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1.3 Mechanisms to monitor 
progress

In order to measure progress, the Manchester Partnership 

uses signposts known as indicators. The indicators are 

monitored regularly to check that the city is achieving its 

goals. The indicators are arranged on four levels, each of 

which tells something diff erent about Manchester. 

Collectively, they are known as the State of the City Indicators.

Figure 2 – State of the City Indicator framework

 1.  State of the City level 1: High-level overview linked to vision of the 

Community Strategy.

2.  State of the City level 2: Key outcome indicators delivering the spines of 

Community Strategy.

3.  State of the City level 3: High-level thematic Indicators key to delivering 

the spines.

4.  State of the City level 4 activity-based Indicators linked to the outcomes 

at levels 2 and 3. Mainstream partners and the core Thematic Partnerships 

monitor the level 4 Indicators.

The Indicators in the State of the City framework have been 

updated. The Indicators at levels 1, 2 and 3 now comprise the 

Indicators of the new Local Area Agreement (LAA). The State 

of the City Report details the performance of the Indicators in 

levels 1, 2 and 3. The level 4 Indicators are listed but not 

reported on through the State of the City Report.

All the Indicators in levels 1, 2 and 3 (and relevant proxy 

indicators), which can be disaggregated by ward, are included 

in the State of the Wards Report.

1.4 2008–11 Local Area Agreement
Background
In 2007 the Local Government and Public Involvement in 

Health Act embodied in statute the relationship between 

national and local government in regard to performance 

management. This is the foundation for the new statutory 

LAA that will be formally signed by Manchester City Council, 

its key partners and the Government in June 2008 and will be 

the performance management vehicle and high-level 

delivery plan for the Community Strategy for 2008–11.

The performance reported here has informed the development 

of the new LAA. The Manchester Partnership will tackle those 

issues where the gap between national performance and 

Manchester is widest and where activities and interventions will 

have the greatest impact on improving quality of life for our 

residents, visitors to the city and those who work or study here.

The objectives of the new LAA
In Manchester, the LAA is not merely a set of agreed targets. 

It includes projects to tackle Manchester’s specifi c challenges, 

innovatively and in partnership, and to strengthen 

partnership delivery to ensure that public services work as 

eff ectively as possible with residents and with private and 

third-sector organisations.

However, if we are to achieve the overall objectives for the 

city, we must achieve these objectives for all Manchester’s 

residents. No resident should be disadvantaged because of 

the neighbourhood in which they live. To achieve the 

objectives we focus on those wards that need most 

improvement in performance against each of the priorities in 

the LAA, and the key priorities for the neighbourhood that 

may not be part of the overall city priorities. This is achieved 

through the neighbourhood-focused processes and models 

outlined in the rest of this document.

Impact on neighbourhoods
The development of the new LAA has enabled a greater 

focus on the issues that most aff ect every ward in the city 

and the communities living in the city. By improving data 

management systems to allow us to break down 

(disaggregate) data to a ward level (or in some cases to build 

it up to ward level) we have a much better understanding of 

not only what the issues are but why and when they are. 

Although most of the LAA targets are expressed at city-wide 

level, the activities and programmes to deliver these will 

concentrate on delivering where the need is greatest and 

where the impact will lead to the greatest improvement in 

the lives of residents. An example is the delivery programme 

to support the achievement of our employment target where 

the City Strategy (a subregional approach to improving 

employment) has identifi ed the key neighbourhoods in the 

city where unemployment and economic inactivity are 

highest and where residents have particular needs in order to 

access satisfying and well-paid work.

1

2

3

4
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1.5 Report structure
The report, which as far as possible is structured around the 

spines described above, is divided into six sections:

Introduction• 

General context• 

Reaching full potential in education and employment• 

Neighbourhoods of choice• 

Individual and collective self-esteem.• 

The general format of each chapter is:

Introduction• 

Performance – The performance fi gures at ward level over • 

time against the relevant current State of the City Indicators

Issues – The analysis of a number of key issues, including • 

actions taken to improve performance. 

