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Introduction and Methodology

About Leicestershire & Rutlan€ommunity Foundation

Why We Work

We help maintain a thriving Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland, by connecting families and
companies to local charitable groups making a big difference.

How We Work

We set up and manage personalpamed giving funds for local companies, families and
individuals, less expensively than setting up a standalone charitable foundation.

We enable support of any cause, especially the local charitable groupsiéhato keep our city
and counties healthy, safe and thriving.

What We Do

1. We perform all charitable administration so donors do not have to manage trustees,
audits, reporting etcand can just give grants.

2. Donorschoose the name, purpose, timing, vakaed beneficiaries of thefund, andcan be as
im2f SR 2NJ KIyRa 2FF | a (GKS@& gAaKY Tisy&n sk
up a fund at any time in their lives or create a legacy fund through their wills.

3. We manage donor funds of two types:

a. Endowment: donations invested for charitable income in perpetuity.
b. Expendable: donations spent entirely within a timescale.

4. We invest, manage and track all donor furiddividually, maintaining rigorous reporting.
We ensure taxefficiency, including managing Gift Aid claims.

5. We offer upto-date intelligence about local charitable groups, and enable groups to

- a

understand the nature of private philanthropic grants. We enable donors to give grants to

any charitable causenly excludinggroupspromoting a single political or religious cause.
We report back on grants given.

6. We attract and distribute any available public fund®oto area.

7. Wereinvigorate dormanbr onerous trusts and charities in the spirittbé original intent

8. We carry out strategic projects to attract and support more local donor funds, and we work with
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other agencies to reduce duplication and maximise impact.
About Vital Signs

Vital Signs is an initiative originaflioneeredby The Toronto Community Foundatid®anada in
2001.Vital Signgnablesa picture of the local situation, priorities and needs in our counties and to
inform ¢ and inspireg localphilanthropy.

Vital Signs is supported by UK Community Foundationsaanthber ofthe 46 independently and
locally managedCommunity Foundationis the UKhave created Vital Signs reparfkhis ighe first
report from Leicestershire & Rutland Community Foundation.

Whatis[ $A 0S4 ( 8 NB K Nitdligrs? wdzi t | Yy RQ&

OurVital Signseport brings together existing research from a variety of soureesl setst next to
thoughts and feelings qfeople who live and work ithe area

This yeamwe havepublishel two reports: Vital Signss the shorter and more colourful repiove
have created from Vital Issues, tlemger and more detaileceport you are reading now.

In bringing together government statistics atia results of a survey of local peopMital Signs
provides arconstructivesnapshot of life irour counties enabling us to help locahilanthropiss
gain a greateunderstanding of local need

Methodology

Ourreport is not based on new, primary researtitistead it brings together key statistics from
existing data and other information that is publigyailablefrom Grant Thornton Place Analytics

and other sourcesas referenced throughouin Bold Italics)andoffers some interpretation of this
informationthrough the knowledge, contacts and experience of our own and others with whom we
work. We combie this with the Yfews and perspectives of local peopéand stakeholders. This
approach is the international recognised model for producing Vital Signs.

Core themes

Participating UK Communitpéndations have access to a set of nationally agredatators across
10 core themes: namely
Fairness

Economy

Education & Learning
Healthy Living

Arts, Culture & heritage
Housing & Homelessness
Natural Environment
Safety

Work

Strong Communities.
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Each is given a Score A to E which allows an easy compacabdss the UK and is based on
percentages as follows:

A: Scores better than 80% of comparable areas in relation to the core indicatQi (BPno)
B: Scores better than 60% of comparable areas in relation to the core indicatoB8(84)
C: Scores bettahan 40% of comparable areas in relation to the core indicator(@0%)
D: Scores better than 20% of comparable areas in relation to the core indicatQd(®4)
E: Scores worse than 80% of comparable areas in relation to the core indicaRi).

Community survey

A key aspect distinguishing Vital Signs from other reports is the inclusion of the perspectives of the
local people who live and work ireicestershire & Rutland. LR&Rducted an online surveyhich

was promoted through social media, our grants panel and other networks includiagtructure
organisations such as Voluntahkgtion LeicesterThe survey waavailablethrough our website

between June and end of July 201t#esulted in some amazing feedback from across the area,
which has been integratedtim our Vital Signs report
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Core Themes
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Wealth inequality across the globe is fallibrtpwever in the UK wealth inequality is rising, with 1% of
people possessing around 20% of the wealth. Leicestershire & Rutland reflect this developing
situation, with deprivation particularly high in Leicester City, and exceptionally low in the
Harboroughdistrict. Fairness underlies several of the themes in this report; difficulties with health,
housing, safety or learning are frequently caused or exacerbated by poverty, so fairness is a
challenge for all of us who live here.

The Key indicator for the #me of Fairness is the overall score against Index of Multiple Deprivation.

Taken from @nt Thornton PlaceAnalytics
Area IMD: Overall National Rank/326 % Our ore

Score districts
Leicester City 33.06 211 6.441717791 E
North West 14.9 214 | 65.64417178 B
Leicestershire
Charnwood 13.73 228 | 69.93865031 B
Oadby and Wigston 13.13 237| 72.6993865 B
Melton 13.12 238 | 73.00613497 B
Hinckley and Bosworth 12.78 246| 75.4601227| B
Blaby 10.37 288 | 88.34355828 A
Harborough 8.32 313 96.01226994 A
Leicestershire 25 68.44325| B
Rutland 9.62 301 92.3313| A
East Midlands 24.65
England 25.78

Wherel is Low

Other results against the Index of Multiple deprivation also show a spread. In all cases, a lower score

means less deprivation.

AreaName IMD: IMD: IMD: IMD: IMD | IMD: | IMD: | IMD: IMD:
Crime | Depriva | Employ | Educat| : Housi| Inco | Inequa| Living
score | tion ment ion Heal | ng me | lity Environ
(2015) | score score score | th score | scor | (score)| ment

(GB=10| (2015) | (2015) | scor | (201 |e (2015) | score
0) e 5) (201 (2015)
(2015) (201 5)
5)
Blaby -0.09 53.3 0.07| 16.54 -1 12.57| 0.08| 46.18 8.66
0.61
6
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Charnwood 0 70.54 0.08| 17.34| -0.5| 18.65| 0.1| 135.37 15.83

