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When designing the MSP fieldwork survey, some of the key questions from the National
NDC Evaluation survey were integrated into the questionnaire in order to provide a degree
of comparability. Where this was possible pathfinder findings have been compared and
contrasted against those from NDC comparitor areas.

1.5 The Key Findings

This section of report pulls together the 'key findings' from the survey, focussing on the
most notable points from each of the 4 broad themes. It should be noted that much greater
detail is provided in the main body of the report, and also that at the end of each chapter
key findings are provided by sub-section under the four broad themes.

Also at the end of this chapter a series of cross cutting points are made comparing
household survey findings with those from the resident perception focus groups and other
research conducted as part of the second scheme update to ODPM. Through this process
of comparative analysis it is possible to shed further light on the key issues for HMR.

1.6 Property

This section provides an insight on levels of resident satisfaction with property, as well as
key property characteristics e.g. house type, tenures and ownership levels within the
pathfinder area, and also details of previous property.

Encouragingly, most pathfinder respondents (87%) were satisfied (very or fairly) with their
current property, as were respondents in the NDC comparator areas. Satisfaction levels
were lowest amongst those in flats and private renters, although this is only relatively
speaking as over 80% of these groups indicated they were satisfied. Dissatisfaction mainly
arose from the poor condition of property, although, overall, most respondents (83%) were
satisfied with the state of repair of their property. Pathfinder respondents who rent are
generally more satisfied (77% overall) with their landlord than those respondents in the
NDC comparator areas.

Looking at the pathfinder by housing type it was possible to identify that half of
respondents presently live in a terrace, 85% of which have less than 3 bedrooms. Well
over half (57%) of those in terraced accommodation rent, although this figure is still
substantially lower than in flats, where the majority rent (93%). Respondents living in
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terraces are also more likely to have lived in their property for 10+ years compared to other
types, this is also true of length of time in their neighbourhood and in Manchester/Salford.

The number of respondents currently living in terraced properties is slightly less when
compared to the type of property they previously lived in. This is perhaps indicative of the
changing aspirations of respondents. An assumption subsequently borne out (see
emerging households and the future for more details) where more respondents said they
would prefer not to move in to a terrace property next time. It is also possible to observe
this when looking at residents who live in semis, where the proportion has risen by 9%
(from 16% to 25%); similarly home ownership has risen by 19% (from 18% to 37%).

The survey results show that respondents tend to live longer in their neighbourhood
compared to their current property. For instance, while nearly half of respondents have
been in their property for less than 5 years, 42% report to have lived in their
neighbourhood for 20 years or longer, and 65% to have lived in the area (i.e. Manchester
or Salford) for at least 20 years or all their life. Results from the survey show that only 28%
of respondents have moved neighbourhood in the last 5 years or less, and even less
(16%) have moved area in the last 5 years This would indicate that pathfinder respondents
tend to keep their changes in address 'contained' within certain geographical parameters
i.e. their neighbourhood and the Manchester/Salford area.

Also the fact that pathfinder respondents are more likely to have stayed within 15 minutes
of their previous property than those in the NDC comparator areas only serves to
strengthen this theory.

Looking at rental levels, most respondents in the pathfinder rent from the Local Authority
(LA), although LA rental levels are lower than in the NDC comparator areas. Interestingly,
pathfinder respondents tend to be more strongly represented by Housing Associations and
Private Landlords than in the NDC comparator areas.

Only a minority of owner occupiers in the pathfinder area paid more than £75,000 for their
property, with half paying £50,000 or less. However it should be noted that one-third of
respondents purchased their property prior to 1990 when house prices were much lower
than present prices, with the majority buying their property through a mortgage/loan. A
large proportion of respondents were unaware of the current value of their property.

The largest proportion of respondents chose their current property, solely on the property
itself, however, when asked whether property or area is most important when choosing a
home the largest proportion (41%) believed them to be equally important. The reasons for
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respondent's last move (to their current property) were most commonly for property
reasonsI (31%), or personal reasonsII (30%).

1.7 The Local Area

Similar to property, this section looks at resident satisfaction levels, although this time
focussing on the local area. This section also delves deeper into the issues that concern
residents, as well as perceptions and fears of crime and other social issues.

Overall, almost three-quarters of all respondents (74%) were satisfied with the local area
as a place to live, slightly higher than found in the NDC comparator areas. Levels of
dissatisfaction with the local area are highly correlated with length of time in home, (i.e. the
longer respondents have lived in their home the more likely they are to be dissatisfied with
the area). This is borne out by respondents who had lived in their current property for 20+
years, where less than two-thirds were satisfied with the local area as a place to live.

Overall, only 22% of respondents who had lived in the area for 2+ years felt that the local
area had changed for the better in the last two years. The biggest proportion (44%) felt
they were unable to see any changes what-so-ever during the last 2 years. Also when
compared to the NDC comparator areas, pathfinder respondents appear to be much less
positive about the changes in their local area. This perhaps reflects the achievements
made under NDC, compared to HMR, which is still comparatively new.

Crime and safety came up as the main reason 'why' respondents felt an area had
improved or declined in the last 2 years, indicating this is an important barometer of
change for residents in the pathfinder area. Crime and anti-social behaviour was also the
main problem respondents wanted to see change in the local area over the next 2 years.

Kinship ties (29%) were the binding factor for respondents living in an area, this was true
across age and ethnicity, especially so for Asian respondents (35%). Property was the
next most common reason given for living in an area (14%), a reasons that is highly
correlated with age (i.e. property becomes more important with age).

Asian respondents came out top when asked how attached they were to their
neighbourhood (73%), while overall, the vast majority (86%) of respondents found their
neighbours friendly. Just short of two-thirds of all respondents said they knew most people
in their neighbourhood, with a similar number vouching for their neighbours when asked
whether people look out for each other. This figure was highest amongst respondents in

I E.g. Larger or smaller home or garden.
II E.g. Family reasons.
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terraced and semi-detached properties and lowest amongst those in flats. Unemployed
respondents were most likely to agree that there is a 'live and let live' attitude in their
neighbourhood, in comparison to employed and inactive respondents, overall, two-thirds
(66%) of respondents agreed with the statement.

When asked their views on housing and other social issues, the one area where most
respondents were in agreement was affordability. Four out of five respondents (85%
overall) felt that local housing was affordable. When asked about the property movements
of local residents, those in the social rented sector were most likely to agree that people
were leaving the area, although this only accounted for one-third of this group. Nearly half
of all owner occupiers disagreed that there is not enough choice in local housing. The only
other issues to bring any real sense of accord were on feeling isolated and cut off from the
wider area (60% disagreed) and the area is good for families to live in (over half agreed).

When questioned on their perceptions of particular problems in their neighbourhood, litter
and rubbish in the streets (26%), and problems with teenagers (37%) were the issues that
brought about the strongest feelings. Looking at particular groups it is evident that
respondents in semi-detached properties were most likely to agree that the local area was
safer than most other places (38%), while almost half of those in flats disagreed (48%),
suggesting a link between property type and perceptions of safety. Overall, those in flats
were most likely to cite a problem as serious in their neighbourhood.

The crimes respondents are most worried about (i.e. those around the 50% mark) include
having their home burgled, anti-social behaviour and feeling unsafe after dark. Below that
are fears of vandalism and graffiti, drug related crime and maybe somewhat surprisingly
respondents rated fear of being physically assaulted in the second bracket above worries
about having their car broken into. However, in reality, nearly three quarters of
respondents have not been the victim of any crime in the last 5 years.

1.8 Future movement of residents

This section of the report looks beyond the immediate, focussing on resident's future
intentions/ambitions to move by property, tenure and location. This section also explores
barriers to movement and emerging households i.e. members of resident households
looking to move out in the near future, as well as at likely student property movements in
the near future.

When asked about future moves the majority (72%) of respondents indicated they have 'no
plans' to move in the near future. However the majority of those who are planning a move
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expect to do so in the next 2 years, with almost one-third hoping to move in the next 6
months.
Looking across housing types those presently living in flats were most likely to want to
move, while the majority of respondents who intend to move in the next 2 years, stated
they would like a three or four bedroom house. Emerging households i.e. those members
looking to move out, represented less than 5% of respondent households overall.

Looking at the student population in more detail, slightly more student respondents said
that they moved into Manchester/Salford to study (54%) than respondents who said they
were already living in Manchester/Salford (46%). When asked about futures moves almost
half of all students said they would consider staying in Manchester/Salford on completion
of their studies.

When asked about barriers to moving, unsurprisingly the top response given by
respondents who wanted to move was one of financial constraint (35%). The main reason
respondents wanted to move was for area related reasons (37%). However the majority of
respondents said they would take into account area as well as property next time they
move (56%).

When prompted for extra details, the largest proportion of respondents (29%) said they
intended to buy their next property. The same proportion stated that they intend to rent
their next property from the council. Of those looking to buy their next property, the biggest
proportion who gave a price (14%) said they were looking to pay £100,000+, while
properties with 3 bedrooms (40%) were most desired, as were semis (38%). Most
respondents would prefer not to move into a property of the same tenure next time they
move (60%). One-third of respondents (33%) wanting to move said they would like their
next property to be within 15 minutes walk of the current one.

When asked about locations (for future moves) the highest concentration of positive
responses were in areas such as Crumpsall and Cheetham in North Manchester (15% and
11% respectively said 'yes' they would consider moving to these areas). However, the
single most positive response was for Salford Quays (16% said yes). The least positive
responses were in South Manchester, with areas such as Moss Side and Rusholme
proving least popular.

Those respondents who do not intend to move in the next 2 years (i.e. the majority) were
asked to imagine if they did what type and tenure they would like, as well as how they
would occupy it. The largest proportion of respondents said they hoped to purchase their
next property, however, in reality the greatest proportion of respondents are likely to
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continue to rent. While over half said they would probably stay in the same tenure, and
almost half said they would probably stay in the same type.

When asked to think slightly longer term, the largest proportion (29%) of respondents said
they would probably stay within central Manchester/Salford in the next 10 years. Also the
same percentage of respondents did not expect that any changes that might occur over
the next 10 years would necessitate a move out of the area.

1.9 Respondent Characteristics

This section has been provided in order to set key findings on property, the local area and
future moves into context. For example, providing an insight into the age, ethnicity and
economic status of the pathfinder residents involved in the survey. This section also
documents that a representative sample of residents living in the pathfinder area was
achieved.

With regard to gender an almost 50:50 balance was achieved in the sample, while in terms
of ethnicity a representative balance was achieved with just over four-fifths of respondents
White, and the rest of respondents consisting of Black and other Ethnic Minority groups.
When compared to Manchester and Salford NDC areas, there appears to be slightly more
ethnic diversity in the pathfinder area as a whole, however, the pathfinder is slightly less
ethnically diverse when compared to the National NDC aggregate. The majority of
respondents (87%) indicated that English was their mother tongue, although three quarter
of those who indicated it was not, said they spoke English well.

Respondents were asked about the length of time they had lived in their current property,
the neighbourhood and more widely Manchester/Salford. From this it was possible to
gauge whether respondents were long standing residents or whether they were relatively
new in-movers. Results suggest that pathfinder respondents are less mobile than
respondents in Manchester or Salford's NDC areas, particularly so when compared to
Salford NDC. For instance, almost half (61%) of pathfinder respondents have lived in the
same area for 10 years or longer, compared to just over half (51%) in Salford NDC.
However, overall, the same percentage of pathfinder respondents have lived in the area
for 10 years or more as have respondents in the NDC Aggregate.