Economic success is the precursor to the three spines of the 

Community Strategy. It will enable the wealth generated 

from economic growth to be turned into better outcomes for 

residents. The data on economic success is predominantly at 

a city level and is therefore not contained within this report 

but it can be found in detail in the State of the City 2007/08 

Report. Please see section 1.6 of this report for details on how 

to contact the Manchester Partnership team to request a 

copy of the State of the City 2007/08 Report.

1.6 Updating and availability
The Manchester Partnership intends to refresh the State of 

the Wards Report annually.

This report will be made available in other formats to meet 

specifi c needs on request.

If you would like a copy of this report, please contact the 

Manchester Partnership team: 

Partnership and Performance Team

Corporate Performance Group

Chief Executive’s Department

Manchester City Council

Town Hall Extension (Room 4040)

Manchester

M60 2LA

Telephone: 0161 234 1882

Textphone: 0161 234 3971

Fax: 0161 234 1828

Email: manchester.partnership@manchester.gov.uk 

You can also read more about the State of the City and 

State of the Wards Reports on our website: 

www.manchesterpartnership.org.uk
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2.1 Introduction
In the second half of the last century, the city suff ered a 

massive decline in manufacturing and severe population loss. 

Between 1951 and 1991, the population of Manchester fell by 

39% from 703,00 to 432,00. However, this trend has been 

reversed and Manchester is now a thriving city at the heart of 

both the Greater Manchester conurbation and the region. 

The city covers some 117sq km, with a population density 

seven times the average for the region. Population migration 

both into and out of the city is signifi cant.

2.2 Wards 
There are 32 wards in Manchester as highlighted by Map 1.

2. The city – 
general context
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Map 1 – Manchester wards
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2.3 Population estimates
The city is committed to increasing its population. After 

falling through the 1980s and 1990s, the population of 

Manchester has been growing by one per cent per year 

between 2001 and 2006, twice the national average rate of 

growth. The most up-to-date data from Mid-Year Estimates 

released by the Offi  ce for National Statistics shows that in 

2006, Manchester’s population had reached 452,000.

Estimates of the population of Manchester’s wards are shown 

in Table 1. Moss Side has the largest population and the City 

Centre the smallest.

Table 1 – Ward population estimates (experimental statistics): Manchester mid-2006

Ward population estimates (experimental statistics): 
Manchester mid-2006

Ward Population Ward Population

Ancoats and Clayton 13,675 Gorton South 15,617

Ardwick 16,232 Harpurhey 16,497

Baguley 14,384 Higher Blackley 13,947

Bradford 12,646 Hulme 12,460

Brooklands 12,713 Levenshulme 14,059

Burnage 14,694 Longsight 14,532

Charlestown 12,580 Miles Platting and Newton Heath 16,060

Cheetham 17,327 Moss Side 17,427

Chorlton 12,974 Moston 14,402

Chorlton Park 12,795 Northenden 14,480

City Centre 9,948 Old Moat 13,923

Crumpsall 14,870 Rusholme 14,110

Didsbury East 13,541 Sharston 15,013

Didsbury West 12,531 Whalley Range 14,076

Fallowfi eld 14,660 Withington 11,539

Gorton North 14,409 Woodhouse Park 13,864

Source: These estimates are derived from ONS experimental Statistical Wards for 2005, pro rata and controlled to 2006 mid-year estimate sex-age groups 

by policy analysis

Offi  ce for National Statistics © Crown Copyright 2008 

Map 2 shows the change in population in Manchester, between 

2001 and 2005. The fastest growing areas are in the City Centre, 

south west Cheetham, Hulme, Moss Side and Rusholme. 

Areas shown in blue on Map 2 are actually losing population.
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Map 2 – Change in population 2001–05
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Map 3 shows the expected percentage change in the ward 

level populations between 2006 and 2011. The City Centre is 

expected to increase by a quarter, while Brooklands, Moston 

and Chorlton are expected to decrease.

Map 3 – Change in population by ward mid-2006 
to mid-2011 (experimental)
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2.4 Age profi le
Figure 3 shows the percentage of residents aged under 15 

and over 65 in each of the city’s wards.