Harborough -0.69 42.77 0.06| 11.02 -119.83| 0.06| 57.82 10.55
0.86

Hinckley and -0.21 65.67 0.08| 19.36 -1 17.46| 0.09| 69.53 12.48

Bosworth 0.67

Leicester City 0.55| 169.88 0.15| 38.01| 0.55| 17.93| 0.22| 140.14 34.57

Melton -0.21 67.4 0.07| 15.69 -| 25.8| 0.08| 58.66 18.97
0.77

North West -0.15 76.56 0.1 21.98 -116.85| 0.11| 100.47 11.32

Leicestershire 0.28

Oadby and -0.3 67.47 0.09| 18.29 -115.03| 0.1| 63.18 14.57

Wigston 0.37

Rutland -0.6 49.43 0.06 9.75 27.33| 0.06| 32.97 14.93

0.85

Leicestershire 0.26| 109.38 0.12| 30.02| 0.12| 17.77| 0.17| 101.99 26.04

East Midlands 0.08 131.4 0.13| 28.39| 0.26| 20.19| 0.16| 133.57 22.62

England 0.19 100 0.14| 24.54| 0.24| 22.62| 0.17 100 24.6

(Calculated as: Population weighted average of the combined deprivation score for the LSOAs in a
larger area. This results in a negative score when broken down by district where the score is very
low, asin many areas for crimand health) Source: GTPA

1.1. Deprivation

The Index of Multiple Deprivation (INNBssesses conditions withireicestershireRutland&

Leicester City according to a number of aspects of deprivation, including disadvantage in education;
income;employment; health; and housing. Leicester City is ranked 21 out of 326 districts putting it
in the 20% most deprived districts nationaliywe look at the breakdown by IMD arabove we

can also see that the city scarpoorly across the board comparéa other areas.

In terms of inequalityleicestelCity and Charnwood are both significantly above the national

average, and are recognised@stainingdeprived areas locally. K N}y 62 2R 5A a0 NAR OO [ 2
Plan201H nHy S HitdfolLaiofstef K EINB Q& GSy Y2aid RSLINAGSR ySA3Ir
Charnwood, with pockets of deprivation in Loughborough, Thurmaston, Syston and Mountsorrel.

This is reflected in lower than average incomes, poor health and lower levels of educational
FGOGFAYYSyYyGoé

The gatisticsalso point to other areas of inequality across the countj@stably a large gap in
Educationscorebetween Rutland; which performsverywell andLeicestercity which perforns
poorly aganst the national average. Theeprivation score is fouimesworsein the city than in
Harborough andnore than twice that in NortiWestLeicestershire.

Rutland is ranked 301 out of 326 distrieigainst the GTPdeprivationscore;putting it in the 20%
least deprived districteationally. However iyou lookat ward level, the picture is somewhat
different, showing pockets of deprivatiomotably in Greethanand parts ofOakhamThe general
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perception of Rutland is one of affluence, so these figures are even more telling as small pockets of
deprivation are edty overlooked.

This is reinforced by Rutland County Council which addresses the issue of povetiytindt€® S NIl & Ay
wdzif ' YR DNBSY tILISNR al NODK HAMT

wStlFGADBS LR2GSNIE Aa || 1Se AaadzsS sA0GKAY wdzifl yRo®
and families living next to each other at opposite ends of the poverty spectrum. As the incidence of

poverty is comparatively low the support mechanigimat might be present in areas where poverty

is more prevalent are scarce. E.qg. It is only recently that discount retailers have started to emerge in
Rutland.

In Rutland those in poverty may feel marginalised from a society which on the outside afgpbars
relatively affluent and as such people may hide or ignore the burden of their financial difficulties
resulting in an escalation of their issues.

Rutland is 148/152 in terms of the index of multiple deprivation upper tier local authorities in
England However we do know that there are wards within Rutland that suffer from income,
employment, education, skills and training deprivation. We are aware of health inequalities and
barriers to housing and fuel poverty. Child Poverty in Rutland currentlytaf®& children under 16
(8.3 d¢

Achildisdefinedas being inpovertywhen living in a household with an income below 60% of
the UK'saverage.

Area Name Employ | IMD: IMD: IMD: IMD: IMD: IMD: IMD:
(wkpl): | Deprivation | Living | Income | Overall | Inequality | Housing | Education
creative | score Environ | score score (score) score score
(2014) | (GB=100) ment (2015) | (2015) | (2015) (2015) (2015)
LEICS | (2015) score ENG ENG ENGLAND ENGLAND ENGLAND
1.81 (2015) | 0.17 25.78 | 100 22.62 24.54

ENG
24.6

Braunston and 0.58 71.99 34.13 0.04| 1354 0 51.38 1.82

Belton

Cottesmore 0.47 51.56 10.85 0.06 9.7 0 31.41 11.15

Exton 1.41 86.71 26.4 0.05 16.31 0 46.12 17.38

Greetham 0.46 105.55 19.96 0.06| 19.86 0 53.94 26.6

Ketton 0.85 56.77 18.45 0.06| 10.68 8.1 38.03 481

Langham 1.9 21.36 12.57 0.05 4.02 0 14.73 2.37

Lyddington 11.23 61.96 30.89 0.04| 11.66 0 43.02 2.27

Martinsthorpe 6.32 80.96| 28.07 0.06| 15.23 0 47.08 5.67

Normanton 1.98 36.97 13.22 0.05 6.96 11.42 31.65 5.73

Oakham 1.99 38.24 11.71 0.06 7.19 31.6 20.47 8.43

North East

Oakham 5.52 67.9 9.41 0.1 12.77 57.91 14.35 21.25

8
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North West
Oakham 1.35 34.16 8.4 0.06 6.43 0 17.09 51
South East
Oakham 2.8 29.13 4.62 0.08 5.48 0 10.74 6.58
South West
Ryhall and 1.01 43.31 14.81 0.05 8.15 7.47 24 10.19
Casterton
Uppingham 8.4 49.87 15.04 0.08 9.38 26.2 20.66 13.22
Whissendine 1.24 38.24 10.84 0.07 7.19 0 25.55 4.58
Source: GTPA
1.2 Fuel Poverty
FUEL POVERTY County Estimated Estimated Proportion
number of number of Fuel | of
households Poor households
Households fuel poor
(%)
County code
E06000016 Leicester 125643 20810 16.6
E10000018 Leicestershire 272862 24266 8.9
E06000017 Rutland 15305 1424 9.3

SourceDepartment of Energy &limate Change; SuBegional Fuel Poverty Report England
Updated May 2015.

In terms of fuel povertyl.eicesterCity @uncil area had the highest proportion fafel poor

householdsat nearly 17% but in Leicestershire County Council and Rutland D&trity OA £ Q &

was much loweat around 9%. However, when lookj at child poverty, LeicesteitChas a worse
score than the Great Britain average, rankin§ 26

According tovww.gov.ukY Fuél poverty in England is measured using the Low IncomeQdisfis
(LIHC) indicator. Under thdHAndicator, a household is considered to be fuel poor if:

I NB I

1 they have required fuel costs that are above average (the national median level)

1 werethey to spend that amount, they would be left with a residual income below the official
poverty linep €

1.3. Child Poverty

The child poverty map of theKshowsa higher than national average score for Leicester City but
significantly lower for othedistricts including Harborough, Rutland, Blaby and Melton. Most of
Leicestershire is doing well in this area, highlighting the inequality associated with City versus county
living.