Looking at household characteristics it was possible to identify that almost three-quarters
of respondent households consisted of 3 or less people, with a quarter of respondents
living in single person households. While just under half (45%) of all respondents were
married.
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2.0 Introduction

This research has been produced by ECOTEC Research and Consulting supported by
CSR Partnership. Commissioned by Manchester/Salford Housing Market Renewal
Pathfinder the Household Perception Survey is an extension to the Research, Foresight
and Intelligence (RFI) contract.

This research fits within a broader framework of community based research commissioned
by MSP which consists of 4 distinct pieces of research, these being:

1 Consideration of outcomes from existing research (including resident satisfaction
surveys and best value questionnaires).

2 Focus Groups testing residents ’ perceptions, aspirations and intentions – targeting
actual and potential households.

3 Various surveys still in discussion to assess the position of the Private rented sector.
4 Quantitative based Household survey with residents (i.e. this report).

The rationale for the research was also made clear at the proposal stage. In the recent
ODPM report on market renewal pathfinder scheme updates, it clearly identifies
pathfinders as, “…a partnership between local authorities, local stakeholders including
respondents, and the private sector.” And goes on to state more clearly that there is a
need to ensure:

“lessons are being learned about how to engage communities and stakeholders effectively in
a programme of this kind, balancing the need for respondents to have a role in local solutions
with the sub-regional strategy.” (page 22, bullet 3)
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2.2 Methodology

The methodology by which the survey was conducted is summarised below:

2.2.1 Defining the survey area

The survey covered the whole of the pathfinder area, i.e. the 4 ADFs (N-S-E Manchester
and Salford Central), with respondents being drawn in equal number from each of the
ADFs (i.e. 150 from each ADF).

2.2.2 Defining the survey sample

The survey sample was drawn on quotas derived from the 2001 census. The sample was
randomly selected and stratified by age, gender, ethnicity, economic status, household
structure and housing tenure/type. The advantage of this approach was that the data was
readily available and obviated the need to obtain Council Tax Register or equivalent data
from the local authorities (which is very problematic).

CSR allocated different blocks of streets to different interviewers to ensure a
representative 'spread' over the wider area. Researchers then worked within their quotas
on house type and tenure, for example, if there was only one block of flats, researchers
would have to obtain all their quota of flats there. Beyond that, researchers randomly
chose a start point (the random walk approach), and in the absence of specific instructions
to the contrary, left a gap of at least one house after they have obtained an interview.
Researchers would not normally return to any house where they drew a blank, if there was
plenty of scope elsewhere to obtain a similar interview. If it was a property critical to the
quota, for example, the only detached house for miles around, then they would return any
number of times until they got an answer.

The final survey sample (i.e. 600 respondents) is robust enough to make statistically
reliable comments at the pathfinder (±4%) and indicatively at ADF level (±8% based on
150 per ADF). However, findings presented in the report are made at the pathfinder level
only; this decision was taken in order that the level of accuracy is greater than 95%.
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3.0 Property

3.1 Introduction

This section of the report presents survey results connected to the properties of
respondents. As well as covering type of property and ownership levels, this section also
looks at satisfaction with property and landlords amongst other issues. Also where there is
comparability, survey findings are contrasted against those from the National NDC
Evaluation.

3.2 Levels of satisfaction with current property

As can be seen in figure 3.1 (below) the majority of respondents, be they from the
pathfinder (87%) or comparator areas were satisfied with their property. Levels of
dissatisfaction across the pathfinder area are lower than in Manchester or Salford's NDC
areas, although only marginally so.

Focussing on the pathfinder area more closely, those living in flats were most dissatisfied
(12%), along with social sector renters (11%), while unsurprisingly owner occupiers are
most satisfied with their property.

Figure 3.1 How satisfied respondents were with their accommodation
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Looking across both pathfinder and NDC areas, (see figure 3.2) respondents in the
pathfinder appear to be most satisfied (83%) with the state of repair of their home. Looking
in slightly more detail at the pathfinder area, it is apparent (as might be expected) that
owner occupiers were most satisfied with the state of repair of their property at 94%, while
social sector renters were least satisfied at 75%.

Figure 3.2 How satisfied respondents were with the state of repair of their home
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Only 8% of all pathfinder respondents said they were (either very or slightly) dissatisfied
with their property. The figure below (figure 3.3) looks at the reasons given by respondents
for their dissatisfaction by type of property. Most strikingly, the poor condition of the
property was the most commonly reason given, most noticeably so for those living in flats,
where 40% of responses referred to this issue. Also those respondents living in flats
appear to be more likely to have problems with neighbours, although were less likely to
mention home improvements as a cause for concern.

Please Note: 'Other' refers to a range of responses representing small percentages
individually. These included: Dissatisfied with landlord; Don't feel safe in home; Parking
problems; Next to or near empty boarded up properties and Not suitable due to poor
health/poor mobility.
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Figure 3.3 Reasons why respondents were dissatisfied with their property by type
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In comparison with the National NDC Evaluation (NDC aggregate on figure 3.4 below)
pathfinder respondents are more satisfied with their landlord. Respondents in Salford NDC
were marginally less satisfied, and those in Manchester marginally more satisfied when
compared to the pathfinder area (77%). Generally speaking pathfinder respondents were
also less likely to be dissatisfied (with the exception of Manchester NDC) with their
landlord than in the comparator areas.

Figure 3.4 How satisfied respondents were with their landlord
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3.3 House type and tenure

Table 3.1 (below) looks at the type of house pathfinder respondents live in by ethnicity.
Looking at the picture overall it is evident that half of all respondents in the pathfinder area
currently live in a terraced or end terraced property. This is broadly true across ethnicities
with exception of Asian respondents, where only 27% currently live in terraced properties.
The next most significant housing type is semi-detached where one-quarter of pathfinder
respondents live. By comparison over half of all Asian respondents currently live in a semi-
detached property.

Table 3.1 Housing type by ethnicity

TOTAL % WHITE % ASIAN % BLACK %
CHINESE
& OTHER %

Terraced or end terraced 303 51% 256 52% 12 27% 24 56% 11 61%

Semi-detached 151 25% 114 23% 24 53% 8 19% 4 22%

Detached 21 4% 17 4% 3 7% 1 2% 0 0%

Apartment in city/town centre 1 0% 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Low rise flat/maisonette 71 12% 57 12% 6 13% 7 16% 1 6%

High rise flat 46 8% 40 8% 0 0% 3 7% 2 11%

Self-contained bedsit 4 1% 4 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Room in a shared house 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Bungalow 2 0% 2 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Sheltered accommodation 1 0% 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Total 600 100% 492 100% 45 100% 43 100% 18 100%

Respondents were asked how many bedrooms they have in their property; figure 3.5 show
that almost 85% of all respondents indicated their property has 3 bedrooms or less.
This figure does not differ markedly by house type. The most common number of
bedrooms per household was 3, with 40% of all respondents indicating this was the case.

Figure 3.5 Number of bedrooms by household type
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Broadly speaking (table 3.2 below), rental levels in the pathfinder correspond to those in
the NDC Aggregate (63% and 64% respectively). The percentage of respondents renting
in the pathfinder is 7% lower than in Manchester NDC and 7% higher than in Salford NDC,
and therefore roughly represents the average rental level for the two areas. When looking
at owner occupier levels the pathfinder broadly mirrors Salford, the comparator aggregate
and NW comparator, but has a lower level of respondents buying their property through a
mortgage or loan (with the exception of Manchester).

Looking in more detail at the pathfinder survey it was evident that the biggest proportion of
renters are from the social sector (271 out of 384 respondents or 71%). As might be
expected almost all respondents in flats rent, followed by 57% of those in terraces and
52% of those in semi-detached properties. Looking at rental levels by ethnicity the results
showed that rental levels are highest amongst Black respondents, with over three-quarters
of Black people in the pathfinder area currently renting their property. By comparison
levels of ownership are highest in Asian respondents and lowest in Black and Chinese
respondents.

Table 3.2 How households are occupied

RENT IT OWN IT
OUTRIGHT

BUYING IT WITH
THE HELP OF
A MORTGAGE

OR LOAN

OTHER ALL NUMBER

MSP RPHS 63 22 15 2 100 600

Manchester NDC 70 14 13 3 100 509

Salford NDC 56 21 21 2 100 501

NDC Aggregate 64 16 18 2 100 19633

Comparator Aggregate 51 22 25 2 100 4048

NW Comparator 53 20 26 2 100 623
Please Note: All figures are percentages

Looking at table 3.3 overleaf, the biggest proportion of pathfinder respondents (44%) rent
their property from the council or local authority. This compares to only 29% in Manchester
NDC and 67% in Salford NDC. Interestingly although renting from Housing Associations
represents a slightly bigger proportion of respondents in the pathfinder compared to
elsewhere (with the exception of Manchester NDC), the pathfinder clearly contains more
private landlords than the comparator areas.
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Table 3.3 Landlords of those who rent

LOCAL
AUTHORITY

HOUSING
ASSOCIATION

TRUST/
COMPANY

PRIVATE
LANDLORD

OTHER ALL NUMBER

MSP RPHS 44 26 2 26 2.3 100 384

Manchester NDC 29 53 1 13 5 100 369

Salford NDC 67 6 4 19 3 100 288

NDC Aggregate 61 21 3 13 3 100 19633

Comparator Aggregate 54 20 4 19 3 100 2113

NW Comparator 56 22 5 16 1 100 331
Respondents who rent only. Please Note: All figures are percentages

3.4 Length of time in current address, neighbourhood and area

Figure 3.6 overleaf provides a composite of a number of questions relating to how long
respondents have been in their present home, and more widely the neighbourhood and
local area. As might be expected the graph shows that pathfinder respondents move
property most frequently (45% having lived in their current property for less than 5 years),
but tend to keep those property movements contained within their neighbourhood and area
(Manchester/Salford).

Results from the survey show that only 28% of respondents have moved neighbourhood in
the last 5 years or less, and even less (16%) have moved area in the last 5 years. Broadly,
this suggests that the pathfinder is an area that has tended to retain its population, with the
greatest movement being in (current) address (i.e. respondent change address most but
contain that movement over a small area). In fact, despite the housing problems
associated with the pathfinder area nearly two thirds (65%) of respondents indicated that
they have lived in Manchester/Salford for 20 years or longer.

Focusing on property movement by type, it is evident that those living in terraced
properties are slightly more static, with 43% of respondents had lived in their home for 10
years or longer, compared to 36% in semis and 18% in flats. However, it should be noted
that overall only 37% of respondents have lived in their current address for 10 years or
more.

Looking at length of time in current home by tenure type certain trends can be observed.
While owner occupiers tend to be fairly static, 43% having lived in their present property
for 10 years or longer, 41% of private renters have been in their property for 12 months or
less, compared to 2% of owner occupiers and 16% of social sector renters.
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Unemployed respondents also tend to change address more frequently than employed
and inactive respondents, with 29% of unemployed respondents reporting they had been
in their property for less than 12 months. This compared to 16% of employed and 14% of
inactive respondents, and 16% overall in the pathfinder.