Figure 3 – Children aged 0 to 14 by wards 2006

The largest proportions of children (aged under 15) are found 

mainly in Cheetham, Moss Side, Gorton South, Longsight and 

Burnage. In all these areas, over 20% of the population are 

under the age of 15. The City Centre has by far the lowest 

proportion of children (under 5%).

Figure 4 – Older persons aged 65 and over by 
wards 2006

The largest proportions of older residents tend to be found 

in the north of the city (Higher Blackley, Charlestown and 

Moston) and south in Wythenshawe (Brooklands and 

Woodhouse Park). All these areas have over 15% of residents 

aged 65 and over. The lowest proportions of older residents 

are found in the City Centre and wards to its south inner city 

(Hulme, Rusholme, Longsight).

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

C
ity

 C
en

tr
e

W
ith

in
gt

on

D
id

sb
ur

y 
W

es
t

H
ul

m
e

O
ld

 M
oa

t

Fa
llo

w
fie

ld

C
ho

rlt
on

Ru
sh

ol
m

e

A
rd

w
ic

k

Le
ve

ns
hu

lm
e

Br
oo

kl
an

ds

D
id

sb
ur

y 
Ea

st

C
ho

rlt
on

 P
ar

k

W
ha

lle
y 

Ra
ng

e

A
nc

oa
ts

 &
 C

la
yt

on

M
os

to
n

C
ru

m
ps

al
l

H
ar

pu
rh

ey

M
ile

s 
Pl

at
tin

g 
&

N
ew

to
n 

H
ea

th

C
ha

rle
st

ow
n

N
or

th
en

de
n

H
ig

he
r B

la
ck

le
y

G
or

to
n 

N
or

th

Br
ad

fo
rd

W
oo

dh
ou

se
 P

ar
k

Ba
gu

le
y

Sh
ar

st
on

Bu
rn

ag
e

Lo
ng

si
gh

t

G
or

to
n 

So
ut

h

M
os

s 
Si

de

C
he

et
ha

m

Aged 0 to 14 Manchester average

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%
Aged 65 and over

C
ity

 C
en

tr
e

H
ul

m
e

Ru
sh

ol
m

e

Lo
ng

si
gh

t

A
rd

w
ic

k

M
os

s 
Si

de

W
ith

in
gt

on

C
he

et
ha

m

O
ld

 M
oa

t

Fa
llo

w
fie

ld

W
ha

lle
y 

Ra
ng

e

Le
ve

ns
hu

lm
e

D
id

sb
ur

y 
W

es
t

C
ho

rlt
on

G
or

to
n 

So
ut

h

C
ho

rlt
on

 P
ar

k

H
ar

pu
rh

ey

Sh
ar

st
on

Br
ad

fo
rd

Bu
rn

ag
e

A
nc

oa
ts

 &
 C

la
yt

on

C
ru

m
ps

al
l

D
id

sb
ur

y 
Ea

st

M
ile

s 
Pl

at
tin

g 
&

N
ew

to
n 

H
ea

th

N
or

th
en

de
n

G
or

to
n 

N
or

th

Ba
gu

le
y

W
oo

dh
ou

se
 P

ar
k

M
os

to
n

C
ha

rle
st

ow
n

H
ig

he
r B

la
ck

le
y

Br
oo

kl
an

ds

Manchester average

Source: Derived by Policy Analysis from ONS experimental Statistical Ward data for 2005, pro rata and controlled to the 2006 mid-year estimate age groups

Source: Derived by Policy Analysis from ONS experimental Statistical Ward data for 2005, pro rata and controlled to the 2006 mid-year estimate age groups



Manchester’s 2nd State of the Wards Report 2007/2008

14

2.5 Diversity and ethnicity 
Manchester values and celebrates the breadth and diversity 

of the city. The ethnic make-up of Manchester continues to 

become more diverse. All ethnic groups grew in number 

between 2001 and 2005 except white Irish, black Caribbean 

and black other. Currently, the fastest growing groups are 

white other (Europeans, Old Commonwealth and America), 

Chinese and black African groups. 