9
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District(2009) Region Child poverty %| Nat. Rank
(2012)
Leicester City East Midlands 0.29 26
Charnwood East Midlands 0.11 302
North West East Midlands 0.11 302
Leicestershire
Oadby and Wigston East Midlands 0.11 316
Hinckley and Bosworth| East Midlands 0.1 345
Melton East Midlands 0.08 361
Blaby East Midlands 0.07 370
Harborough East Midlands 0.05 378
Rutland East Midlands 0.05 377
GB SCORE 0.2]

Source: GTPA

In the latest figures released Bnd Child PovertyNovember 2016, Laura Valadez and Donald
Hirsch, Centre for Research in Social Policy, Loughborough Univérsity that Leicester is now
the 13" worst local authority area for child poverty at 35.9% (after housing costs). In comparison
Harborough is theixth best local authority at 12.7% and Rutland th& b8st at 13.9%.

In terms of pupils eligible for and claiming free school meals, Leicester City council area is
consistently higher than the regional and national averages:

Free School Meals

Council | 20 | Engla| Regio| 20 | Engla| Regio| 20 | Engla| Regio| 20 | Engla| Regio
12 | nd nal 13 | nd nal 14 | nd nal 15| nd nal

Leicester | 23.|16.9 | 145 |23.|17.1 | 150 |21.|16.0 |145 |19.|149 |136
4 7 9 3

Leicester | 9.4 | 16,9 | 145 |94 |17.1 |150 |8.7]16.0 [145 |79 |149 |13.6
shire

Rutland | 6.7 179 |145 |70|171 |150 |55|16.0 |145 |52|149 |136

SourceDepartment For Education School Cen2042

In explaining its rationale father data presented as part of the Census, the Dfe says:

GLyO2YS OFy KIFI@S Iy I ROSNBRS AYLI OG 2y (KS La&OK?2
strong association between the lack of control perceived by mothers from low income backgrounds

and the social and emotional wellbeing of children which inclielével ofselfesteemand
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behavioural issues. (1) It has also been found that children and families from the lowest 20% of
household income are three times more likely to have common mental health problems than those
Ay GKS NRAOKSAG HmE:>DPOHOE

Sources:

(1) Gregg P, Propper C and Washbrook E (2008) Understanding the relationship between parental
income and multiple child outcomes: A decomposition analysis. Working Paper 08/193 Bristol:
Centre for Market and Public Organisation University of Bristol. pp. 29

(2) Mental Health of Children and Young People in Great Britain, Green H, McGinnity A, Meltzer H,
et al. 2004.

Office for National Statistics, Meltzer H, Brugha T, et al. Adult Psyicitidviorbidity in England,

2007.

This suggests that deprivation at@level gives rise to problems at others e.g. wellbeing and health
as will be explored throughout this report. In additiom Leicester city, with the highest deprivation
and worst IMD scores, the skills and qualifications score is significantly loaveirthess deprived
districts. Likewise, the rate of employment among those with no qualifications is higher than in less
deprived areas.

oChild poverty is consistently higher in workless families in comparison to families with even just one
workingparent¢ 68% child poverty in workless families compared to 23% child poverty with at least
one adult in worlk€ Source:Households Below Average Income (HBAI), United Kingdom,

Department for Wak and Pensions, 2017.

In Leicester City, other statistics include: TrusBeliza § Qa [ SAOSaidSNJ a2dzikK F22R
three day emergency food supplies to people in crisis last year.
(https://leicestersouth.foodbank.org.uk).

¢KS W2aSLK w2gyiNBS labiBoagvRrtyliHer2 €1 redkBnisJ&hyJiou also

YySSR G2 GKAY1 I 02 dzahows hoethhidalffett@povedyd dza & H A MmN

oPoverty is higher among every ethnic minority group than for the white majority population. But

there are big differences witn ethnic groups, as well as between thefine majority of people in

poverty live in a household where someone works. Low paid, insecure work is a big problem. People

from some ethnic groups are disproportionately concentrated in poor quality work. Bon@e:;

Hy::> 2F . Fy3tFRSAKA YR uwp: 2F / KAySasS LIS2LXS 62N
sector. Almost half of Pakistani and Bangladeshi workers earn less than £7 pér hour.

As Leicester city has a highly varied population by ethnicity, thisacayunt for higher levels of
poverty overall.

Furthermore, in its latesPublic Health Profile release, Public Health Engléntd @ &Y & [ SAOS&a i SN
of the 20% most deprived districts/unitary authorities in England and about 29% (21,100) of children

live in low income families. Life expectancy for both men and women is lower than the England
I SNI IS e
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Highlights of Vital Issues

1 Extreme inequality across the regianLeicester City is in worst 7% of areas nationally for
deprivation where Harboroughs in the top 8% of least deprived areas.

1 Leicester City has 16.6% fuel poverty and 19.3% of children are elitpbligee school
meals: both ofwhich are higher than the national averages.

1 Inthe latest figures released by End Child Poverty in Noven@16, Laura Valadez and
Donald Hirsch, Centre for Research in Social Policy, Loughborough University found that
Leicester is now the 18worst local authority area for child poverty at 35.9% (after
housing costs). In comparison Harborough is the sixth best local authority at 12.7% and
Rutland the 18 best at 13.9%.

1 Pockets of deprivation in Rutland are overlooked by the general pictafaffluence and
comfort.

Notes:The Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) is an overall relative measure of deprivation
constructed by combining seven domains of deprivation according to their respective weights, as
described below. The larger the scotae more deprived the area (and the lower its rank). The
domains were combined using the following weights to produce the overall Index of Multiple
Deprivation: Income Deprivation (22.5%) Employment Deprivation (22.5%) Education, Skills and
Training Depriation (13.5%) Health Deprivation and Disability (13.5%) Crime (9.3%) Barriers to
Housing and Services (9.3%) Living Environment Deprivation (9.3%)

12
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2. Economy
2.1 Local Economic Performance

Strong economic foundationsinderpin the success of an area, creating quality employment
opportunities for local peoplito the future. In addition to the key indicator Share of National GVA,
we examined five aspects of economic development that show how our area is performing
economically.

Economic performance
Industrial Structure
Business and Enterprise
Labour Market

=A =4 =4 =9

In Leicestershire & Rutland, there is huge variation across our districts, and while the share of
national GVA in Leicester City is very high by national standards, Grosadaéae(GVA) per job in
Leicester City is very low, with the area ranking in the bottom 20% of districts nationally. GVA per job
in Leicester City is £44,254, compared with £52,021 in Leicestershire, £48,093 in Rutland and
£55,659 nationally.