Figure 3.6 Length of time at current address, in neighbourhood and in Manchester/Salford
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3.5 Buying a property

Those pathfinder respondents who own their property were asked to cast their minds back
and indicate the price they paid. Figure 3.8 (below) shows that half of all owner occupiers
paid less than £50,000 for their property. While only 6% of respondents paid more than
£75,001 for their property.
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Figure 3.7 The price respondents paid for their property

Owner occupiers only

Pathfinder respondents were also asked the year in which they acquired their property.
Figure 3.8 (below) shows that one third of respondents purchased their property prior to
1990, 17% purchased their property between 1991 and 2000, with a further 13% doing so
between 2001 and 2005.

Figure 3.9 The year in which respondents acquired their property
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When asked (see table 3.4 below), the majority of owner occupiers indicated bought their
property through a mortgage from the bank or building society (73%). Looking in slightly
more detail across ethnic groups, less Asian respondents acquired their properties through
mortgages than found overall (55% compared to 73%), with a slightly higher percentage of
Asian respondents buying outright through the sale of their current property than found
overall.
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35%

Less than £10,000 £10,001-£25,000 £25,001-£50,000

£50,001-£75,000 £75,001+ DK
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Table 3.4 How respondents bought their current property

TOTAL %

Bought outright through the sale of my current property 31 14%

Bought with a loan from a building society or bank 157 73%

Bought with a loan from a family member 3 1%

Other source 7 3%

Don't know 18 8%

Total 216 100%

Owner occupiers only

Respondents who had taken out a mortgage or loan to pay for their property were asked to
give details on its value at the time they purchased their property. Figure 3.10 overleaf
shows that almost one-quarter of respondents had a mortgage/loan of less than £10,000.
While half of respondents indicated their mortgage/loan was for less than £50,000 at the
time they purchased their property. Only 3% of respondents' original mortgage/loan was
for more than £75,001.

Figure 3.10 The value of respondents' mortgages at the time they bought their property
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Figure 3.11 shows how much respondents have left to pay on their mortgage. Of those
respondents who had or have a mortgage, just over one-third have nothing left to pay.
45% of respondents were unwilling to give details, although based on previous answers it
can be assumed that one-third of these respondents have nothing left to pay on their
mortgage.
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Figure 3.11 How much respondents have left to pay on their mortgage
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Percentages are out of 185 respondents i.e. those who stated that they paid for their property with a mortgage/loan

Figure 3.12 overleaf provides an indication of the perceived value of pathfinder respondent
properties. The biggest proportion of respondents are unsure of the value of their property
at present (41%). While 20% of respondents believe their property to be worth £75,000 or
less, a further 39% believe their property to be worth £75,001 or more.

Figure 3.12 What respondents perceive to be the current value of their property
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3.6 Respondent property preferences

Respondents were asked to state whether property or area is most important when buying
a home. As can be seen in figure 3.13 the biggest proportion of respondents (41%) felt
that property and local area were equally important when choosing their current home.
However, on its own property (23%) was slightly more important to respondents than the
area (19%).

Figure 3.13 Whether property or area is more important to respondents when choosing a home
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In order to get a better understanding of trends in the housing market, respondents were
asked 'why' they chose their current property. Table 3.5 (overleaf) is a summary table
which groups together more specific responses to the question. As might be expected
property reasons (e.g. right size and type of house, I liked the design and size of garden)
were most commonly mentioned overall. However, property was less of a factor for those
in terraced properties and also for owner occupiers, and financial reasonsI more so when
compared to the overall figures. Area reasons were mentioned most by those in flats and
those in the private rented sector compared to the overall figure, although these groups
also saw property as an important consideration.

I Please Note: Financial reasons is a summary of a group of responses including: the price was attractive; cheap
mortgage provided; only one I could afford and good investment.
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Table 3.5 Why respondents chose their current property by house type and tenure

TOTAL
TERR-
ACED

SEMI FLAT
OWNER

OCCUPIER

SOCIAL
SECTOR
RENTER

PRIVATE
RENTER

139 80 42 8 119 2 18
Financial Reasons

16% 19% 17% 6% 35% 1% 10%

381 162 134 59 113 201 67
Property Reasons

43% 38% 53% 42% 33% 55% 39%

274 137 67 53 86 124 64
Area Reasons

31% 32% 26% 37% 25% 34% 37%

28 20 5 2 12 6 10
Work Reasons

3% 5% 2% 1% 4% 2% 6%

1 1 0 0 0 0 1
Nothing Else

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%

54 28 6 20 9 32 13
Other

6% 7% 2% 14% 3% 9% 8%

877 428 254 142 339 365 173
Total responses

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Respondents could give more than one answer

3.7 Previous property

Respondents were also asked about the previous property they had lived in to enable a
comparison to take place (between current and previous). Figure 3.14 (overleaf) shows
that over half of respondents previously lived in a terraced house. Significant proportions
of respondents also previously lived in semi-detached houses (16%) and low rise
flats/maisonettes (11%). Very few (less than 1%) of respondents previously lived in either
a city/town centre apartment or a bungalow.

Figure 3.14 Type of accommodation of previous property
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Figure 3.15 (below) shows that, previously, just 9% of respondents owned their home
outright and a further 9% were buying it with the help of a mortgage or loan. The majority
of respondents (70%) previously lived in rented accommodation.

Figure 3.15 How respondents occupied their previous accommodation
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Respondents who rented their previous property were asked to identify their landlord.
Table 3.6 (overleaf) shows that the largest percentage (45%) of respondents rented from
the local authority/council. One quarter of respondents had private landlords, while very
few (less than half a percent in each case) said the landlord of their previous
accommodation was a charitable trust, a local housing company or an employer.

Table 3.6 Landlord of previous home

TOTAL %

Local authority/council 209 45%

Housing association 71 15%

Charitable trust 2 0.40%

Local housing company 2 0.40%

Employer (organisation) of a household member 2 0.40%

Relative/friend of a household member 34 7%

Another individual private landlord 116 25%

Another organisation 15 3%

Don't know 10 2%

Total 461 100%

Respondents who rented their previous home only
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Figure 3.16 shows that most respondents moved from their previous property for either
property related (32%) or personal (31%) reasons. Area related reasons were the third
most frequently cited motivation for moving, accounting for 13% of respondents, and
therefore lagging some way behind property related and personal reasons.

Figure 3.16 Main reason for moving from previous property
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Looking across the surveys (see table 3.7 overleaf), the pathfinder is comparable with both
Manchester and Salford NDC and the NW Comparator when looking at those have stayed
within 15 minutes of their previous property. However, overall more pathfinder respondents
live further away (47%), although this figure is still much lower than in the comparator
areas. This would indicate that pathfinder respondents tend to keep their property
movements fairly localised.

Table 3.7 How far away respondents' current home is from their previous home
WITHIN 15

MINUTES WALK
FURTHER

AWAY
DON'T
KNOW ALL N

MSP RPHS 41 47 13 100 244
Manchester Salford NDC 43 56 1 100 91
NDC Aggregate 33 66 2 100 1940
Comparator Aggregate 32 67 2 100 529
NW Comparator 42 57 1 100 72

Table 3.8 below, compares the number of property movements of respondents in the
pathfinder against the comparator areas. The overall impression is that pathfinder
respondent's move much less often than in the comparator areas. Well over half of
pathfinder respondents (61%) have only moved once in the last 5 years, compared to 39%
in the Salford NDC, and 45% in Manchester NDC area. The number of pathfinder
respondents who have moved twice in the last 5 years is also considerably less than in the
comparator areas.
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Table 3.8 Number of times respondent has moved house in the last 5 years

1 2 3 4 5+ DON'T KNOW/
NOT STATED

All N

MSP RPHS 61 15 12 2 3 8 100 266
Manchester NDC 45 22 26 2 5 1 100 140
Salford NDC 39 38 10 3 11 0 100 177
NDC Aggregate 43 23 16 7 8 2 100 5228
Comparator Aggregate 47 24 11 9 6 3 100 1287
NW Comparator 61 17 11 4 5 2 100 165

Respondents who have moved in the last 5 years only.
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3.8 Summary

This chapter has presented the survey results relating to respondent's current and
previous properties. The main findings are as follows:

3.8.1 Levels of satisfaction with current property

Broadly, satisfaction levels are similar across the pathfinder and comparator areas when
focussing on property. 87% of pathfinder respondents were satisfied with their property.
Levels of dissatisfaction with properties were relatively low in the pathfinder area, only 8%
were slightly or very dissatisfied overall. The most commonly mentioned issue across
housing types was poor condition of the property. This was most apparent for those living
in flats, where 40% of responses were concerned with this. However, generally speaking,
pathfinder respondents were more satisfied with the state of repair of their properties than
in the NDC comparator areas.

Those respondents in the pathfinder (77%) tended to be slightly more satisfied with their
landlord than those in the NDC comparator areas. However, respondents living in
Manchester NDC were marginally more satisfied with their landlord than respondents in
the pathfinder.

3.8.2 House type and tenure (past and present)

At present just over half (51%) of all respondents in the pathfinder live in a terrace or end
terrace, compared to 55% when respondents were asked about their previous property.
Although only a marginal decline it indicates that respondents don't necessarily aspire to
live in terraced properties. This is an assumption borne out subsequently, when more
respondents said they would prefer not to move into another terrace than said would.
Conversely, the number of respondents living in semis overall has increased from 16%
(previous home) to 25% overall.

Looking at ethnicity, a smaller proportion of Asian respondents are live in terraced
accommodation when compared to the overall figure (51%), with only 27% living in this
housing type. Asian respondents in the pathfinder area are much more likely to live in
semis than is found overall (25%) with over half presently living in this property type (53%).
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Looking in more detail at rental and ownership levels it is possible to observe that rental
levels have fallen as more respondents now own or are in the process of owning their
property. Comparing rental and home ownership levels in the pathfinder with other areas
reveals little difference, with the exception of those buying their property with a
mortgage/loan where the pathfinder has lower levels than found in most of the NDC
comparator areas.

The pattern for landlords has changed little from respondent's previous property. The
exception being Housing Associations, where more respondents now identify them as
landlords than in their previous property (26% now opposed to 15% previously). Generally
speaking most pathfinder respondents rent from the Local Authority (44%), although the
level is lower than in most of the comparator areas. Pathfinder respondents are more
strongly associated with Housing Associations and private landlords than in many of the
NDC comparator areas.

3.8.3 Length of time in current address, neighbourhood and area

Just under half (45%) of pathfinder respondents have lived in their current property for less
than 5 years. However, the results suggest that respondents tend to keep those
movements contained within their neighbourhood and area (Manchester/Salford). This is
borne out when looking at the number of respondents who have moved neighbourhood
and area in the last 5 years or less, which stands at 28% and 16% respectively. In fact,
42% of respondents have lived in their neighbourhood for 20 years or longer, while 65% of
have lived in the area (Manchester/Salford) for 20 years or longer.

This would indicate that the pathfinder is an area that tends to retain its population despite
its housing problems. Also, when compared to the NDC areas, the facts suggest that
pathfinder respondents don't tend to move very far, with 41% indicating that their previous
property is less than 15 minutes away from their current one. Similarly when looking at
number of property movements in the last 5 years, 61% of pathfinder respondents have
only moved once, compared to only 43% in the NDC Aggregate.