Map 4 shows the non-white ethnic population (which 

excludes white British, white Irish and white other) for wards 

for 2006. Moss Side, Longsight and Cheetham had 

proportions over 50% of the ward’s population. The city 

average was 22.7%.

Map 4 – Non-white ethnic groups 2006
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2.6 Index of Multiple Deprivation
Across a number of issues, Manchester suff ers signifi cant 

levels of deprivation. The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2007 

(IMD 2007) is based on seven domains of deprivation relating 

to income: employment, health and disability, education, 

skills and training, barriers to housing and services, crime and 

living environment. It should be noted that the IMD 2007 

measures relative deprivation and cannot be used as an 

absolute measure of deprivation, change in levels of deprivation 

or as an absolute measure of change within the domains. 

NB. Performance data for the individual indicators that make 

up the IMD 2007 is not available. Later sections of the State of 

the Wards Report provide more up-to-date and detailed 

information on progress towards indicators related to the 

areas that contribute to the IMD.

Each of the seven domains in the IMD is weighted in terms of 

the impact it has on the overall IMD score. The list below 

shows the domains and their weightings:

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%• 

Crime 9.3%• 

Living environment deprivation 9.3%.• 

Income deprivation, employment deprivation, health 

and education account for 72% of the overall IMD score. 

If Manchester focused its activity on the LAA indicators 

that directly related to income deprivation, employment 

deprivation, health and education, then it would have 

the largest impact on the IMD scores and ranks.

The IMD 2007 ranked Manchester as the fourth most 

deprived local authority in England. This is an improvement 

from the IMD 2004, in which Manchester was ranked the 

second most deprived authority. Although there has been 

a slight improvement, more than half the city’s areas were 

in the most deprived 10% in the country. 

Table 2 – IMD indicators by domain

IMD indicators by domain

Income deprivation
• Adults and children in Income Support households

•  Adults and children in income-based Jobseekers’ Allowance 

households

• Adults and children in Pension Credit households

• Adults and children in Working Tax Credit households

•  National Asylum Support Service (NASS) supported asylum 

seekers.

Education and skills deprivation
• Average test score of pupils at Key Stage 2

• Average test score of pupils at Key Stage 3

• Points score at Key Stage 4

•  Proportion of young people not staying on in education 

above the age of 16

• Secondary school absence rate

• People aged under 21 not entering higher education

• Working-age adults with no or low qualifi cations.

Health deprivation and disability
• Years of Potential Life Lost (YPLL)

• Comparative Illness and Disability ratio

• Measures of acute morbidity

• Adults under 60 suff ering from mood or anxiety disorders.

Employment deprivation
• Recipients of Jobseekers’ Allowance

• Participants in the New Deal 18–24s

• Participants in the New Deal for 25+

• Participants in the New Deal for Lone Parents

• Incapacity Benefi t recipients

• Severe Disablement Allowance recipients.

Barriers to housing and services 
• Household overcrowding

• Acceptance of homelessness

• Diffi  culty of access to owner-occupation

• Road distance to a GP surgery

• Road distance to a general store or supermarket

• Road distance to a primary school

• Road distance to a post offi  ce.

Living and environment
• Housing in poor condition

• Houses without central heating

• Air quality

•  Road-traffi  c accidents involving injury to pedestrians and 

cyclists.

Crime
• Burglary

• Theft

• Criminal damage

• Violence.

Source: Department of Communities and Local Government
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Deprivation is widespread across the city, but the most 

deprived areas are in north and east Manchester and in parts 

of Wythenshawe, as highlighted by Map 5. 

Map 5 – IMD 2007 – Manchester 
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Map 6 –  Change in rank between IMD 2004 
and 2007 
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The most improved areas were in the City Centre, Rusholme 

and Chorlton Park, which were not among the most deprived 

areas in 2004. Areas where the IMD ranking deteriorated most 

were in Brooklands and Withington. However, these areas still 

remain in the least 50% deprived areas in England.

Each of the seven domains in the IMD is weighted in terms of 

the impact it has on the overall IMD score. The list below 

shows the domains and their weightings:

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%• 

Crime 9.3%• 

Living environment deprivation 9.3%.• 

Income deprivation, employment deprivation, health 

and education account for 72% of the overall IMD score. 