Tablec Shae of National GVA

Leicester City East Midlands 0.46 36| 9.49868074] A
Charnwood East Midlands 0.22 156 | 41.1609499 C
Blaby East Midlands 0.19 178 | 46.9656992 C
North West East Midlands 0.17 206 | 54.353562| C
Leicestershire

Hinckley and Bosworth| EastMidlands 0.15 237 | 62.5329815 D
Harborough East Midlands 0.12 275 | 72.5593668 D
Melton East Midlands 0.06 356 | 93.9313984 E
Oadby and Wigston East Midlands 0.06 358 | 94.4591029 E
Rutland East Midlands 0.04 368 | 97.0976253 E
Leicestershire 1.48 59.4327125 C

Source: GTPA

[ SAOSaGSNI/AGeQa LISNF2NXIFYyOS A& Y2NB aA3IYyAFAOL yi
¢ the majority of GVA is produced in London.
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: share of national % ( )
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Source: GVA by NUTS 3 areas at current basic prices

Notes: Source: National Statistics website: www._statistics.gov.uk. Crown copyright material is reproduced with the permission of the
Controller Office of Public Sector Information (OPSI). Reproduced under the terms of the Click-Use License. National Statistics
website: www.statistics.gov.uk. Crown copyright material is reproduced with the permission of the Controller Office of Public Sector
Information (OPSI). Reproduced under the terms of the Click-Use License.

Intheir LLEP NBI 902y 2YA 0 wS@OASSs NBLRZ NI WIDNRBAXQEE YR
(2016) SAOSaUSN) YR [ SAOSAaUSNBKANE 902y2YAO t I NIyYySN
continued population growth, the LLEP area is halfway to achieving its jobs ambition and the latest
projections indicate that it is likely to achieits GVA target some four years early (the latest SEP
LINSGA2dzat e F2NBOlIad GKIFIG Dx! g2dzZ R NBFOK MHo oOfy
manufacturing hotspots with particular strengths in food, textiles, machinery and electronics

manufactuh Yy 3 X | f 1 K2dzZa3K D+! LISNJ OFLAGIE NBYlFAya o0Sft2¢
UK once Inner London is excluded. The fact that the LLEP area is a comparatively cost effective place

in which to do business is not adequately taken into accountfiniaff GVA figures, which shows the
AONBY3IAGK 2F GKS [[9t | NBFQ& LISNF2NXI yOSode

Other considerations

Leicester City ranked 312 out of 379 districts on the Grant Thornton economic productivity score,
which is a composite score generated from average greskly earnings and GVA per head placing

it in the bottom 20% of districts nationally. However, relative to other districts, the size of the
economy in Leicester City is well above the national median, with an economic scale score of 206.6.
By comparisorthe Leicestershire score is 82.6 and the national average is 100. Rutland is ranked
237 out of 379 districts othe economic productivity score, placing it in the bottom 40% of districts
nationally. Relative to other districts, the size of the economy in Rutland is well below the national
median, with an economic scale score of 17.97.

The average gross weekly earrsr@f those working in Leicester City are average, with the district
ranking in the middle 20% of districts nationally. Average gross weekly earnings in Leicester City are
£465, compared with £470 in Leicestershire, £449 in Rutland and £532 nationally.

14
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Lecester City has a very large sized employment base, with the area ranking in the top 20% of
districts nationally. It accounted for 0.58% of all employees in Great Britain. Rutland has a very small
sized employment base, with the area ranking in the bot®@0#o of districts nationally. It accounted

for 0.05% of all employees in Great Britain.

Between 2014 and 2015, the total number of employees in Leicester City changed by 4.13%. This
reflects a relatively strong level of economic growth by national stagjalacing Leicester City in

the top 40% of districts nationally. In the same period, the total number of employees in Rutland
changed by 4.76%, again showing a strong level of economic growth by national standards, and
putting Rutland in the top 20% ofddricts also.

References: Grant Thornton Place Analytics: Our economic performance profile measures the
productivity, scale and growth of the economy in Leicester City. Productivity measures the relative
performance of the economy in an area, by combini@yoss Value Added (GVA) per job with
workplace earnings. In contrast, economic scale examines the absolute size of the economy and is
RSNAGSR FTNRY |y FINBFUa akKkFNB 2F DNBFG . NAGFAYQaA
growth is assessed by amrea's change in total employment, giving an indication of the
growth/decline of the local economy.

2.2 The Labour market

D¢t! QF AYRdAZAGNAIf AGNHZOGdZNE a02NBE IABSE Iy AYRAC
to drive economic success in amea. Leicester City is ranked 157 out of 380 districts on the
industrial structure score, indicating a knowledge economy that performs in the middle 20% of
districts nationally. Rutland is ranked 334 out of 380 districtstrenindustrial structure score,

indicating a knowledge economy that performs in the bottom 20% of districts nationally.

Knowledge intensive sectors in Leicester City accounted for 19.22% of total employment in 2015. By
comparison, the Leicestershire figure was 19.02%, Rutland accowntéd.B9%, the East Midlands
figure was 19.1%, and the national figure was 22.21%.

Employment in knowledgdriven production is well above the national median, with Leicester City
ranking in the top 20% of districts. It has 3.76% of employment in tbtersd his compares with
3.12% in Leicestershire and 2.4% nationally. In Rutland, Employment in knowlldgge

production is well below the national median, with the district ranking in the bottom 20% of
districts. It has 0.8% of employment in this secto

In Leicester City, employment in knowledgi@ven services is around the national median, with the
district ranking in the middle 20% of districts. It has 15.46% of employment in this sector. This
compares with 15.9% in Leicestershire, 11.09% in Riithdrich is in the bottom 20%, and 19.81%
nationally.

Leicester City has a very large public sector, with 37.62% of employment in this sector. This

compares with 26.1% in Leicestershire and 26.81% natiofalljand also has quite a large public
sector, wth 29.04% of employment in this sector.
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Between 2007 and 2015, employment in knowledlyjizven sectors in Leicester City changed by
2.17%. This places Leicester City in the top 40% of districts nationally. However in Rutland it changed
by -11.48%. Thiplaces Rutland in the bottom 20% of districts nationally. By comparison the sector
changed nationally byl.81%.

However, Rutland County Council produtkdir WY S& { G I G A & (, NaDémber Z0L6dTHisQ NI LJ2 |
demonstrates the employment breakdown acrdbg region, which suggests a high proportion of
employment in managerial and professional occupations:

Employment by Occupation
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GGCGP LEP = Greater Peterborough Greater Cambridge Local Enterprise Partnership
Source: Rutland County Council.