Looking in more detail at property movement it is evident that private renters and
unemployed respondents move home much more frequently than other groups, with 41%
of private renters and 29% of unemployed respondents having been in their current
property for 12 months or less. These two groups are also most dissatisfied with their
property, with 10% of private renters and 14% of unemployed respondents (compared to
8% overall) claiming to be unhappy.
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3.8.4 Buying a property

In order to provide more detail on owner occupiers in the pathfinder, a series of questions
such as how they bought their property, when and how much the property cost were
asked. Looking at the initial purchase it is evident that very few (6%) paid more than
£75,001 for their property. In fact, half paid less than £50,000 for it. Interestingly, while
20% of respondents still perceive their property to be worth less than £75,000, 39%
believe their property is now worth more than £75,000.

Looking at the year of purchase, it is evident that one third of respondents bought their
property prior to 1990. As expected, the majority bought (or are in the process of buying)
their property with the help of a mortgage from a bank or building society.

When looking at the value of respondent's mortgage/loan it is evident than half borrowed
less than £50,000, while only 3% took out a mortgage/loan greater than £75,000.

3.8.5 Respondent property preferences

In order to provide a better understanding of property choices, respondents were asked
broadly whether they saw property or area as more important when choosing a home. As
might be expected, most respondents chose both, with 41% citing property and area as
equally important. However, on their own, respondents attached slightly more significance
to property (23%) than area (19%).

When asked about why respondents chose their current property some revealing reasons
were given. Overall property reasons (e.g. right size and type of house, I liked the design
and size of garden) were most commonly given (43%), but when looking at particular
groups more particular trends emerge. Owner occupiers and those in terraced properties
tended to give more significance to financial reasons than property reasons when
compared to the overall figure (although property is still more commonly mentioned by
both groups).

Interestingly, owner occupiers chose property and/or financial reasons more than area
reasons when explaining the thinking behind choosing their current property. While those
in flats and the rented sector attached more significance to area and property, rather than
financial reasons. This is perhaps unsurprising, as these groups tend to move much more
often and therefore see 'area' as more significant.
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4.0 The Local Area

4.1 Introduction

This section looks at respondents views on their local area. This includes satisfaction
levels, and more widely their perceptions of crime and other social issues in their area.
Also where there is comparability across surveys, tables have been included showing
results from the National NDC Evaluation.

4.2 Satisfaction with the local area

Looking across the areas in figure 4.1, pathfinder respondents are most satisfied (74%)
with their local area. Most noticeably so when compared to Salford, where only 60% of
respondent purported to be satisfied with their local area, opposed to 74% in the pathfinder
area.

Focusing on the pathfinder in more detail there appears to be a correlation between length
of time in a property and satisfaction levels (i.e. the longer respondents have been in their
home the more dissatisfied they are with the area).

Figure 4.1 How satisfied respondents were with their local area as a place to live
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Respondents were asked how they perceive their overall quality of lifeI (see figure 4.2).
Looking across the survey areas it is immediately apparent that pathfinder respondents
were most happy with their quality of life (86%). Particularly so when compared to Salford
NDC, where only 77% of respondents felt good about their quality of life.

Focusing on the pathfinder it is possible to identify that respondents aged over 65 consider
themselves to have a good quality of life at 91.2%. The two youngest age groups (16-24
and 25-34) were also proportionally happier and considered they had a good quality of life,
at around 87%. The age group 45-64 were significantly higher than most of the other age
groups in defining their current quality of life as poor at 7.4%.

Figure 4.2 Respondent feelings about their overall quality of life
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4.3 Changes over time

Pathfinder respondents appear to be much less positive about changes in the local area,
particularly when compared to Manchester and Salford NDC areas (see figure 4.3
overleaf). Only 22% of pathfinder respondents purport that the local area has improved in
the last 2 years, compared to 40% in Manchester and 36% in Salford NDC. Pathfinder
respondents most commonly felt that the area has not changed much at all in the last 2
years.

I Please Note: Quality of life refers to how respondents feel overall about their life, including standard of living,
surroundings, friendships and how they feel on a day-to-day basis.
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However, when looking in the pathfinder at more detail, nearly half (45%) of respondents
aged over 65 years consider the area to have got worse over the last 2 years, compared to
only 30% overall.

Figure 4.3 Whether respondents feel the local areas has got better or worse over the last 2 years
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Figure 4.4 (overleaf) compares responses of respondents who felt the local area is better
against those who believe it has got worse than 2 years ago. Looking at the findings it is
interesting to note that crime and safety comes out top for both groups.

While those in flats were most likely to comment on crime and safety as the main reason
they felt the area was better, they were also most likely to mention community issues as
the main reason they felt the area was worse. This would suggest that the area
surrounding flats in Manchester and Salford varies markedly for such a mixed level
responses from one group.

The environment was the next most commonly mentioned issues for both those who
thought the area has improved and got worse, slightly more so by those who thought the
area had improved. Both community issues and children and young people were more
commonly mentioned by those who thought the area has got worse.
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Figure 4.4 Reasons why the area is better or worse than 2 years ago
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When asked to identify the single most important factor that needs to change in their local
area over the next few years (see figure 4.5 below), just over one-quarter (27%) of all
respondents mentioned crime and anti-social behaviour. Looking in more detail at figures
crime and anti-social behaviour appears to be a slightly higher issue of concern for
respondents living in flats and also those in the social rented sector. Although not
massively different from overall, issues of local amenities, parks and leisure facilities,
traffic problems and local shops appear to be slightly more important to those living in
semis properties than in other groups.

Figure 4.5 What needs to improve in respondent's local area over the next few years
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4.4 Main reasons for living in an area

Respondents were asked about what motivates them to live in an area. Figure 4.6 below
shows the most commonly mentioned reasons for living in an area. Overall kinship ties
(family, friends and ethnic background) were the reasons mentioned most by respondents
(29%) for living in an area. This was also true across age and ethnicity, particularly
amongst Asian respondents (35%). Property was the next most commonly given reason
for living in an area (14%). This reason appears to be correlated with age (i.e. property
becomes more important the older a person is), and is also a significant reason for living in
an area for Asian respondents. Parochial attachment was mentioned by 12% all
respondents, similar to property reasons this issue grows more important to respondents
with age.

Figure 4.6 Respondents 3 main reasons for living in the area
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4.5 Feelings about the local neighbourhood

Overall 71% of respondents said that they felt part of the community (see figure 4.7
below). This was particularly true of Asian respondents, where 73% said they felt attached
to the community. Chinese and other ethnic groups felt the most detached from the local
community at 27.8%.

Figure 4.7 Whether respondents feel part of their community

71%

26%
3%

A great deal/fair amount Not very much/not at all Don't know

The vast majority of respondents (86%) indicated that they found their neighbours friendly
(see figure 4.8 below). This figure varies little across type of house and also tenure, with
the exception of flats, where only 79% of respondents find their neighbours friendly. The
highest levels of unfriendly neighbours were also found in flats, as well as in the private
rented sector.

Figure 4.8 Whether respondents founds their neighbours friendly
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When asked whether or not respondents knew most people in their neighbourhood, female
respondents were more likely to say they know their neighbours, with 69% saying this is
the case (see table 4.1). By comparison males represented the highest proportion of
people who knew a few or no people in their neighbourhood. There is a correlation
between the length of time respondents live in a neighbourhood and knowing their
neighbours, this trend increases steadily with time, until 20+ years when this number starts
to decrease.

Table 4.1 Whether respondents know most people in their neighbourhood by gender and length of
time spent in the neighbourhood

TOTAL MALE FEMALE UP TO 2
YEARS

2-5
YEARS

5-10
YEARS

10-20
YEARS

20+
YEARS

373 164 209 76 64 79 69 78Most/many of the people
in your neighbourhood

62% 55% 69% 47% 62% 70% 71% 68%

221 130 91 83 39 34 28 35A few/do not know people
in your neighbourhood

37% 44% 30% 51% 38% 30% 29% 30%

6 2 4 4 0 0 0 2
Don't know

1% 1% 1% 3% 0% 0% 0% 2%

600 296 304 163 103 113 97 115
Total

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

From figure 4.9 (overleaf) it is apparent that overall, two-thirds of respondents felt their
neighbourhood was the type of place where people look out for each other. This figure was
slightly higher amongst respondents living in terraced and semi-detached housing
touching almost three-quarters of respondents. However, only half of respondents living in
flats felt their neighbourhood is the type where people look out for each other. Looking
across tenure, owner occupiers recorded the highest level of neighbourliness, with almost
three-quarters indicating people looked out for each other.
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Figure 4.9 Respondents views on whether their neighbourhood is the type where people look out for
each other by house type
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Overall two-thirds of respondents felt that there was a 'live and let live' attitude in their local
neighbourhood (see figure 4.10). Interestingly, unemployed respondents were most likely
to agree with the statement, with 71% of unemployed respondents stating this, compared
to employed people who disagreed with the statement strongest at 12.3%.

Figure 4.10 Respondent views on whether there is a live and let live attitude among people
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4.6 Views on housing and other social issues in neighbourhoods

All respondents were asked whether they agreed, disagreed or otherwise with a series of
statements about housing and other social issues that may exist in their neighbourhood.
Figure 4.11 overleaf summarises some of the main responses given by those interviewed
in the pathfinder area.

Interestingly, 85% of all pathfinder respondents felt that local property was affordable.
Respondents living in terraced accommodation were most likely of any housing type to
agree that the area is affordable to live in (87.1%). Those respondents living in semi-
detached accommodation felt the housing in the area was less affordable to live in.

The biggest proportion of respondents (58%) agreed that the local area is a good place in
which to bring up kids. Looking at the figures by ethnicity, 89% of Chinese and 67% of
Black respondents were happy with the area as somewhere for families to live in. This was
markedly higher than in White respondents, where only 56% agreed with the statement.
Also one-fifth of White respondents were dissatisfied with their neighbourhood as a place
for families to live in.

Respondents were asked whether or not they think people are leaving the area.
Respondents living in the social sector rented accommodation agreed most with the
statement 'people are leaving the area' at 33.9%. As might be expected more owner
occupiers disagreed with the statement than agreed, this was also true of private renters.
Overall, a similar percentage of respondents agreed and disagreed with the statement.

Overall, the biggest proportion of respondents disagreed that their neighbourhood is safer
from crime than most places. Respondents living in flats were most likely to disagree with
the statement at 48%. By comparison, 38% of respondents in semis agreed that the
neighbourhood is safer from crime than most other places.

Overall, more than half (58%) of respondents agreed that there are good local shops and
services. Asian respondents were most likely to agree with the statement; with three
quarters (76%) commenting the local area provides good local facilities and shops. By
comparison, Chinese respondents disagreed most with the statement 'there are good
shops and local services' at 33.3%.

In general terms more respondents disagreed with the statement 'I feel isolated and cut off
from the wider area', at 60% overall. Looking at responses by age, respondents aged 25-
34 years old disagreed with this statement most at 66%, while those aged between 35-64
agreed with the statement most.
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Responses were mixed overall to the statement my street is fine but the rest of the
neighbourhood is bad. While inactive respondents were most likely to agree with the
statement, employed respondents disagreed with this statement most at 39%.

Overall 42% of respondents disagreed that there isn't enough choice of housing in the
area. Nearly half of all owner occupiers disagreed with the statement, while respondents
living in social rented sector (amongst the most active property movers) agreed with this
statement most at 40%.
Overall the biggest proportion of respondents agreed that their area has a bad reputation.
White respondents were most likely to agree with the statement with almost half agreeing
compared to just under one-third of Black respondents. Nearly half of all Black
respondents disagreed with the statement that the area has a bad reputation.