If Manchester focused its activity on the LAA indicators 

that directly related to income deprivation, employment 

deprivation, health and education then it would have the 

largest impact on the IMD scores and ranks.
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3.1 Introduction
A number of factors combine to provide the residents of the 

city with the opportunities to reach their full potential in 

education and employment. For example, young people 

need the right skills to take advantage of the jobs on off er. 

This chapter looks in more detail at the following areas from 

a ward perspective:

Un/employment• 

Skills• 

Improving educational attainment and attendance• 

Health and care for adults and children.• 

3.2 Un/employment 
Levels of worklessness in the city remain high but signifi cant 

progress has been made to date. In May 2001 there were 64,855 

Manchester residents claiming one of the three key out-of-work 

benefi ts (Jobseekers Allowance (JSA), Incapacity Benefi t (IB) 

and Lone Parents claiming Income Support (LPIS)). In May 2007 

this had decreased to 57,880, a volume reduction of 6,975. 

In 2006 Manchester, as part of the Greater Manchester 

conurbation, was granted City Strategy Pathfi nder status. 

With this status came more freedoms and fl exibilities to tailor 

plans locally. Through partnership working with organisations 

such as Jobcentre Plus and the Learning and Skills Council, 

Manchester City Council (MCC) has provided eff ective 

support for local residents who have moved from benefi t 

dependency to sustainable employment. In 2007 MCC 

highlighted 24 target areas in the city that had the highest 

volumes of benefi t claimants and where there had been 

limited change in those volumes in a one-year and fi ve-year 

period. These target areas (TA) are highlighted geographically 

in Map 7. Through City Strategy the Council set a target of 

moving 12,500 residents off  benefi t dependency and into 

employment by 2010. 

 

3. Reaching full potential 
in education 
and employment
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Map 7 – City Strategy target areas within 
regeneration areas
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Key-out-of-work benefi t claimants
Across City Strategy target areas, there have been signifi cant 

reductions, especially within the Central TA and Harpurhey 

TA, where there has been a reduction of 105 and 100 

claimants respectively, as highlighted by Map 8. All but two of 

the target areas have experienced a reduction in claimants. 

The exceptions are Barlow Moor and Bradford target areas, 

which increased by 15 claimants each.

Map 8 –  Change in key out-of-work claimants 
November 2006 – May 2007
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Map 9 shows the remaining volumes of claimants in receipt 

of one of the three key out-of-work benefi ts. There are 

persistent volumes within the north and east of the city and 

pockets within central Manchester and Wythenshawe that MCC 

will continue to address through the City Strategy initiative. 

Map 9 –  Volumes of key out-of-work claimants 
May 2007
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Incapacity Benefi t claimants
The total number of Incapacity Benefi t claimants in Manchester 

has fallen between November 2006 and May 2007. In May 

2007 there were 35,240 Incapacity Benefi t claimants resident 

in Manchester: a reduction of 575 claimants or 1.6%. Across 

the 24 City Strategy TAs there has been a reduction of 370 

claimants: 64.3% of the total reduction across the city. 

Many of the City Strategy target areas have experienced large 

reductions in Incapacity Benefi t claimants within the six 

months to May 2007, as highlighted by Map 10. The largest 

reduction occurred within Harpurhey TA, which experienced 

a reduction of 60 claimants. This was closely followed by 

Central TA, Charlestown TA and Cheetham TA, which fell by 

50, 45 and 45 claimants respectively. 

Map 10 –  Change in Incapacity Benefi t 
claimants November 2006 – May 2007
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Map 11 shows the current volumes of Incapacity Benefi t 

claimants within Manchester. There remains high numbers of 

Incapacity Benefi t claimants living in the north and east of 

the city and in pockets of south Manchester, especially within 

Barlow Moor ward and around Wythenshawe Town Centre. 

Map 11 –  Volumes of Incapacity Benefi t claimants 
May 2007 
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Jobseekers Allowance claimants 
Between November 2006 and May 2007 there has been a 

reduction of 590 JSA claimants living within Manchester, of 

which 205 (34.7%) resided in a City Strategy TA. As of May 

2007 there were 10,675 Manchester residents claiming JSA. 