Furthermore, in Rutland the Jobs dgty is demonstrated belovguggesting a higher proportion of
jobs to working age people than in the East Midlands region.
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Jobs density

0.88

0.86

0.84

0.82 -
0.8 -

M Jobs density
0.78 -

0.76 -

0.74 -

0.72 -
Rutland East Midlands GCGP LEP

Notes: The density figures represent the ratio of total jobs to workigg population.
Total jobs includesmployees, selémployed, governmensupported trainees and HM Forces
Source: Rutland County Cour€@NSc Job Density 2014

However ONS jobs density data available through nomisweb.co.uk shows the breakdown across the
Leicester and Leicestershire aregbatow:

District(2009)

Harborough 0.79
Blaby 0.95
Oadby and Wigston 0.59
North West Leicestershire 1
Charnwood 0.62
Melton 0.82
Hinckley and Bosworth 0.69
Leicester City 0.84
Leicestershire 0.77
Rutland 0.82
East Midlands 0.78
England 0.83
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Source: ONS jolensity. Notes The density figures represent the ratio of total jobs to population
aged 1664. Total jobs includes employees, s&linployed, governmensupported trainees and
HM Forces

Oadby &Wigston have a very low jobs density but enjoy unemployment,goodconnectivity,

living environment and safety suggesting many people choose to live in the district but work outside
it. Each of our areas is intertwined with the others as expressedabydrbugh District Council in
theirW/ 2NB {GNI GS3&: ! R2LIGSR *SNEAZ2Y mMQ

G1 I ND2NRPdzZZK 5AaGNROG O2@SNE I and dadlleicestershirenldigs a |j dzl N
within the East Midlands Regiooordering Warwickshire to the wediorthamptonshire to the

south andRutland to the east. Harborough borders 4 other Leicestershire diauttiorities, namely

Charnwood, Melton, Oadby and Wigston and Blamg adjoins the east of Leicester City at Bushby,

Scraptoft and Thurnby.

The Distict lies within the Leicester and Leicestershire Housing Makkea in recognition of the

fact that it cannot be viewed in isolation béicester and the wider county. Harborough is

dependent on thd_eicester urban area, not only for employment but dtsohigh orderhealth,

retail and cultural facilities and services. Thereforebgeneration and economic weldkeing of the
Leicesterurban areaisdnY L2 NI I yi St SYSyid Ay |yé TFdzidzZNB &GN

2.3Business and Enterprise

In their LLERArea Economic Review repot NP EAYA (& | yR Lyy2@0lGA2ysS |
(2016),[ [ 9t &aleay a¢KS [[9t I-tersifieddedoyarsiicturédithaSa aSa
number of key global and national niche players.

Many enterprises operate at the final or finishing stages of the product cycle, supported by
competitive logistics and distribution operators. Additionally, there is a close relationship between
many services providers and manufactur@ygn interaction that is anticipated to be a principal

driver of growth over the mediurerm. As a key manufacturing region, with a significant-non
financial services sector, the performance of the LLEP area economy has been stronger than that
achieved at a national level ilacent years. Local performance also appears to have been more
robust than the East Midlands. Indeed, recovery and growth since-200fhas been relatively
SpoSyte olflyOSR I ONRPaa aSO02NBE®E

Leicester City is ranked 158 out of 380 districts on the business and enterprise score, indicating an
enterprise culture that performs in the middle 20% of districts nationally. Rutland is ranked 248 out
of 380 districts orthe samescore, indicating an earprise culture that performs in the bottom 40%

of districts nationally.

The business density of Leicester City is low by national standards, with 48.61 businesses per 1000
head of population. By comparison, the Leicestershire score is 54.73 and tbpalatverage is

56.58. The business density of Rutland is high by national standards, with 65.06 businesses per 1000
head of population.
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The new business formation rate in Leicester City is very high, with the area ranking in the top 20%
of districts naionally. In 2015, 16.15% of all businesses registered for VAT compared with 13.02% in
Leicestershire and 14.44% nationally. The new business formation rate in Rutland is very low, with
the area ranking in the bottom 20% of districts nationally. In 201838 of all businesses

registered for VAT.

The 24 month business survival rate in Leicester City is low by national standards, with the district
ranking in the bottom 40% of districts nationally. Of all of the VAT registered businesses in 2009,
74.73% wee still trading in 2015. The 24 month business survival rate in Rutland is high by national
standards, with the district ranking in the top 40% of districts nationally. Of all of the VAT registered
businesses in 2009, 78.38% were still trading in 2015. Ry R / 2dzy & [/ 2dzy OAf Qa
the graph below:

Birth & Death Rates of New
Enterprises in Rutland

250

200 /

- M

100

== Birth rates

== Death rates

50

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

The sefemployment rate in Leicester City is low by national standards, with the district ranking in
the bottom 40% of districts nationally. In 2016, the sstiployment rate was 7.79%, conmea with
8.93% in Leicestershire and 10.42% nationally. Theesgifoyment rate in Rutland is high by
national standards, with the district ranking in the top 40% of districts nationally. In 2016, the self
employment rate was 13.11%

Between 1998 and 2@l the total business stock in Leicester City changed by 87.46%. This change
places the area in the top 40% of districts nationally. Over the same time period, the number of
businesses in Leicestershire changed by 70.52% and in Rutland changed 48.58k&angkiplaces
Rutland in the bottom 20% of districts nationally.
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Highlights of Vital Issues

T ' O0O2NRAY3I (2 2dzNJ O2YYdzyAide O2yadzZ Gl aAz2yyY al
improvement is carried out in the city centre which means local neighbourhoai=l
wards see very little and therefore local shops, pubs, branches of banks, post offices etc
close or are less used as everyone goes into the city centre. Local neighbourhoods are
over-run with giant supermarkets like Tesco, lidl, Aldi etc, loan shopstting shops and
charity shops, which doesn't allow room for local shops and businesses and creates further
AaadzsSa FT2N) G6K2aS FfNBFRe fAQGAYy3 Ay RSoldé

1 £449 Average gross weekly earnings of those working in Rutland compared to £465 for
working in LeicesteCity, £470 in Leicestershire ad £532 nationally.

1 The unemployment rate for Leicester City is high by national standards and one in 16
sixteen to nineteen year olds are not in employment, education or training (NEET).