Overall, 44% of respondents believed that a lot of money had been invested in their area.
Looking at responses by tenure type it is possible to deduce, that around half of all owner
occupiers (45.8%) and social sector renters (50.9%) felt a lot of money had been spent on
the area. In contrast less than a quarter (24.8%) of private renters felt the same.

Overall, it can be seen that half of all respondent agreed that the character of the area has
changed in recent years. There appears to be a correlation between respondents agreeing
with the statement ' the character of the area has changed in recent years' and age.
Respondents aged 65+ agreed with this statement most at 61.8%, while in the youngest
age group, (16-24) only 45% agreed with the statement.

Looking across the statements respondents were asked to comment on, views were
strongest on affordability of the neighbourhood, where the vast majority of respondents
agreed. The biggest proportion of respondents also disagreed about feeling isolated and
cut off from the wider area. After that only a good area for families to live in and good
shops and local services brought about any sort of general agreement (over half of
respondents agreed with these statement), most other statements brought a mixed set of
responses.
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Figure 4.11 Views on housing and other social issues in neighbourhoods
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4.7 Perceptions of neighbourhood problems

All respondents were asked about their perception of typical problems found in
neighbourhoods, figure 4.12 (overleaf) provides a summary of the main responses.

Looking first at litter and rubbish in the streets, around one-quarter (26%) of respondents
thought this was a serious problem in their area, with a further 33% rating it as problem,
but not a serious one (59% overall rated litter and rubbish as a problem to some degree).
Looking across housing type and tenure, those in flats and also private renters were most
likely to cite this as a serious problem. While those in semis were most likely to state that
litter and rubbish were not a serious issue, perhaps suggesting a link between density of
housing and litter.

The vast majority of respondents (76%) did not see problem neighbours as a serious issue
in their area. Some 15% of flat dwellers saw problems with neighbours as a serious issue
in their area, almost double the proportion of people living in terraces or semi detached
houses. Also 13% of social sector renters reported that problems with neighbours were a
serious issue – more than double the figure for other tenures.

Similarly, problems with abandoned and burnt out cars was not seen as a problem by 77%
of all respondents.

Almost half (48%) of all respondents saw vandalism, graffiti and other deliberate damage
to property to be a problem to some degree in their area (serious or non serious). Looking
at housing type those in flats were most likely to cite this as a serious problem to some
degree (52%). Roughly the same proportions of owner occupiers and social sector renters
thought this was a serious problem.

The majority (61%) of respondents thought teenagers hanging around on the streets was a
problem to some extent in their area (serious or non serious), 37% of which saw this as a
serious issue. Interestingly, those living in semis were slightly more likely to cite this as a
problem to some degree in their local area, as were owner occupiers when looking at
tenure.

Looking at perceptions of problems overall, litter and rubbish and problems with teenagers
are those that seem to cause greatest concern for respondents. While those in flats were
most likely to cite particular problems as serious in their nerighbourhood.
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Figure 4.12 Perceptions of particular neighbourhood problems
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4.8 Perceptions of crime

Figure 4.13 (overleaf) provides an illustrative account of respondent perceptions of crime.

Looking at perceptions of burglary, just over half of respondents were not worried about
having their home broken into, however, those who were worried accounted for 48% (the
majority of other respondents).

Almost 30% of respondents worried about having things stolen from their car. Looking
across housing types, a smaller proportion of people living in flats were worried about
having things stolen from their car in comparison with people living in other house types.
Also social sector renters were less worried about having things stolen from their car in
comparison to owner occupiers and private renters.

Some 35% of respondents are worried about being physically assaulted.
Looking at figures by age group, worries about physical assault peak in the 45-64 age
group, where 38% of respondents are concerned. Worries are lowest amongst the 65+
age group, with 33% stating they are worried. Some 23% of Black respondents are worried
about being physically assaulted, a relatively small proportion when compared to other
ethnic groups. Worries peaked among Chinese and Other ethnic group respondents where
44% are worried.
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Overall 38% of respondents are worried about vandalism. Worries about vandalism vary
very little between the tenures – for each tenure around 38% of respondents were
concerned about this issue. While looking at ethnicity, half of respondents from Chinese or
Other ethnic groups were worried about vandalism compared to just over a quarter of
Black respondents.

Just over one third (37%) of all respondents were worried about drug related crime. People
living in semis were least likely to be worried about drug related crime when compared to
other types of housing. Looking across tenure types, some 41% of social sector renters
were concerned about drug related crime – a higher proportion than that found in other
tenure.

Almost half of all respondents are worried about anti social behaviour. By age, worries
peak between the ages of 45 and 64, where 54% of respondents are concerned about anti
social behaviour. The proportion of Black respondents who were worried about anti social
behaviour was, at 37%, over 10% lower than the average proportion of worried
respondents.

Looking across crimes, respondents were least worried about being physically assaulted
and vandalism, while having your home broken into and anti social behaviour were the
biggest worries.

Figure 4.13 How worried respondents are about crime
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Following on from the perceptions of crime, respondents were also asked about how safe
they felt after dark. Table 4.2 (below) looks at this issue by age of respondents. Overall
similar percentages of respondents claim to feel safe and unsafe walking alone after dark.
As might be expected some 68% of people aged 65 or over felt unsafe, a higher proportion
than for any of the other age groups. Overall, respondents aged 35-44 felt the safest in
walking around their neighbourhood after dark.

Table 4.2 How safe respondents feel walking alone in their area after dark by age

TOTAL 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 65+

299 68 56 70 73 32
Safe

50% 54% 52% 60% 49% 31%

293 57 50 45 72 69
Unsafe

49% 46% 46% 39% 48% 68%

8 0 2 1 4 1
Don't know

1% 0% 2% 1% 3% 1%

600 125 108 116 149 102
Total

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

4.9 Victims of crime

Respondents were also asked whether they have been the victim of a crime in the last 5
years. The majority of respondents and their households, 73% overall, had not been victim
of any crime. Looking at the figures by age respondents aged 65 or over were least likely
to have been the victim of a crime. By ethnicity, some 33% of people of Chinese or other
ethnicity had been victims of crime, a higher proportion than for any of the other ethnic
groups. 20% of Asian respondents had been victims of crime, a lower proportion than any
of the other ethnic groups. Of those respondents and their households who had been
victims of crime in the last 5 years, the majority, 83% had reported the incident to the
police.
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4.10 Summary

This chapter has sought to provide an insight into respondent perceptions on the area in
which they live. This includes looking at satisfaction levels as well as perceptions and fears
of crime and other social problems. The main findings from this chapter are as follows:

4.10.1 Satisfaction with the local area and changes over time

In comparison to NDC areas, respondents in the pathfinder area were slightly more
satisfied with their local area as a place to live. Differences were most pronounced when
compared to the Salford NDC area, where only 60% of respondents were satisfied,
compared to 74% in the pathfinder area. Pathfinder respondents were also most satisfied
with their quality of life when compared to those in the NDC areas. However, when asked
how the local area has changed in the last 2 years pathfinder respondents were much less
positive than those in the NDC areas. In fact, only 22% of pathfinder respondents felt the
local area has improved compared to 40% in Manchester and 36% in Salford NDC. This
perhaps reflects the achievements made under NDC (which is well established) compared
to HMR which is still relatively new.

Respondents were then asked to explain their perceptions further, in terms of why they felt
the local area had got better or worse in the last 2 years. Interestingly, crime and safety
was the most commonly mentioned reason for the area being better and worse. It is
therefore seems safe to assume that this is the most important factor (or at least one of the
deciding factors) to respondents when making decisions on changes to their local area.
This is a point borne out when respondents were asked to identify the single most
important factor that needs to change in their local area over the next few years - where
the biggest proportion of respondents identified crime and anti social behaviour as the
main issue that needs to be tackled.

It is also worth noting that there appears to be a correlation between length of time in
home (i.e. spent living in a property) and dissatisfaction, and also age and feelings about
change in the local area. To explain further, the longer respondents have been in their
home the more dissatisfied they are with the local area, while as the age of respondents
increases they are more likely to report that the local area has got worse in the last 2
years. This peaks at 65+ where almost half (45%) feel the local area has got worse in the
last 2 years compared to only 17% of 16-24 year olds.
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4.10.2 Main reasons for living in an area

Overall kinship ties (family, friends and ethnic background) were the motivator for the
biggest proportion of respondents to live in an area. This trend follows through age and
ethnicity, particularly so for Asian respondents. Some way below kinship ties was property,
a pull factor that seems to be correlated with age (i.e. property becomes more of a factor
with age). Property was also an important consideration for Asian respondents.

4.10.3 Feelings about the local neighbourhood

Respondents were asked a series of questions to get a feel for their views on the local
neighbourhood and their relationship with the people in their neighbourhood.

When asked about their local community, the majority of respondents (overall) said they
do feel part of the community, most notably so among Asian respondents, where 73% said
they felt attached to the community. When asked about 'the neighbours' the majority of
respondents said they found them friendly. This stance varies little across housing type
and tenure, with the exception of those in flats, where only 79% found their neighbours
friendly, compared to 86% overall.

Similarly, the biggest proportion of respondents (62%) stated that they know most people
in their neighbourhood. Interestingly, female respondents (69%) were much more likely to
state that they know most people (compared to 55% in males).

When asked whether they felt their neighbourhood was the type of place where people
look out for each other, two thirds of respondents agreed with the statement. Looking
across groups, this figure was lowest amongst those living in flats at just over half.
Similarly, 66% of respondents felt there was a 'live and let live' attitude in their
neighbourhood.

4.10.4 Views on housing and other social issues in neighbourhoods

Pathfinder respondents were also asked their views on housing and other social issues in
their neighbourhood. Looking across the results it is possible to identify that respondent
views were strongest on the issue of affordability in their neighbourhood. Overall 85% or 4
out of every 5 respondents agreed that local property is affordable. Other statements
where respondents were in agreement include feeling isolated and cut of from the wider
area (60% disagreed), the area is good for families to live in and good local shops and
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services (where over half agreed with the statements). Most other statements brought a
mixed set of responses. Although it is interesting to note that respondents in the social
rented sector were most likely to agree that people were leaving the area, although this
only accounted for one-third of this group. Nearly half of all owner occupiers disagreed that
there is not enough choice in local housing.

4.10.5 Perception of problems in neighbourhoods

All respondents were asked about their perception of particular problems in their
neighbourhood. Litter and rubbish in the streets and problems with teenagers were the
issues where there was strongest concern. While abandoned and burnt out cars was the
issue respondents were least concerned about. Looking across housing types, flat dwellers
are the most likely to cite a problem as serious in their neighbourhood.

4.10.6 Perceptions of crime and victims of crime

Respondents' perceptions of crime can be a useful indicator of current concerns, and if
repeated, how they change over time. At present it would appear that respondents in the
pathfinder are most concerned about having their home broken into, and also anti social
behaviour, although to put this into context less than half of all respondents purported that
these were a worry to them. On the other hand respondents were least concerned about
being physically assaulted and vandalism. When asked about how safe respondents felt
about walking alone at night similar percentages said they felt safe and unsafe, as might
be expected those aged 65+ felt the least safe after dark.

Overall, nearly three quarters of all respondents indicated they had not been the victim of a
crime in the last 5 years. Looking across the figures by age, respondents aged 65+ were
least likely to have been the victim of a crime. Only 17% of those respondents who had
been the victim of a crime indicated they didn't report it to the police.
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5.0 Future movement of residents

5.1 Introduction

This section of the report focuses on the likely future movement of pathfinder residents,
including emerging households i.e. members of respondent households looking to buy a
property in the future. This section also explores barriers to movement, as well as future
moves by type, tenure and geography.