Map 12 shows the change in JSA claimants across 

Manchester, specifi cally focusing on the City Strategy TAs. 

Overall, Central TA experienced the largest reduction, of 40 

claimants, in the six months leading to May 2007. Harpurhey 

and Woodhouse Park TAs experienced a reduction of 30 

claimants each and were closely followed by Burnage and 

Moss Side TAs, which both reduced by 25 claimants. 

Fifteen of the 24 TAs experienced a reduction in JSA 

claimants, while two TAs (Charlestown and Whalley Range) 

experienced no change, and seven TAs increased the 

number of residents claiming JSA that resided within them. 

Map 12 –  Change in JSA claimants November 
2006 – May 2007
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Map 13 shows the current volumes of JSA claimants within 

Manchester. There remain high numbers of JSA claimants 

living around the City Centre, within the east of the city, in the 

central regeneration and in pockets of Wythenshawe. 

Map 13 – Volumes of JSA May 2007
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Lone parents claiming Income Support
In May 2007 there were 11,965 LPIS living within Manchester. 

This is a reduction of 360 since November 2006. Of this 

reduction 145 (40%) claimants lived within a City Strategy TA. 

Map 14 shows the change in the number of LPIS across 

Manchester between November 2006 and May 2007. Within 

the six-month period 18 of the City Strategy TAs experienced 

a reduction in claimants; Newton Heath experienced the 

largest reduction (35 claimants) followed by Central, 

Fallowfi eld and Gorton South TAs, which experienced a 

reduction of 15 claimants each. Three of the TAs experienced 

no change within the same time period and three TAs 

experienced an increase. The largest increase, of 25 claimants, 

occurred within the Bradford TA. 

Map 14 –  Change in LPIS claimants November 
2006 – May 2007
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Within certain neighbourhoods in Manchester large volumes 

of LPIS claimants remain. These neighbourhoods are located 

to the north and east of the City Centre, in pockets of Central 

Manchester and around Wythenshawe Town Centre to the 

south of the city. 

Map 15 – Volumes of LPIS claimants May 2007 
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Childcare places
There are 34 Sure Start Children’s Centres across Manchester. 

Each Sure Start Centre off ers a range of high-quality 

integrated services at a neighbourhood level.

Map 16 shows the number of childcare places per 100 

children under 5 years old. The highest concentrations of 

under-5 childcare places are in the northern and City Centre 

wards of the city.

Map 16 –  Total childcare places for children under 
5 and location of Sure Start Centres
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3.3 Attainment and attendance
Ward data for attainment and attendance is based on each 

pupil’s home address, only for those pupils attending local 

authority-maintained schools in Manchester.

Key Stage 2 (KS2) achievement by ward
Key Stage 2 is children aged 10–11 in their last year of 

primary school.

Figure 5 – Percentage achieving KS2 in English at level 4 by ward, 2007

Figure 6 – Percentage achieving KS2 in maths at level 4 by ward, 2007

Figure 7 – Percentage achieving KS2 in science at level 4 by ward, 2007

(Figures 5, 6 and 7) Source: Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF)
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Figures 5, 6 and 7 show that there is a wide variation across 

the city in subject results at KS2. It is likely that the majority of 

the diff erences are linked to varying levels of deprivation, and 

the composition of the population in that district. 

The schools in the South district achieved the highest results 

for the city in all subjects, but in this area only 28% of children 

are eligible for free school meals (a measure of deprivation), 

compared to 40% for the city as a whole. The north east 

schools achieve relatively good results in reading, maths, and 

science. Writing performance is weak with only 54.8% of 

pupils reaching at least level 4; however, this is an 

improvement on last year’s result of 46.3%.

Key Stage 4 achievement by ward
There is a strong relationship between deprivation and 

performance at GCSE level when looking at the percentage of 

pupils gaining fi ve or more A*–C grades. Didsbury East, 

Didsbury West and Chorlton are the areas with the highest 

percentage of pupils achieving fi ve or more A*–C grades. 