1 Oadby & Wigston and Charnwood aredsoth have lower jobs densitythan the national
average (number of jobs in the area compared to its population).
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3. Education & learning

Even in the City with relatively high levels of deprivation, 70% of secondary schools are ranked as
Outstanding or Good: the figure is 90% in Leicestershire (Council areas) and 100% across the three
state secondary schools in Rutland. However the persigtepil absence levels are higher than the
national average in Leicester, and only just below the national average in Leicestershing.

people can find mainstream school to cope with for a variety of reasons, including mental health
conditions, lack bfamily support and/or role models, childhood trauma, or simply that they do not
flourish in mainstream academic environments.

The key indicator for this themis GCSE results £ The data is provided at Local Authority area
level and is referenced bgdation of pupil residence.

District(2009) Region GCSE (res): & % Nat. Rank
(2013/2014)

Harborough East 73 50| 15.4320988 A
Midlands

Blaby East 72.6 57 | 17.5925926| A
Midlands

Oadby and Wigston East 68.6 128 | 39.5061728 B
Midlands

North WestLeicestershire| East 66.9 160 | 49.382716| C
Midlands

Charnwood East 65.4 188 | 58.0246914| C
Midlands

Melton East 65.1 195 60.1851852 C
Midlands

Hinckley and Bosworth | East 61.8 242 | 74.691358| D
Midlands

Leicester City East 60.8 257 | 79.3209877| D
Midlands

Leicestershire 65.1 C

Rutland East 68.5 131 | 40.4320988| B
Midlands

East Midlands 63.2

England 63.8| 1is high

Source: GTPA

Where in Leicestershire County Council area, 90% of secondary schools have an Ofsted rating of 1 or
2, in Rutland it is 100% but in Leicester City Council area it is 70%, with four secondary schools
scoring a & requires improvement and 2 scoring & 4hadequate.

Within the City Council area, according waww.compare-schootperformance.service.gov.ukhere

is a pocket of poorer performing schools in the LE5 area with four schools scoring 3 or 4, while two
also score a 8 requires improvement in the LE3 aredl his could account for the poorer overall
score.
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In Leicestershire, one school scores@ldadequate- in the North West Leicestershire District,
while of the schools requiring improvement two are found in Charnwood, one in Meltonpaadn

Harborough districts.

The graph demonstrates the variation by district compared to the national average, with some areas
slightly below but others well ahead.
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Source: GCSE and Equivalent Results for Young People by Gender in England (Referenced by Location of Pupil Residence)

Notes: Reproduced under the terms of the Click-Use License.

Additional context, that supports the higher score for Rutland, and lower relativie $ooLeicester
City is if we look at school absences for pupils enrolled during 2015/16 by Local Authority. Where
Rutland had 5.1% persistent pupil absentees across-8iatied primary, secondary and special
schools, Leicestershire had 9.2% but LeigeStty has 12%. Furthermore, across the same schools
and areas for the year, the rate of fixed period exclusions for Leicestershir2. v"ador Leicester

3.59 and for Rutland, 2.94SourceDfEPermanent and fixed period exclusions in England: 2014 to
2015, Local Authority Tables

In Hinckley & Bosworth whidhk also in the bottom 40% and below the national average for GCSE
Results as aboveshere statistics are available, all schools score;@ultstanding or Z; good.
However, when compared against national criteriadeerallperformance at the end of key stage 4
in 2016 of seven mainstrearmchools where data is published, three score above national average
butfour NB WgStft 0SSt 2 ¢ thgPragresd §rhafkerldefifeNsA § Qhik &cite G
shows how much progress pupils at this school made between the end of key stagéh2 and of
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key stage 4, compared to pupils across England who got similar results at the end of key stage 2. This
is based on results in up to 8 qualifications, which include English, maingli8h
Baccalaureatgualifications including sciences, cont@uscience, history, geography and languages,
and 3 other additionahpprovedqualificationse (Source Gov.uk:www.compareschoot
performance.service.gov.uk).

Against theAttainment 8score defined as:

Schools get a score based on how well pupils Ipgviormed in up to 8 qualifications, which include
English, maths, BnglisrBaccalaureatgualifications including sciences, computer science, history,
geography and languages, and 3 other additi@pgrovedqgualifications the same schools scored

either above or below the national average.

England - all schools

England - state-funded schools only

Saint Martin's Catholic
Voluntary Academy

Bosworth Academy

The Market Bosworth
School

Hinckley Academy and
John Cleveland Sixth
Form Centre

The William Bradford
Academy

The Midland Studio
College Hinckley

Winstanley Community
College

Academy

Academy

Academy

Academy

Academy

Academy

Academy

ProgressBscore Attainment8 GradeCor better
score in English& maths
GCSEs

48.5 59.30%

-0.03 49.9 63.00%

0.38 575 87%
Above national
average

0..34 54.5 7%
Above national
average )

0.3 56.8 82%
Above national
average

0.51 46.9 60%
Well below
national
average

0.61 42 49%
Well below
national
average

1.23 31.1 28%
Well below
national
average

1.23 34.8 27%
Well below
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national
average

SourceGov.uk(www.compare-schootperformance.service.gov.gk
3.1 Skills & Qualifications

[ SAOSaGSNI/AGe A& NIYY1SR onp 2dzi 2F otd RAAGNAOID
residentworkforce that performs in the bottom 20% of districts by national standards, in terms of

human capital, where Rutland is ranked 106 out of 379 districts and performs in the top 40% of

districts.

1 The proportion of the working age resident population quedifboelow NVQ level 2 in
Leicester City is very high, with the area ranking in the top 20% of districts nationally. In
2015, 19.21% of working age residents had either NVQ level 1 or no qualifications, compared
with 16.63% in Leicestershire, 18.21% in &wd| which is also high and 14.93% nationally.

1 The proportion of the working age resident population qualified to NVQ level 2 in Leicester
City is average, with the area ranking in the middle 20% of districts nationally. In 2015,
20.7% of working age residts were qualified to NVQ level 2, compared with 20.53% in
Leicestershire, 19.37% in Rutland which is low and 20.09% nationally.

1 The proportion of the working age resident population qualified to NVQ level 3 in Leicester
City is low, with the area ranking in the bottom 40% of districts nationally. In 2015, 18.5% of
the working age population held 2l4evels or equivalent, comparedtiv22.27% in
Leicestershire, 18.99% in Rutland which is average, and 19.34% nationally.

9 The proportion of the working age resident population qualified to NVQ level 4 and above in
Leicester City is low, with the area ranking in the bottom 40% of dstiztionally. In 2015,
28.81% held a degree or equivalent, compared with 32.52% in Leicestershire and 37.08%
nationally.

In Rutland the figure is 39.99utting it in the top 40% of districts nationally.
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Source: Rutland County Council report from GNJualifications November 2016.