5.2 Plans for moving house

Figure 5.1 (below) shows that the majority of pathfinder respondents (72%) do not want to
move house, more than in any of the other comparator areas. Focusing in more detail on
the pathfinder it is possible to see that respondents living in flats were more likely to want
to move than those in other house types, and respondents in semi-detached properties
were the least likely to want to move. While looking at tenure it can be seen that around
twice the proportion of private renters wanted to move compared to social sector renters.

Figure 5.1 Do respondents want to move house
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From table 5.1 it is possible to see that of the 28% of pathfinder respondents who do want
to move, most of these intend to do so within the next 6 months. Looking across the
comparator areas it appears that less pathfinder respondents want to move.

Focusing on the pathfinder it is interesting to note that of the respondents who do want to
move, the majority (75%) expect to move in the next 2 years. Furthermore, of those
respondents who expect to move within the next 2 years, the largest percentage (29%),
expect to move in the very near future, that is, in the next 3 months.

Table 5.1 When will respondents move

WITHIN
NEXT

6 MONTHS

YES, OVER 6
MONTHS AND

UP TO A
YEAR FROM

NOW

YES, OVER
A YEAR

AND UP TO
2 YEARS

FROM NOW

YES, BUT,
DON'T KNOW

WHEN
NO

DON'T
KNOW ALL N

MSP RPHS 9 5 4 7 72 3 100 600
Manchester NDC 7 3 4 15 59 12 100 509
Salford NDC 9 9 5 14 56 8 100 501
NDC Aggregate 6 5 7 14 59 9 100 19633
Comparator Aggregate 5 4 6 11 65 9 100 4048
NW Comparator 5 4 5 7 71 8 100 623

It is clear from figure 5.2 that the majority of pathfinder respondents who expect to move in
the next 2 years, will expect to need a three or four bedroom house. The largest demand,
at around 40% is for three bedroom houses, and similarly, there is also a substantial
demand for two bedroom houses; 31% expect to need this many. By comparison, around
10% in each case expect to require either a one or a four bedroom house, and very few
respondents (3.9% in total) expect to need more than 4 bedrooms.

Figure 5.2 How many bedrooms respondents expect to need
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5.3 The student population

Figure 5.3 shows that overall slightly more pathfinder student respondents moved into
Manchester or Salford to attend university than local respondents, with little difference
between male and female student respondents.

Figure 5.3 Whether student respondents moved into Manchester/Salford or were local to the area by
gender
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It is interesting to note that almost half of student respondents indicated that they will
consider staying in Manchester or Salford when they finish university. In terms of gender,
there is a marginal difference, with more males likely to stay in Manchester or Salford,
although there were more females who were undecided. Of those student respondents
who said no to staying in Manchester or Salford, over half were unable to given a valid
reason for their choice.

5.4 Motivations and barriers to moving house

Respondents who want to move but were unable (25%) were asked to identify the factors,
and as might be expected financial reasons were a key factor (see table 5.2 overleaf).
Indeed, the biggest proportion of pathfinder respondents (35%), reported that they were
unable to relocate because of financial reasons as illustrated in table 5.2. By comparison,
'Waiting for council', 'waiting to see if demolished' and 'can't get a house' accounted for the
lowest percentage of responses (2%).
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Table 5.2 Factors preventing participants from moving
TOTAL %

Financial reasons 15 35%
Don't know/no response 12 28%
Other 5 12%
Too much hassle 3 7%
Not knowing what is happening 2 5%
Can't sell my house 2 5%
Nothing 2 5%
Waiting for house in the right area 2 5%
Waiting for Council 1 2%
Waiting to see if demolished 1 2%
Can't get a house 1 2%
Total 43 100%
Respondents who want to move but cannot afford too

It is evident from figure 5.4 (below) that the largest proportion of respondents (37%), are
seeking to move because of area related issues. It is interesting to note that across the
pathfinder area as a whole, that social sector respondents (44%), and those in semis
(49%) were most likely to want to move for area related reasons, where as other groups
tended to vary their reasons more evenly (only the top 3 responses are provided here,
others included services and financial reasons).

Figure 5.4 Top 3 reasons given for wanting to move by house type and tenure
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Table 5.3 (overleaf) shows that the majority of pathfinder respondents (56%) felt that both
property and area related issues were equally important factors when moving house.
However, area related issues have a significant role to play, as a quarter of respondents
felt that the area in which a property was located was the single most important factor
when moving, where as only 12% of respondents felt that the actual property was most
important. It is interesting to note that in terms of property type and tenure, that
respondents dwelling in semis (33%), and owner occupiers (30%), were the groups who
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considered the area of a property most important. By comparison, respondents dwelling in
flats (13%), and social sector renters (16%), were the groups who considered the property
more important than the area in which it was located.

Table 5.3 Whether property or area is more important to respondents next time they move by house
type and tenure

TOTAL TERRACED SEMI FLAT OWNER
OCCUPIER

SOCIAL
SECTOR
RENTER

PRIVATE
RENTER

21 11 3 5 3 11 7
Property

12% 13% 8% 13% 7% 16% 12%

42 23 13 6 14 13 15
Area

25% 26% 33% 15% 30% 19% 26%

95 50 20 24 26 37 32
Both equal

56% 57% 50% 60% 57% 54% 56%

13 4 4 5 3 7 3
Don't know

8% 5% 10% 13% 7% 10% 5%

171 88 40 40 46 68 57
Total

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
All respondents wanting to move.

5.5 Characteristics of future property

It is apparent from table 5.4 (below) that the biggest proportion of respondents wanting to
move in the next 2 years intend to either purchase a property or rent from the council.
When looking at tenure, we can see that respondents currently dwelling in semi detached
properties (40%), and owner occupiers (72%), formed the largest groups of respondents
seeking to purchase a property. It should be noted that 11% of respondents were unsure
about the tenure of their future move.

Table 5.4 Tenure of future move by house type and tenure

TOTAL TERR-
ACED

SEMI FLAT OWNER
OCCUPIER

SOCIAL
SECTOR
RENTER

PRIVATE
RENTER

50 25 16 7 33 10 7Buy a property
29% 28% 40% 18% 72% 15% 12%

2 0 1 1 0 1 1Buy property through
shared ownership 1% 0% 3% 3% 0% 2% 2%

49 17 11 21 7 37 5
Rent from the Council

29% 19% 28% 53% 15% 54% 9%

17 10 6 1 0 11 6Rent from a
Housing Association 10% 11% 15% 3% 0% 16% 11%

33 22 3 7 2 2 29Rent from a
private landlord 19% 25% 8% 18% 4% 3% 51%

20 14 3 3 4 7 9
Don't know

12% 16% 8% 8% 9% 10% 16%

171 88 40 40 46 68 57
Total

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
All respondents wanting to move.
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In terms of financing any future moves, the majority of respondents across the pathfinder
(77%) will do so by obtaining a loan from a building society or bank, whilst 12 % of
respondents indicated that they would purchase their next property through the sale of their
current property/savings.

In terms of value of property, 14% of respondents across the pathfinder area are seeking to
purchase a property between £100, 000 and £124,999. On the whole, respondents in the
pathfinder area are not opting for the higher category prices, for example, only one
participant was intending to purchase a property which was over £250,000. It would appear
that many respondents are not looking this far ahead, as 40% of participants did not know
how much they would pay for their next property.

It is clear from table 5.5 (below) that over one-third of respondents (38%) are intending to
move to a semi when they next move. Semis and detached properties appear to be
particularly attractive to those currently residing in terraced accommodation and those who
are owner occupiers. For example, 41% of those currently in a terraced property intend to
move in to a semi-detached, and 20% intend to move in to detached accommodation.
Similarly, 41% of owner occupiers aspire to move into a semi detached property next, and
17% intend to move to a detached property.

Table 5.5 Type of property which will move to next by type and tenure

TOTAL TERR-
ACED

SEMI FLAT OWNER
OCCUPIER

SOCIAL
SECTORRENTER

PRIVATE
RENTER

15 5 8 0 8 4 3
Detached house

9% 6% 20% 0% 17% 6% 5%

65 36 16 12 19 25 21
Semi-detached house

38% 41% 40% 30% 41% 37% 37%

20 13 2 5 1 16 3
Modern terraced house

12% 15% 5% 13% 2% 24% 5%

23 11 5 7 5 8 10Traditional terraced house
(Victorian villa property) 14% 13% 13% 18% 11% 12% 18%

9 5 3 1 4 4 1
Bungalow

5% 6% 8% 3% 9% 6% 2%

25 10 2 13 2 11 12
Flat/maisonette

15% 11% 5% 33% 4% 16% 21%

4 2 1 1 0 1 3Apartment in city/
town centre location 2% 2% 3% 3% 0% 2% 5%

1 0 1 0 1 0 0
Sheltered accommodation

1% 0% 3% 0% 2% 0% 0%

3 3 0 0 1 0 2
Other

2% 3% 0% 0% 2% 0% 4%

13 8 4 1 5 4 4
Don't know/no response

8% 9% 10% 3% 11% 6% 7%

171 88 40 40 46 68 57
Total

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
All respondents wanting to move.
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Across the Pathfinder area, the majority of participants (60%) do not wish to move in to a
similar type of property, and this is particularly true for respondents currently dwelling in
flats, where 65% did not wish to move into a similar type of property. By comparison,
respondents currently dwelling in semis (38%) and social sector renters (38%) were the
groups most likely to move into similar type of property.

Those respondents wanting to move in the next 2 years who did not want a traditional
terrace were asked about their reasons behind this. Figure 5.5 shows that just over one-
fifth of respondents indicated that the reason they would not want to move into a traditional
terraced was because the 'property is too small.' Whilst almost a third of respondents
selected 'other' and 20% did not provide a reason, it is apparent that 'poor condition',
including 'parking problems' and 'unsuitability of area where terraced housing is located',
were among the other most common reasons.

Figure 5.5 Reasons for not wanting to move into a traditional terrace house

20%

17%

11%7%6%
6%

33%

Don't know /no response Property too small

Other Parking problems

Too few bedrooms Likely to be in poor condition

Other

Respondents wanting to move but not wanting a traditional terrace only. Respondents could give more than 1 answer.

Those respondents wanting to move into a terrace in the next 2 years were asked about
the reasons behind this. Figure 5.6 (overleaf) shows that the biggest proportion of
respondents (44%) felt that this type of housing offered value for money. It is also
apparent that 'potential to extend property', 'appearance/traditional feature', location and
'sense of community/contact neighbours' were also key influences for selecting a
traditional terraced property.
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Figure 5.6 Reasons for wanting to move into a traditional terraced house

40%

12%8%
8%

8%

8%

16%

Get a lot for your money Don't know /no response

Sense of community/contact w ith neighbours Terraced housing are in convenient locations

Appearance/traditional features Potential to extend property

Other

Respondents wanting to move and also wanting a traditional terrace only. Respondents could give more than 1 answer.

Table 5.6 (below) shows that the majority of respondents (53%) had no preference about
the age of their next property, and around one-fifth of respondents indicated they would
like their next property to be an established property. It is apparent that owning a newly
built property was most important to those currently dwelling in semis and also social
sector renters.