Woodhouse Park was the ward with the lowest performance 

mark, with Miles Platting and Newton Heath and Harpurhey 

closely following. 

Figure 8.1 shows the percentage of pupils by ward who did 

not achieve any KS4 qualifi cations. The northern and eastern 

wards of the city, in particular the Miles Platting and Newton 

Heath, Harpurhey, Gorton South and Ancoats and Clayton 

wards have the largest number of pupils with no 

qualifi cations. The Didsbury West and City Centre wards (due 

to the very small number of children living in the City Centre, 

no inferences can be drawn from the fi gure) have no children 

who did not achieve any qualifi cations at KS4.

Figure 8.1 – Percentage of pupils achieving no GCSE A*–G qualifi cations, 2007

Source: Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF)
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Figure 8.2 – Percentage of pupils achieving A*–C (including English and maths) at GCSE, 2007

Source: Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF)
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Map 17 –  Percentage of pupils achieving A*–C 
(including English and maths) at GCSE 2007
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The wards to the south of the City Centre, in particular the 

Didsbury, Chorlton and Levenshulme wards, have the highest 

percentage of children who achieved fi ve A*–C (including 

English and maths) in the city. The wards in the north and 

Wythenshawe districts of the city had the lowest percentages 

of children who achieved fi ve A*–C (including English and 

maths) in the city.

Primary attendance 
The Didsbury and Chorlton wards have the highest levels of 

primary school attendance in the city and the Wythenshawe 

district of Manchester, in particular the Baguley and 

Woodhouse Park wards, have the lowest levels of primary 

school attendance.

Figure 9 – Primary school attendance 2007

Source: Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF)

Due to the very small number of children living in the City 

Centre, no inferences can be drawn from the fi gure.

Levels of secondary school attendance vary greatly across the 

diff erent wards of the city. The wards with the highest levels 

of secondary school attendance are the Crumpsall, Longsight, 

Gorton North and Hulme wards. The Cheetham, Sharston 

and Whalley Range wards all have much lower than 

Manchester average levels of secondary school attendance.
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Figure 10 – Secondary school attendance 2007

Source: Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF)

Languages spoken
The annual Schools Census records the principal language 

spoken by schoolchildren in Manchester (please note this 

survey is completed by parents). In 2007, there were around 

17,300 pupils in Manchester schools whose fi rst language is 

not English (28.9% of all pupils). The number of pupils whose 

fi rst language is not English has increased by a third (33.6%) 

between 2003 and 2007. The most common non-English 

languages spoken by pupils were Urdu (8.1% of pupils), 

Punjabi (3.6%), Arabic (2.3%), Somali (2.3%) and Bengali (1.9%).

Figure 11 – Proportion of school pupils where English is not their fi rst language 2007

Source: Manchester Schools Census 2007
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In seven wards (Longsight, Rusholme, Cheetham, Whalley 

Range, Moss Side, Crumpsall and Levenshulme) over 50% 

of school pupils recorded English as being their second 

language. This mirrors the distribution of black and minority 

ethnic groups described in section 2 of this report. 

Not in education, employment or training (NEET)
Manchester has a number of wards with very high levels of 

NEET young people. The Manchester NEETs co-ordinator 

working with partners has identifi ed a group of priority 

schools in which specifi c strategies are in place to target 

these local hot spots. The wards where the priority schools 

are located are referred to as the NEET priority wards.

The NEET average for Manchester as of November 2007 was 

8.4% of young people aged 16–18 not in education, 

employment or training.

Figure 12 highlights the variation in NEET scores within the 

priority wards. The Sharston, Harpurhey, Miles Platting and 

Newton Heath and Ancoats and Clayton wards all have high 

NEET scores. Moston, Moss Side, Cheetham and Charlestown 

all have lower than NEET Manchester average NEET scores.