No
: Skills Employ | qualifica
Emplf)y NVQ: 2 NVQ:2 | NVQ:3 | NVQ: 4+ | and ment tions:
ment: GCSE below ) .
- . (res) (res) (res) quals(re | rate: no | economi
training | (res): (res) )
Area . (January | (January | (Jaruary | s): score | quals cally
received | A*-C (January :
Name (Septem | (2013/2 | - - - - (January | (January | active
berp 014) Decemb Decemb | Decemb | Decemb | - - (January
2016) er 2015) er 2015) | er 2015) | er 2015) | Decemb | Decemb | -
er 2015) | er 2015) | Decemb
er 2015)
Blaby 25.42 72.6 11.66 194 28.37 36.53| 110.56 3.06 2.96
gggm"" 18.57| 65.4| 14.62| 21.42| 2549| 3572| 107.39 0 0
Egr:boro 24.95 73| 17.55| 14.95| 252| 36.26| 106.18| 3.85| 3.74
Hinckle
e 18.24 61.8 16.89 24.36 21.04 29.62 96.56 6.45 6.25
Boswort
h
rLf:'ﬁ;’Ste 13.96| 60.8| 19.21| 207| 185| 2881 87.8 85| 899
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Melton 20.38 65.1 19.97 21.96 25.58 29.65| 101.57 0 0

North
West
Leiceste
rshire

Oadby
and 18.98 68.6 155 19.3 22.51 34.21| 102.16 0 0
Wigston

29.19 66.9 13.35 20.15 21.09 36.9| 101.72 6.05 6.64

No No

Rutland 22.82 68.5 18.21 19.37 18.99 39.9| 105.32
Value Value

Source: GTPA

In terms of qualifications other than GCSE, Blaby District also scores highly with an overall skills and
gualifications score that is 10% higher than the national average score of 100. Leicester city and
Hinckley and Bosworth are both below the nationad@ge, and have a much higher proportion of
residents who are economically active with no qualifications than other districts.

North West Leicestershire district has by far the highest proportion of residents receiving training in
employment at 29.19% more than double that in Leicester City.

3.2 Occupational Structure

The occupational structure of an area gives a useful indication of the progress being made towards
developing a diverse, prosperous, knowledgesed economy. Knowledgkiven activities geerate
AYONBFASR RSYIFIYR F2NJ WKAIKSNI SYyRQ 200dzLdr GA2Yy A
workers. Leicester City is ranked 361 out of 379 districts on the GTPA knowledge worker score,
indicating a resident workforce that performs in the bott@@% of districts nationally.

9 The proportion of knowledge workers in Leicester City is very low by national standards,
with 31.7% of the working population classified as professional, managerial or technical
workers. By comparison, the Leicestershire figisr42.89%, the East Midlands figure is
40.91%, and the national figure is 45.14%. The proportion of knowledge workers in Rutland
is very high by national standards, accounting for 56.21% of the working population.

1 The proportion of the working populatiomho are in elementary occupations in Leicester
City is very high by national standards, with 18.51% in Level 1 Occupations. By comparison,
the Leicestershire figure is 12.33%, Rutland is 11.83% and the national figure is 10.76%.

1 The proportion of the wdting population who are in lower skilled occupations in Leicester
City is very high by national standards, with 40.99% in Level 2 Occupations. By comparison,
the Leicestershire figure is 35.19% and the national figure is 33.63%. In Rutland, the
proportionis very low by national standards, at 23.67%.

1 The proportion of the working population who are in skilled occupations in Leicester City is
very low by national standards, with 18.78% in Level 3 Occupations. By comparison, the
Leicestershire figure is 24.11%, Rutland is high at 26.04% and the n&tonalis 24.79%.

1 The proportion of the working population who are in managerial occupations in Leicester
City is very low by national standards, with 21.72% in Level 4 Occupations. By comparison,
the Leicestershire figure is 28.38% and the national égsi80.82%. In Rutland, the figure is
very high at 38.46%.
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In the LLEP area, accordingtie WLEP Economic RevieWdoximity & Innovation:
A Catalyst for Growtin 2015 10.1% of residents had a managerial job, 18.7% a professional job
and 13.6% weremployed in a technicgbb.

If we compare skills and qualifications across Leicestershire & Rutland to unemployment figures we

can see that in Blaby, Charnwood and Harborough districts where the Skills & Qualifications score is
highest, there is a lowdevel of unemployment both long term (one year plus) and among 16 to

24 year olds. There is also highest unemployment among 16 to 24 year olds in Leicester city, where
the skills and qualifications score is lowest.

8

@
o

-
o

. Skills and quals(res): score score (January- December 2015)

£ 80 B Unemp: LT (1yr+) % (December 2016)

50 ifi] Unemployment: 16-24 (APS) % (September 2018)
40
30
20

10

0

F

Source: GTPAusing data derived fom Annual Population Survey and the National Statistics
website (ONS).
Highlights of vital issues
1T [ SAOS&aGSNI/AdGeé Aa NIY]1SR onp 2dzi 2F ovd RAAGI
indicating a resident workforce that performs in the bottora0% of districts by national
standards, in terms of human capital, where Rutland is ranked 106 out of 379 districts and

performs in the top 40% of districts.

1 There is highest unemployment among 16 to 24 year olds in Leicester city, where the skills
and gualifications score is lowest.
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1 Where in Leicestershire County Council area, 90% of secondary schools have an Ofsted
rating of 1 or 2, in Rutland it is 100% but in Leicester City Council area it is 70%, with four
secondary schools scoring ag3equires impovement and 2 scoring a ¢ Inadequate.

1 Hinckley and Bosworth and Leicester City are both in the bottom 40% of schools for GCSE
A* to C results.
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4. Healthy Living

Against an improving national backdrop of increased life expectancy over time, locally there are
significant geographical variations and pockets of health inequality. Despite increasing nutritional

choice and knowledge in the UK, fixed costs such astaengnd debts can mean food becomes a

W¥t SEAGE SQ 0dzRASG AGSY 6KSy K2dzaSK2f Ra F NB dzy RSN
trying to manage several low paid jobs at once) often results in poor diet, which impacts on health.
Obesity and someofms of diabetes, heart disease and cancer are, we now understand, at least

partly influenced by diet and by exercise. Children are bdéss encouraged and, with home
G§SOKy2ft238x tSaa AyOftAySR G2 06S a aFNBS NIy3asSe
Even for those who lead healthy lives and eveariage of huge medical and surgical advances,

when iliness strikes at any age, it can have a devastating effect on any family: coping with this

becomes harder still if facing the additional stresses wfilicome.

One in four adults, and one in ten children, in the UK experiences at least one diagnosable mental
health problem in any given year. NHS England aims to deliver a transformation in mental health
services by 2020/21, with an ambition of putting mt@ health on an equal footing to physical

health in the NHS.