Table 5.6 Preference for age of property by house type and tenure

TOTAL TERRACED SEMI FLAT
OWNER

OCCUPIER

SOCIAL
SECTOR
RENTER

PRIVATE
RENTER

27 15 11 1 8 14 5
A newly built house

16% 17% 28% 3% 17% 21% 9%

35 19 9 7 11 12 12
An established property

21% 22% 23% 18% 24% 18% 21%

92 44 15 30 21 38 33
No preference

54% 50% 38% 75% 46% 56% 58%

16 9 5 2 6 4 6Don't know/no response
9% 10% 13% 5% 13% 6% 11%

1 1 0 0 0 0 1
N/A

1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%

171 88 40 40 46 68 57
Total

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
All respondents wanting to move
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5.6 Location of future move

One-third of pathfinder respondents (33%) are seeking to move into a property which is
within fifteen minutes walk of their current home as shown in table 5.7 (below). Likewise,
the majority of respondents in NDC areas are also expecting to move to a property within
close proximity (within 15 minutes), however, this is most apparent in Manchester NDC
where 44% expect to move within close proximity. Furthermore, respondents in the NDC
areas are most likely to move 'elsewhere in the city / town'.

Looking purely at the pathfinder, survey results show that in terms of tenure, terraced
house dwellers (35%) and social sector renters (37%) formed the largest groups of
respondents who wished to remain in their current area.

Table 5.7 Distance participants expect to move by house type and tenure

STAY IN
THE AREA
(WITHIN 15
MINUTES
WALK OF
CURRENT

HOME)

A
NEIGHBOURING

AREA

ELSEWHERE
IN

THIS CITY/
TOWN

ELSEWHERE
IN THE UK

ELSEWHERE
OUTSIDE
THE UK

DON'T
KNOW

ALL N

MSP RPHS 33 15 18 7 2 25 100 171
Manchester NDC 44 13 21 10 4 8 100 146
Salford NDC 38 20 21 10 3 8 100 185
NDC Aggregate 24 18 28 17 5 8 100 6279
Comparator Aggregate 21 20 24 22 5 8 100 1050
NW Comparator 24 27 16 18 8 7 100 126
All respondents wanting to move

It is possible to see from table 5.8 (overleaf) that the most desirable areas to live were in
North Manchester, where a greater proportion of respondents indicated they would
consider moving to. This is most apparent for Crumpsall, where 15% of all respondents
indicated they would consider moving in to, and Cheetham, where 11% of all respondents
would consider moving in to. However, the single most popular area chosen by
respondents was Salford Quays, with 16% of all respondents choosing this area.

By comparison, some of the least desirable areas were in East Manchester, for example,
there were no respondents who would move to Toxteth Street, and only 1% would
consider moving to High Legh or Delamere. On the whole, South Manchester was
identified as the least desirable area, where the largest proportions of respondents
indicated they would not consider moving to. For example, almost 90% of respondents
would not move to Moss Side/Rusholme and Longsight/Levenshulme. South Manchester
was also the area respondents knew least well.
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Table 5.8 Whether respondents would consider moving to an area or not

YES % POSSIBLY % NO %

DON'T
KNOW

THE
AREA

%

North Manchester
Blackley Village / Sidney Road 36 6% 44 7% 430 72% 90 15%
Cheetham 64 11% 50 8% 434 72% 52 9%
Crumpsall 91 15% 48 8% 398 66% 63 11%
Harpurhey and Lightbowne 28 5% 41 7% 454 76% 77 13%

East Manchester
Ancoats Urban Village 30 5% 51 9% 445 74% 74 12%
New Islington 9 2% 30 5% 423 71% 138 23%
Miles Platting 24 4% 43 7% 449 75% 84 14%
Ashton Canal Corridor / Sportcity 27 5% 57 10% 422 70% 94 16%
Lower Medlock Valley 11 2% 29 5% 443 74% 117 20%
Beswick 23 4% 35 6% 459 77% 83 14%
Oldham Road Corridor 10 2% 35 6% 476 79% 79 13%
Clayton West 10 2% 25 4% 481 80% 84 14%
Clayton 14 2% 33 6% 476 79% 77 13%
Ashton New Road 17 3% 45 8% 460 77% 78 13%
High Legh 3 1% 10 2% 443 74% 143 24%
Toxteth Street 2 0% 8 1% 454 76% 136 23%
Delamere / Ogden Street 3 1% 13 2% 447 75% 137 23%
Ashton Old Road South 9 2% 28 5% 463 77% 100 17%
Openshaw West 28 5% 31 5% 454 76% 87 15%
Newton Heath 29 5% 40 7% 443 74% 88 15%
Gorton 24 4% 31 5% 460 77% 85 14%

South Manchester
Moss Side / Rusholme 18 3% 18 3% 531 89% 33 6%
Longsight / Levenshulme 32 5% 24 4% 507 85% 37 6%
Gorton / Abbey Hey 22 4% 24 4% 500 83% 54 9%
Ardwick / Brunswick 16 3% 25 4% 503 84% 56 9%
Fallowfield / Old Moat / Whalley Range 56 9% 41 7% 461 77% 42 7%

Central Salford
Broughton Village 28 5% 32 5% 453 76% 87 15%
Chapel Street 25 4% 28 5% 462 77% 85 14%
Claremont Village 24 4% 21 4% 451 75% 104 17%
North Irwell Riverside 29 5% 25 4% 446 74% 100 17%
Pendleton Centre 34 6% 33 6% 457 76% 76 13%
Salford Quays 97 16% 41 7% 412 69% 50 8%
Seedley Village 35 6% 35 6% 440 73% 90 15%
South Irwell Riverside 27 5% 26 4% 454 76% 93 16%

5.7 Intentions of respondents who do not expect to move in the next 2 years

Respondents in the Pathfinder area who do not intend to move in the next 2 years were
asked to indicate what type of house they would potentially move to in the future. Table
5.9 (overleaf) shows that the biggest proportion of respondents (overall) indicated that they
were most likely to buy a property, and this was particularly true for those in semi-
detached properties and also for owner occupiers. Relatively high proportions of
respondents were unsure what there next move would be, this was true across all groups.
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Table 5.9 Potential future moves of respondents who don't intend to move in the next 2 years by
house type

TOTAL TERRACED SEMI FLAT

146 67 56 10
Buy a property

34% 31% 51% 12%

2 1 0 1Buy a property through
shared ownership 1% 1% 0% 1%

90 42 11 37
Rent from the Council

21% 20% 10% 45%

38 22 9 6Rent from a
Housing Association

9% 10% 8% 7%

18 10 5 3
Rent from a private landlord

4% 5% 5% 4%

137 75 30 26
Don't know

32% 35% 27% 31%

429 215 111 83
Total respondents

100% 100% 100% 100%

Respondents who do not plan on moving in the next 2 years/at all only

Figure 5.7 (below) shows that just over half of all respondents indicated that if they did
move that they would probably stay in the same tenure. This was most true for owner
occupiers, as might be expected. Those in private rented accommodation were least sure
about future tenure, they were also the only group with more saying no to moving to the
same in the future.

Figure 5.7 Whether respondents intend to move to the same tenure by current tenure
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It is apparent from figure 5.8 that almost half of all respondents would probably move into
the same type of property if they had to move in the next 2 years. In terms of house types,
it would appear that respondents currently residing in semis were most likely to opt for the
same house type when moving, at 72%. Whilst those in terraced accommodation were
least likely to opt for the same type, with 45% saying no they wouldn't move to another
terrace.

Figure 5.8 Whether respondents intend to move into the same type of property by house type
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Table 5.10 (below) shows that in terms of emerging households, only a marginal number
of all respondents expect a household member to move out and set up their own home in
the next 2 years (less than 5%).

Table 5.10 Whether respondent expect a member of their household to move out in the next 2 years

TOTAL %

Yes, within the next 6 months 10 2%

Yes, between 7 months and 1 year 3 1%

Yes, between 1 and 2 years 4 1%

No 531 89%

Don't know/no response 52 9%

Total 600 100%
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5.8 The next 10 years

In terms of potential patterns of movement over the next 10 years, table 5.11 (below)
shows that overall almost one third (29%) of respondents expect to be living in central
Manchester or Salford in 10 years time. Furthermore, 17% of all respondents expect to be
living within the suburbs of the local authority areas. From this, we can conclude that just
over half of respondents expect to be either living in Manchester or Salford, the suburbs of
these two areas or elsewhere in Greater Manchester in 10 years time. Just over one-third
of respondents are unsure where they will be in 10 years time.

In terms of house type and tenure, table 5.12 suggests that respondents living in flats or in
the social rented sector are potentially less mobile than owner occupiers. For example,
almost half of respondents living in flats and 40% of those in the social rented sector
expect to be living in or close to central Manchester or Salford in 10 years time. By
comparison, only 19% of current owner occupiers expect to be living in central Manchester
or Salford in 10 years time, indicating greater mobility.

Table 5.11 Where respondents expect to be in 10 years time by house type and tenure

TOTAL
TERR-
ACED SEMI FLAT

OWNER
OCCUPIER

SOCIAL
SECTOR
RENTER

PRIVATE
RENTER

174 73 39 60 42 109 23In or close to central areas
of Manchester/Salford 29% 24% 26% 49% 19% 40% 20%

103 51 29 17 37 50 16In suburb of
Manchester/Salford 17% 17% 19% 14% 17% 19% 14%

41 19 12 9 21 14 6Elsewhere in
Greater Manchester 7% 6% 8% 7% 10% 5% 5%

37 23 9 5 15 9 13
In a countryside location

6% 8% 6% 4% 7% 3% 12%

18 10 4 4 6 1 11
In another major city

3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 0% 10%

1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Other

0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%

217 122 56 26 91 85 41
Don't know

36% 40% 37% 21% 42% 31% 36%

9 5 1 2 4 2 3
Abroad

2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 3%

600 303 151 123 216 271 113
Total

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Figure 5.9 shows that overall 29% of respondents do not expect any changes to be so
significant they would have to move to a different sort of area. This was most true for those
in terraced accommodation and also for owner occupiers. Moving because of a higher
paid job and setting up home with a partner were two key reasons which were most likely
to prompt respondents from the private rented sector to move.

Figure 5.9 Changes in respondents lives to prompt them to live in a different area in 10 years time
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5.9 Summary

This section has focused on the likely future movement of residents, including barriers to
movement and also emerging households. Future moves are explored by type, tenure and
geography. The main findings are as follows:

5.9.1 Plans for moving house

The majority of respondents do not want to move house, however, of those who do, most
expect to move in the next 2 years, with almost one third intending to do so within the next
6 months. In terms of housing type, the findings suggest that respondents living in flats
were more likely to want to move than those in other house types, with the majority of
pathfinder respondents who expect to move in the next 2 years, wanting a three or four
bedroom house. In terms of emerging households, only a marginal number of all
respondents expect a household member to move out and set up their own home in the
next 2 years.

5.9.2 The student population

Slightly more students had moved into Manchester or Salford to study compared to those
who already lived in the local area, and it is encouraging to note that almost half of the
students surveyed said that they would consider staying in Manchester or Salford on
completion of their studies.