Table 3 – Levels of NEET in October 2006 and October 2007 in priority wards

Ward Oct 2006 Oct 2007 Difference

Harpurhey 23.1% 13.5% –9.6%

Ancoats and Clayton 22% 13.4% –8.6%

Northenden 17.4% 9.3% –8.1%

Sharston 20.9% 13.7% –7.2%

Cheetham 14.4% 7.4% –7%

Ardwick 14.3% 8.4% –5.9%

Baguley 13.8% 8% –5.8%

Moss Side 11.3% 5.6% –5.7%

Woodhouse Park 17.5% 12% –5.5%

Gorton North 13.2% 7.8% –5.4%

Charlestown 13.2% 7.8% –5.4%

Moston 10.7% 5.6% –5.1%

Brooklands 14.2% 9.3% –4.9%

Bradford 15.5% 11.3% –4.2%

Miles Platting and Newton Heath 16.7% 13.5% –3.2%

Hulme 11.3% 9.6% –1.7%

Higher Blackley 10.6% 10.6% 0

Source: Connexions Activity Survey 

Figure 12 – Levels of NEET in priority wards

Source: Connexions Activity Survey
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3.4 Health
Analysis of the most recent data suggest that, although 

there has been a general reduction in mortality rates across 

Manchester, the level of health inequality within the city has 

not changed since the late 1990s. The Public Health Annual 

Report 2007 recommends that health improvement 

strategies should have a greater focus on reducing these 

internal inequalities as well as on improving the health of 

the whole population relative to the national average.

Source: Public Health Annual Report 2007

For three of the Figures below (Figure 13, Figure 16, Figure 
20) the pre-2004 ward boundaries are used because of the 
historical nature of the data sources used.

Source: Offi  ce for National Statistics. Crown Copyright

Figure 13 shows life and healthy life expectancy at a ward 

level across Manchester. The dark green bars on the chart 

show the number of years on average a resident in that 

particular ward will have a level of good health. The light 

green bars on the chart show on average the number of 

years a resident in that particular ward will suff er from poor 

health. Added together, the number of years of good health 

and poor health is equal to the total estimated life 

expectancy for that particular ward. The trend lines at the top 

of Figure 13 highlight how levels of life expectancy at a ward 

level compare to the Manchester and England averages.

Healthy life expectancy at birth is the expected number of 

years a newborn baby would survive and be healthy if he or 

she experienced the particular area’s age and sex-specifi c 

mortality and health rates throughout his or her life. Figure 13 

highlights that seven out of the ten wards (pre-2004 ward 

boundaries) with the lowest life expectancy are in the north 

or east of the city (Ardwick, Beswick and Clayton, Harpurhey, 

Newton Heath, Bradford, Charlestown and Cheetham). 

Figure 13 also indicates that the pattern of healthy life 

expectancy at birth for Manchester wards shows a strong 

negative correlation with patterns of deprivation and ill health 

within the city. Estimated life expectancy in the Didsbury 

ward is nine years higher than in the Ardwick ward, and the 

number of years lived in the poor health period is also lower.

Figure 13 – Life and healthy life expectancy at birth (persons) wards in Manchester 1999–2003
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All Age All Cause Mortality (AAACM)
AAACM (directly age-standardised rate per 100,000 

population) is used as a proxy to measure progress in terms 

of increasing life expectancy, particularly at local level. 

AAACM is thought to be a more locally relevant measure 

because it is closely related to life expectancy and based on 

the same mortality and population data. 

Source: Offi  ce for National Statistics. Crown Copyright

Only two wards in Manchester, City Centre and East Didsbury, 

have lower AAACM rates than England as a whole. Didsbury 

West has an AAACM rate equal to the national average. All 

other wards are above this rate. The AAACM rate is the 

highest in Harpurhey (1,050 per 100,000), which is nearly 70% 

higher than the England average.

Circulatory diseases mortality (0–74 years)
Across Manchester as a whole, the mortality rate from circulatory 

diseases in persons aged under 75 is 140 per 100,000, 

compared with the England average of 85 per 100,000. The 

premature mortality rate from circulatory diseases is over four 

times higher in Ardwick than it is in the City Centre.

Figure 14 – All Age All Cause Mortality Rate by ward 2003–05 

Figure 15 – Mortality from circulatory diseases (0–74 years) by ward 2003–05 

Source: Offi  ce for National Statistics. Crown Copyright
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