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Preface

The Indices of Deprivation are an important tool for identifying the most deprived areas in
England. Local policy makers and communities can also use this tool for the effective
targeting of resources.

The English Indices of Deprivation 2015 is the fifth release in a series of statistics
produced to measure multiple forms of deprivation at the small spatial scale. Following
consultation with key stakeholders and users of the Indices, the Indices of Deprivation
2015 retain broadly the same methodology, domains and indicators as the earlier Indices
of Deprivation 2010, 2007, 2004 and 2000.

This report outlines the main results from the Indices of Deprivation 2015, including the
overall Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015, and provides examples and guidance on how to
use and interpret the datasets. The accompanying technical report presents the
conceptual framework of the new Indices of Deprivation 2015; the methodology for
creating the domains and the overall Index of Multiple Deprivation; the quality assurance
carried out to ensure reliability of the data outputs; and the component indicators and
domains.

All of the supporting documents and datasets for the Indices of Deprivation 2015 are
available from:
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2015

We would like to thank all those who assisted in the production of the Indices of
Deprivation 2015, in particular all those who responded to the consultation.


https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2015
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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1
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1.2.3

Introduction

The Department for Communities and Local Government commissioned Oxford
Consultants for Social Inclusion (OCSI) to review and update the English Indices of
Deprivation 2010. The project remit was to:

1 review the indicators included in the Indices of Deprivation 2010 to determine if
they remain fit for purpose, and where there is a clear rationale for doing so,
identify potential changes to the basket of indicators in each domain;

i assess the current data landscape, identify changes to (or outdatedness of)
previously used sources, as well as any new sources;

1 review whether the statistical methods used in the production of the Indices of
Deprivation 2010 are still justified and assess if alternative methods are
available and the strengths and weaknesses of any such alternatives;

1 produce the updated Indices of Deprivation 2015.

Following engagement with users (see Appendix C) and a significant programme
of work by the research team, the Indices of Deprivation 2015 have been produced
using the same approach, structure and methodology used to create the previous
Indices of Deprivation 2010. Changes to existing domains and sub-domains were
outside the scope of the update, although there have been a modest number of
changes to the basket of indicators used in the domains. Feedback from users was
supportive of the decision not to make major changes to the Indices.

The updated Indices continue to be based on the Lower-layer Super Output Area
geography, although the updated Indices use the new 2011 version of the Lower-
layer Super Output Area geography.

Overview of the Indices of Deprivation 2015

The Indices of Deprivation 2015 provide a set of relative measures of deprivation
for small areas (Lower-layer Super Output Areas) across England, based on seven
different domains of deprivation:

Income Deprivation

Employment Deprivation

Education, Skills and Training Deprivation
Health Deprivation and Disability

Crime

Barriers to Housing and Services

Living Environment Deprivation

= =4 -8 -8 _9_95_2

Each of these domains is based on a basket of indicators. As far as is possible,
each indicator is based on data from the most recent time point available; in
practice most indicators in the Indices of Deprivation 2015 relate to the tax year
2012/13.

The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015 combines information from the seven
domains to produce an overall relative measure of deprivation. The domains are
combined according to their respective weights as described in section 2.6. In



addition, there are seven domain-level indices, and two supplementary indices: the
Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index and the Income Deprivation Affecting
Older People Index.

1.2.4 The Indices of Deprivation are designed primarily to be small-area measures of
relative deprivation. But the Indices are commonly used to describe relative
deprivation for higher-level geographies. To facilitate this, a range of summary
measures are available for higher-level geographies: local authority districts and
upper tier local authorities, local enterprise partnerships and clinical commissioning
groups. These summary measures are produced for the overall Index of Multiple
Deprivation, each of the seven domains and the supplementary indices.

1.2.5 The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015, domain indices and the supplementary
indices, together with the higher area summaries, are collectively referred to as the
Indices of Deprivation 2015.

1.3 Research leading up to publication of the Indices of
Deprivation 2015

1.3.1 The development of the Indices of Deprivation follows extensive exploration of data
sources, review of methodology, and testing and quality assurance of data sources
and indicators. The development also takes into account the range of views
gathered prior to and during the earlier phases of this project, including:

1 feedback from users gathered during a session on the Indices at the DCLG
Statistics User Engagement Day in November 2013

1 the views of the Government Statistical Service Methodology Advisory

Comrlnittee on a paper on methodology and indicators presented in November

2013

responses from almost 250 users to a survey which took place in July 2014

the views of the departmentds Prmpijsiagct Bo:

representatives from central and local government and other interest groups,

including the voluntary and community sector

91 feedback from users on dissemination and outputs gathered during three user
events held in November 2014, attended by over 125 people

9 100 responses to the consultation which took place in November and December
2014.

= =

1.4 Uses of the Indices

1.4.1 Since their original publication in 2000 the Indices have been used very widely for
a variety of purposes, including the following:

Targeting resources
1 Use by national and local organisations to identify places for prioritising
resources and more effective targeting of funding.

! Government Statistical Service Methodology Advisory Committee 26 minutes and papers:
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/qguide-method/method-quality/advisory-committee/26th-meeting/index.html



http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/method-quality/advisory-committee/26th-meeting/index.html

o For example, the Index of Multiple Deprivation 2010 was used by the
Department for Communities and Local Government in conjunction with
other data to distribute £448m of funding to local authorities for the
Troubled Families Programme?.

o In another example, the most deprived 15 per cent of neighbourhoods
have been eligible for insulation measures from energy companies.

o The Indices have also been used by some local authorities to prioritise
areas for long-term intervention.