5.9.3 Motivations and barriers to moving home

When asked to identify factors preventing them from moving, the largest proportion of
respondents to whom the question applied reported that they were unable to relocate on
account of financial issues. The largest proportion of respondents who were seeking to
move were doing so for property related reasons. However, area related issues have a
significant role to play, as a quarter of respondents felt that the area in which a property
was located was the single most important factor when moving, and a significant
proportion of respondents felt that property and area related reasons were equally
important factors when moving house.
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5.9.4 Characteristics of future property

The largest proportion (29%) of those respondents who wanted to move said that they
intended to buy their next property, with an identical proportion intending to rent their next
property from the council. The majority of those considering buying a property intend to
purchase it using a loan from the building society or bank. Furthermore, a significant
proportion of respondents are looking to pay between £100,000 and £124,999. In terms of
house type, the largest proportion of those intending to move in the next two years will be
looking for a semi-detached property and for 3 bedroom houses.

Most respondents do not wish to move into another house of the same type as their
current property, this was particularly true for respondents currently dwelling in flats, while
those in semi-detached properties (37.5%) and social sector renters (38.2%) were the
groups most likely to move into similar type of property.

Finally, the main reason for not wanting to move into a terraced house was because the
property would be too small, whilst value for money was the main reason why people
would move into a terraced house. The majority of those wanting to move have no
preference in terms of age of their next property.

5.9.5 Location of future move

Almost one third of respondents wanting to move identified that they would like their next
property to be within 15 minutes walk of their current home. In terms of the types of areas
that respondents would consider moving in to, the most desirable areas were in North
Manchester, where a greater proportion of respondents indicated they would consider
moving to. By comparison, some of the least desirable areas were in East Manchester
and South Manchester was identified as the least desirable area.

5.9.6 Intentions of respondents who do not expect to move in the next 2 years

The largest proportion of respondents in the pathfinder area who do not intend to move in
the next 2 years said that if they had to move they would probably purchase their next
property. Encouragingly, just over half indicated that they would probably stay in the same
tenure, and furthermore almost half indicated that they would probably move into the same
type of property.
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5.9.7 The next 10 years

Interestingly, the largest proportion of respondents (29%) expected to still be living in
central Manchester or Salford in 10 years time, and did not foresee any potential changes
in their lives which would cause them to have to move out of the area in the next 10 years.
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6.0 Respondent Characteristics

6.1 Introduction

Respondent characteristics provide a useful insight on residents that were interviewed as
part of the survey. Where appropriate findings from the pathfinder survey have been
compared against those from the National NDC Evaluation.

6.2 Sex, ethnicity and age of respondents

A fairly even balance was achieved in the survey in terms of gender, with 51% of
respondents being female. Looking at ethnicity it is possible to see that there is a
significant variation in the ethnicity of respondents in the pathfinder area, as shown in table
6.1. The ethnic diversity of the pathfinder area appears to be much wider than either
Manchester or Salford's NDC area, but slightly less so when compared to the NDC
aggregate.

Table 6.1 Ethnicity
WHITE,
IRISH

AND OTHER
WHITE

ASIAN MIXED
BLACK

AND
CARRIBBEAN

CHINESE
AND

OTHER
REFUSED

NOT
STATED

TOTAL
RESPONDENTS

MSP RPHS 82 7 2 6 3 0.2 0.2 600
Manchester NDC 83 2 4 9 2 0.4 0 509
Salford NDC 91 1 1 3 4 0.0 0 501
NDC Aggregate 73 12 2 11 2 0.2 0.2 19633
Comparator Aggregate 77 12 2 8 1 0.3 0.4 4048
NW Comparator 92 5 1 2 1 0.1 0 623

It is possible to see from table 6.2 (overleaf) that the majority of respondents indicated that
English was their first language, equating to 87% of respondents. A significant variation
emerged when looking at ethnicity; English is the first language of almost all White
respondents, half of Black respondents (56%), and 39% of Chinese respondents. The
most significant variation was found in Asian respondents, where English was the mother
tongue of only 18% of respondents.

When probed further, it is significant that the majority of those respondents who indicated
that English was not their first language felt they spoke English fairly well. Further, nearly
one-quarter of respondents felt they spoke English slightly well. A marginal proportion of
respondents did not indicate the standard of English.
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Table 6.2 Whether English was the first language of respondents by gender and ethnicity
TOTAL MALE FEMALE WHITE ASIAN BLACK CHINESE & OTHER

524 246 278 484 8 24 7
Yes

87% 83% 91% 98% 18% 56% 39%

76 50 26 8 37 19 11
No

13% 17% 9% 2% 82% 44% 61%

600 296 304 492 45 43 18
Total

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

It is clear from figure 6.1 that the largest proportion of survey respondents fell in the 45-64
age category (25%), closely followed by the 16-24 age category with 21% of respondents.
A smaller proportion of respondents fell in to the remaining age categories with 19% of
respondents aged 35-44, 18% aged 25-34, and 17% aged 65+ years. However, the
variation in the proportion of respondents in these categories is not significant.

Figure 6.1 Age group of respondents

21%

18%

19%

25%

17%

16-24 25-34 35-44 45-64 65+

6.3 Length of time spent in home, neighbourhood and local authority

From table 6.3 (overleaf) it can be seen that pathfinder respondents were less mobile than
respondents in either of the NDC areas, particularly when compared to Salford NDC. The
proportion of respondents who have lived in the neighbourhood for less than a year was
similar in both NDC areas and the pathfinder. However, there was a greater variation
between the areas when comparing the proportion that have been in the area for more
than 10 years, from 61% in the pathfinder to 51% in Salford NDC, and also for over 20
years, from 42% in the pathfinder to 35% in the NDC Aggregate.
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Table 6.3 Length of residence in area

LESS
THAN A
YEAR

1 YEAR BUT
LESS THAN 3

YEARS

3 YEARS
BUT LESS

THAN 5
YEARS

5 YEARS
BUT LESS
THAN 10
YEARS

10 YEARS
BUT LESS
THAN 20
YEARS

20 YEARS
OR MORE ALL N

MSP RPHS 8 13 6 13 19 42 100 600
Manchester NDC 9 10 9 16 14 41 100 506
Salford NDC 8 17 10 13 12 39 100 495
NDC Aggregate 8 11 11 16 19 35 100 19448
Comparator Aggregate 9 10 8 12 19 42 100 3957
NW Comparator 4 6 7 9 21 54 100 610

6.4 Household characteristics

It is clear from table 6.4 (below) that for each housing type, almost one third are occupied
by two people. Furthermore, almost three-quarters of all households have 3 or less
people. Terraced households broadly follow a similar pattern to that found overall,
although only 60% of respondents living in semis have 3 or less people. The greatest
variation is evident when comparing proportion of semis and flats with single occupancy,
where, as expected, there is a significantly higher proportion of flats with single occupancy
at 60%, and only 9% for semis. Overall, just over one-quarter of respondents live alone.

Table 6.4 Number of people per household by house type

TOTAL % TERRACED % SEMI % FLAT %

1 person 151 25% 61 20% 14 9% 74 60%
2 people 191 32% 102 34% 45 30% 38 31%
3 people 99 17% 56 19% 32 21% 7 6%
4 people 76 13% 44 15% 28 19% 0 0%
5 people 50 8% 28 9% 17 11% 3 2%
6+ people 33 6% 12 4% 15 10% 1 1%
Total 600 100% 303 100% 151 100% 123 100%

Overall, 45% of pathfinder respondents consisted of a married couple and as table 6.5
indicates, the number of married respondents with children was roughly equal to those
without children. By comparison, in both NDC areas, the proportion of married
respondents without children was higher. While single person households tend to be
higher in the pathfinder area, figures for lone parent households are comparable with the
NDC areas.

Table 6.5 Respondents description of their household
COUPLE NO
CHILDREN

COUPLE WITH
DEPENDENTS

LONE
PARENT

SINGLE
PERSON

LARGE
ADULT

NOT
STATED

ALL N

MSP RPHS 22 23 13 26 16 0.3 100 600
Manchester NDC 26 18 15 21 19 - 100 509
Salford NDC 30 17 10 16 27 - 100 501
NDC Aggregate 25 24 11 17 23 - 100 19633
Comparator Aggregate 29 25 9 16 20 - 100 4048
NW Comparator 31 25 12 18 14 - 100 623



76 ECOTEC
MSP Resident Perception Household Survey

In terms of economic status, table 6.6 shows that the majority of respondents across all
areas were not in paid work. For pathfinder and Manchester NDC respondents, 58% of
were not in paid work, this figure is slightly higher than found in Salford, where 53% of
respondents out of work.

Table 6.6 Economic status of respondents
NOT IN

PAID WORK
IN PAID
WORK ALL N

MSP RPHS 58 42 100 600
Manchester NDC 58 42 100 509
Salford NDC 53 47 100 501
NDC Aggregate 56 44 100 19633
Comparator Aggregate 53 47 100 4048
NW Comparator 59 41 100 623

It is evident from table 6.7 that half of working age respondents indicated that they were in
paid work. Whilst 13% of those not in paid work indicated that they were not seeking work,
11% were long-term sick or disabled, and 11% indicated that they were in full-time
education. Although, it is encouraging to see that 7% of respondents are classed as
registered unemployed or at the stage of signing on for Job Seekers Allowance with view
to finding a job.

Table 6.7 Employment status (working age respondents)

Total %

In paid work 250 50%

Local government training scheme not involving paid work 2 0.40%

Registered unemployed/signing on for JSA 35 7%

Not registered unemployed but seeking work 6 1%

Long term sick or disabled 54 11%

Retired 29 6%

At home/not seeking work 65 13%

Full-time education 56 11%

Other 4 1%

Refused 3 1%

Total 504 100%

It should be noted that 30% of respondents chose not to indicate their benefit status as
illustrated in table 6.8 (overleaf). However, it is encouraging to see that of those
respondents who did provide a response, almost one-quarter indicated that they were not
in receipt of any of the benefits listed. There is some considerable variation in the benefit
status of respondents, however, it is possible to conclude that the most common benefit
respondents were in receipt of was income support (13%) followed closely by NI
retirement pension (11%).
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Table 6.8 Benefit status of respondents

TOTAL %

No, none of these 143 24%

Income Support 75 13%

NI retirement pension/over 80 pension 66 11%

Child Benefit 38 6%

Incapacity Benefit 26 4%

Child Tax Credit 25 4%

Job Seekers Allowance 18 3%

Working Tax Credit 14 2%

Housing Benefit 6 1%

Council Tax Benefit 4 1%

Some other state benefit 2 0.3%

Some other benefit for people with disabilities 2 0.3%

Refused 181 30%

Total 600 100%

Whilst table 6.9 shows that 7% of respondents did not indicate whether or not they lived in
a workless household, it is encouraging to see that over half of all respondents (57%),
indicated that their household was not workless and only 36% of all respondents described
their household as workless.

Table 6.9 Workless households
Total %

Yes 218 36%

No 340 57%

Don't know 42 7%

Total 600 100%

In terms of occupation, table 6.10 (overleaf) shows that the single biggest occupational
grouping is under elementary occupationsI, of which one third of respondents fell. It
should, however be noted that this category covers a wide range of work areas, and can
partly account for the larger proportion of respondents accounting for this category. This
pattern was also true by gender, with a comparable proportion of both male and female
respondents falling in to this occupational category. A significant finding is that the
Managers and Senior Officials category accounts for only 4% of respondents, and
Professionals category accounts for only 6% of respondents. The proportion of male
respondents falling in to these two categories is only marginally higher than female.

I Please Note: Elementary Occupations include amongst others: labourers; factory workers; postal workers; hospital
porters; cleaners; bar staff; window cleaners; security guards and shelf fillers.