District(2009) Mortality rate: circulatory Nat. % Scao
disease per 100000 (2042 | Rank/32 e
2014) 4
districts
Leicester City 113.01 5| 154 | E
North West Leicestershire 73.83 144 444 | C
4
Charnwood 65.89 195| 60.1| C
9
Oadby and Wigston 63.31 217| 66.9|B
8
Hinckley and Bosworth 62.73 221| 68.2| B
1
Harborough 60.07 241| 74.3|B
8
Blaby 60.05 242 | 746 | B
9
Melton 57.55 263| 81.1| A
7
Leicestershire 80.55 58.9|C
5
Rutland 57.38 264 | 81.4| A
8
EastMidlands 76.74
England 78.21

Source: GTPA
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If we look at statistison wellbeing from theQuality information for personal welbeing estimates

from the Annual Population Survey (APS): by counties, local and unitary authorities, April 2015

report (ONS, 8.36 is the upper average wellbeing score on a scale of 1 to 10 in Melton district. The
England upper average is 7.66. This compares to 8.03 in Rutland, 7.98 in Leicestershire, 7.97 in Blaby,
8.16 in Charnwood, 8.23 in Harborough, 8.21 in Hinckl&psworth, 8.15 in dith West

Leicestershire and 8.3 in Oadby & Wigston districts. Apart from the city, all our districts have

wellbeing above the national average.

Lower average Upper average
Rutland 7.57 8.03
Leicester 7.29 7.57
Leicestershire 7.74 7.98
Blaby 7.17 7.97
Charnwood 7.63 8.16
Harborough 7.61 8.23
Hinckley and Bosworth 7.63 8.21
Melton 7.75 8.36
North West Leicestershir; 7.48 8.15
Oadby and Wigston 7.64 8.30
ENGLAND 7.63 7.66

Physical inactivity is a leading cause of glomadtality, and is thought to contribute significantly to
the escalation in noitommunicable diseases throughout the population, including cardiovascular
diseases, cancers, chronic respiratory diseases and diabetes (World Health Organisation, 2010)
Furthemore, bck of exercise can increase both the risk of suffering from depre@alarburton,

Nicol & Bredin, 2006), and the risk and onset of neurodegenerative diseases such as dementia
(Larson et al., 2006).

World Health Organization. (2010%lobalrecommendations on Physical Activity for healttWorld

Health Organization.

Warburton, D. E., Nicol, C. W., & Bredin, S. S. (2006). Health benefits of physical activity: the

evidence Canadian medical association journdl74(6), 801309.

Larson, E. B., Wang, L., Bowen, J. D., McCormick, W. C., Teri, L., Crane, P., & Kukull, W. (2006).
Exercise is associated with reduced risk for incident dementia among persons 65 years of age and

older. Annals of internal medicine, 144(2),-83.
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In the context of physical activity it is clear that there is a correlation between health and physical
activity. In Leicester City, as the table below show, there is a much higher percentage of adults
achieving less than 30 minutes of physical activity a weak th Leicestershire or Rutldrg 33%

compared to 26% and 28 respectively.

Indicator
Percentage of adults doing 150+
minutes physical activity per week
Percentage of adults achieving
less than 30 minutes of physical
activity per week
Percentage of adulis doing 30-
149 minutes physical activity per
wee
Percentage of 15 year olds
physically active for at least one
hour per day seven days a weel
Percentage of 15 year olds with a
mean daily sedentary time in the
last week over 7 hours per day
Percentage of adults who do any
walking, at least five times per
wee
Percentage of adults who do any
walking, at least once per week
Percentage of adults who do any
cycling, at least three times per
week
Percentage of adults who do any
cycling, at least once per month

Utilisation of outdoor space for
exercise/health reasons
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In addition to the key indicator we looked lagicester Cityn terms ofa number of health indicators,

including lifeexpectancy, expected prevalence of smoking and obesity, infant mortality and

standardised mortality ratios.
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Leicester City is raekl 316 out of 347 districts on the GTR@alth score, indicating standards of
health that are in the bottom 20% of distriatationally. Thehealth score indexes life expectancy at
birth to the national averageRutland is ranked 25 out of 347 distrigtgainst this scoreindicating
standards of health that are in the top 20% of districts nationally.

At 5.37 per 1000 populatig the infant mortality rate in Leicester City is very high, with the area
ranking in the top 20% of districts nationally. By comparison, the Leicestershire figure js 4.58
Rutland is 4.94nd the national figure is 3.97.

1 At 1174.2, the standardised motity ratio in Leicester City is very high, with
the area ranking in the top 20% of districts nationally. By comparison, the
Leicestershire figure is 994.35 and the national figure is 100R@#and is in
the bottom 20% at 858.5.

1 At 60.2%, the proportionf the population who are obese in Leicester City is
estimated to be very low, with the area ranking in the bottom 20% of districts
nationally. By comparison, the Leicestershire figure is 63.45% and the national
figure is 64.59%At 67.05%, the proportionf the population who are obese in
Rutland is estimated to be high, with the area ranking in the top 40% of
districts nationally

1 At 23.56%, the proportion of the population who smoke in Leicester City is
estimated to be very high, with the area rankingtie top 20% of districts
nationally. By comparison, the Leicestershire figure is 19.71% and the national
figure is 18.45%n Rutland it is also in the top 20% of districts at 22.33%

1 At 149.76 per 100,000 people, the cancer mortality rate in LeicesteriCity
high, with the area ranking in the top 40% of districts nationally. By
comparison, the Leicestershire figure is 135.76 and the national figure is
144.36.At 110.27 per 100,000 people, the cancer mortality rate in Rutland is
conversely very low.

1 The average life expectancy for Leicester city is 79.6 compared to 83.6 in
Rutland, 81.3 in Leicestershire and 81.3 national average.
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The spider graphs below show the variation in scores across the rdgiogicester city Health

Estimated: 1%e5 ity

Standardised Mortality Ratio 75 Estimated: smoking
50

25

Mortality rate: circulatory diseas
Health: score

Mortality rate: cancer Infant mortality rate

Life expectancy: Average

~®- Leicester City

2)Rutland health

Btlmated:ﬁ)sesnty

Standardised Mortality Rafio 75 Estimated: smoking

25

Mortality rate: circulatory disease
Health: score

Mortality rate: cancer Infant mortality rate

L
Life expectancy: Average

~®- Rutland
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3)North West Leicestershire Health

Btlmated:1%5e5|ty
Standardised Mortality Ratio 75 Estimated: smoking
Mortality rate: circulatory disease @~ North West Leicestershire
Health: score
Mortality rate: cancer Infant mortality rate

Life expectancy: Average

Data from Public Heath England shows a number of key indicéorshild health all of whichpoint
to health and wellbeing at a lesser level in Leicester City council area.
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