04 under
consideration by the Government.

Example 1

Local authority areas that would receive NRF

if the resources were allocated to those areas
that appeared within the top 50 most deprived
districts on any of the 6 district level summaries
of IMDO4 (see annex E for detail of the district
level summaries).

Example 2

Local authority areas that would receive NRF

if the resources were allocated to those areas
that appeared within the top 20 most deprived
districts on any of the 6 district level summaries
of IMDO4 (see annex E for detail of the district
level summaries).

Example 3

Local authority areas that would be eligible if NRF
were allocated to any area that contained 10 or more
SOAs among the 10% most deprived in the country.

Example 4

Local authority areas that would be eligible if NRF
was allocated to any area that contained 1 or more
SOAs among the 3% most deprived in the country.

The table overleaf shows which local authority areas

would be eligible to receive a share of the new NRF
resources under each of these examples.
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Local Authority Eligible Areas | Example 1 Example 2 Example 3 Example 4

A
Allerdale
Ashfield

X X
X X
X X
X X
X X

Barking and Dagenham
Barnet

Barnsley

Barrow-in- Furness
Bassetlaw

Birmingham

Blackburn with Darwen
Blackpool

Blyth Valley

Bolsover

Bolton

Bournemouth

Bradford

Brent

Brighton and Hove
Bristol

Burnley

X T A RCTATXNX XXX XXX X XX
X CARCTAXXXIAXC X XXX XXX
X X X XXX XXX XXX
N A RNXTR_XTXNXXN XX XX XX X X XX
N AN RAXN X XX XX XX XX X X

Bury

‘

Calderdale
Camden
Chester
Copeland

Coventry

N X X X X X
N X X X X X
X X X X X X
X X X X X X
X X X X X X

Croydon

Darlington
Derby

Derwentside

X
X
X
X

X X
X X
X X
X X
X X X



Local Authority Eligible Areas Example 3 Example 4
2001-06
v v v v v

Doncaster
Dudley v v X v X
E

Ealing v v X X X
Easington v 4 4 v v
East Riding of Yorkshire X X X X v
Enfield v v X X X
Erewash X X X X v

Gateshead v 4 X 4 v
Great Yarmouth 4 4 X 4 4
Greenwich v 4 X 4 X

Hackney v v v v v
Halton v v v v v
Hammersmith and Fulham* v v X X X
Haringey v v v v v
Hartlepool 4 4 4 v v
Hastings v v X v v
Hyndburn v X X X v

AN
AN
AN
AN
AN

Islington

Kensington and Chelsea* v X X X X
Kerrier v X X X X
King’s Lynn and West Norfolk X X X X v
Kingston upon Hull v 4 v v v
Kirklees v v v 4 4
Knowsley v v v v v

‘

Lambeth v 4 v v X
Lancaster X X X X v
Leeds v v v v v
Leicester v v v v v
Lewisham v v X X X
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Local Authority Eligible Areas Example 3 Example 4
2001-06
v X X X v

Lincoln
Liverpool 4 4 v 4 4
Luton* v X X X X

Manchester v 4 4 4 4
Mansfield 4 v X v v
Middlesborough v v 4 v v

Newcastle- under- Lyme
Newcastle upon Tyne
Newham

North East Lincolnshire
North Lincolnshire
North Somerset
Northampton

North Tyneside

Norwich

N X X X X X X X X X
VXXX X X X X X X
N X X X X X X X X X
NN X X X X X X X X
SN ST NN SN BN N RN RSN N

Nottingham

Oldham v v X v v
e ]
Pendle v X X X X
Penwith v 4 X X v
Peterborough X X X X v
Plymouth v v X v v
Portsmouth* v X X v v
Preston 4 4 X 4 v

Redcar and Cleveland v v v 4 4
Rochdale v v 4 v v
Rotherham v v X v 4

Salford v v 4 4 4
Sandwell v v v v v
Sedgefield v 4 X X X
Sefton v v v v v
Sheffield v 4 v 4 4
Solihull X X X v X
Southend-on- Sea X X X X v
South Tyneside v v 4 v v
Southampton* v X X X X
Southwark v v v v v

wW
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Local Authority Eligible Areas Example 4
2001-06

St Helens v v v v v
Stockport b 4 X X v v
Stockton- on- Tees v v v v v
Stoke- on- Trent v v v v v
Sunderland v v v v v
Tameside v v X v v
Tendring X X X X v
Thanet X X X v v
Tower Hamlets v v v v v
Trafford X X X X v
Wakefield v v 4 4 4
Walsall v v X v v
Waltham Forest v v X v v
Wandsworth* v X X X X
Wansbeck v v X X v
Warrington X b 4 X X 4
Waveney X X X X v
Wear Valley 4 v X v v
West Lancashire X X X X v
Westminster* v v 4 v v
Wigan v v v v v
Wirral v 4 4 4 4
Wolverhampton 4 4 X 4 4

* Current LA areas receiving transitional support

If Example 1 were used to determine eligibility: If Example 3 were used to determine eligibility:

¢ 80 LA areas would be eligible e 77 LA areas would be eligible

¢ The total population living in the 10% most ¢ The total population living in the 10% most
deprived SOAs who would be targeted is deprived SOAs who would be targeted would
4,362,895 be 4,401,797

* 88% of people living in the 10% most deprived * 89% of people living in the 10% most deprived
SOAs would be covered SOAs would be covered

If Example 2 were used to determine eligibility: If Example 4 were used to determine eligibility:

® 43 LA areas would be eligible e 94 LA areas would be eligible

¢ The total population living in the 10% most ¢ The population living in the 3% most deprived
deprived SOAs who would be targeted is 3, SOAs who would be targeted would be
491,478; 1, 474, 344

e 71% of people living in the 10% most deprived ¢ This would cover 100% of the population living
SOAs would be covered. in the 3% most deprived SOAs in the country.
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Annex G: Summary of consultation criteria

The six consultation criteria set out in the Cabinet

Office Code of Practice on Consultation are:

1) Consult widely throughout the process, allowing
a minimum of 12 weeks for written consultation at
least once during the development of the policy;

2) Be clear about who may be affected, what
questions are being asked, and the timescale
for responses;

3) Ensure that your consultation is clear, concise
and widely accessible;

4) Give feedback regarding the responses received
and how the consultation process influenced
the policy;

5) Monitor your department’s effectiveness at
consultation, including through the use of
designated consultation co-ordinator;

©) Ensure your consultation follows better
regulation best practice, including carrying out
a Regulatory Impact Assessment if necessary.
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NRU hotline: 08450 82 83 83
Website: www.neighbourhood.gov.uk
Email: nrfconsultation@odpm.gsi.gov.uk
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