1 Distribution of funding or part of a funding formula for programmes.

Policy and strategy

1 Development of the evidence base for setting a range of local strategies and
service planning, including helping understand current need and model future
demand for services.

1 Supporting local growth through local economic assessment and growth

strategies, for example policies related to the European Regional Development

Fund where targeted intervention will be prioritised to address concentrated

pockets of deprivation®.

Helping assure the equality of access to local health and other services.

Research and analysis into the challenges and performance of different areas,

and to support policy and delivery. For example, understanding the relationship

between pupil attainment and neighbourhood deprivation, and analysing local
deprivation as a risk factor for behaviours such as smoking.

1 Assessment of programme reach and impact e.g. to identify whether the most
disadvantaged areas are receiving more support under various programmes
than others; and assessment of the impact of programmes, albeit at the
neighbourhood rather than the individual level.

E ]

As an analytical resource to support commissioning by local authorities and health

services, and in exploring inequalities

1 Public Health England (PHE) has used the Indices to produce overarching
i ndicators for the Goveomesimamewdls(PHOE)b | i ¢ H
examining recent trends in inequalities in life expectancy and healthy life
expectancy between communities®. PHE has also used the Indices to illustrate
inequalities in many of the other PHOF indicators and users of the PHOF data
tool can now examine the relationship of every indicator with deprivation.

1T PHEGs Segment Tool ovedeisformmahoa onithe dausessco6 t o p |
death that are driving inequalities in life expectancy at local area level,

% The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2010 was used in conjunction with the Index of Child Wellbeing 2009 and
ONS population estimates. The Summary Report for the Child Wellbeing Index can be found at
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120919132719/www.communities.gov.uk/documents/communiti
es/pdf/1126232.pdf

®DCLG, 2015, European Regional Development Fund Operational Programme 2014-2020, see:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/342297/ERDF Operational Pr

ogramme.pdf
* http://www.phoutcomes.info/
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targeting these causes should have the biggest impact on reducing
inequalities.

Funding bids

1 The Indices are frequently used in bids for funding, and are recognised by
commissioners as an authoritative, nationally comparable measure of
deprivation. This includes bids made by councillors for their neighbourhoods,
and from voluntary and community sector groups.

1.4.2 These examples of uses were confirmed by responses to the survey of nearly 250
users carried out in July 2014. Respondents reported using Indices data for a
variety of purposes, often mentioning multiple uses. The most common uses were
to inform the targeting of funding (43 per cent), targeting interventions and services
(43 per cent) and strategic needs assessments (41 per cent) (see Table 1.1). A
summary of the findings of the user survey is provided in Appendix C.

Table 1.1. Uses for the Indices of Deprivation data, reported by users in the survey

What do you use the Indices of Deprivation data for? Per cent
Targeting funding 43
Targeting services and interventions 43
Needs assessment i strategic 41
In preparing bids for funding / assessing or commissioning bids for 39
funding
General research and analysis 24
Impact and policy assessments 7
Other 59
Total percentage 254
Base = 226 respondents opting to complete this section of the survey. Totals sum
to more than 100 per cent as respondents could choose more than one response

1.5 About this Research Report

1.5.1 This report outlines the main results from the Indices of Deprivation 2015, including
the overall Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015, and provides examples and
guidance on how to use and interpret the datasets. This presents a fuller and more
detailed account than is presented in the Department for Communities and Local
Government (DCLG) Statistical Release, and is aimed at specialist users and
analysts, particularly those with an interest in specific domains of deprivation or the
full range of summary statistics available for higher-level geographies.

1.5.2 There is a summary of points to consider in using and interpreting the Indices in
the DCLG Statistical Rel ease (under OFurth
Guidance Note which is aimed at both specialist and non-specialist users of the
Index of Multiple Deprivation.

® http://www.lho.org.uk/LHO Topics/Analytic Tools/Segment/TheSegmentTool.aspx
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The accompanying technical report presents the conceptual framework of the new
Indices of Deprivation 2015; the methodology for creating the domains and the
overall Index of Multiple Deprivation; the quality assurance carried out to ensure
reliability of the data outputs; and the component indicators and domains®.

All project outputs are available to download from
www.qgov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2015

® Department for Communities and Local Government (2015). The Indices of Deprivation 2015. Technical

Report
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Chapter 2. Summary of the Indices of
Deprivation 2015

2.1

211

2.1.2

2.1.3

214

2.1.5

2.2

221

Measuring deprivation at the small area level

The English Indices of Deprivation 2015 are relative measures of multiple
deprivation at the small area level. The model of multiple deprivation which
underpins the Indices is based on the idea of distinct dimensions of deprivation
which can be recognised and measured separately’. Since these deprivations are
experienced by individuals living in an area, an area-level measure of deprivation
for each of the dimensions (or domains) can be produced if suitable data exists.

The overall Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015 is a measure of multiple deprivation
based on combining together seven distinct domains of deprivation, which are
described further in Section 2.5 below:

Income Deprivation

Employment Deprivation

Education, Skills and Training Deprivation
Health Deprivation and Disability

Crime

Barriers to Housing and Services

Living Environment Deprivation.

E

The Index of Multiple Deprivation, and each of the domains, can be used to rank
every small area in England according to the deprivation experienced by the
people living there.

Data has been published for the overall Index of Multiple Deprivation and each of
the domains. Chapter 3 describes in detail what has been published and how to
use and interpret the data. Chapters 4 and 5 present analysis of the data.

The sections below outline the methods and indicators used to construct the
datasets.

Constructing the Indices of Deprivation 2015

The construction of the Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015 and Indices of
Deprivation 2015 broadly consists of seven stages, see Figure 2.1. The
accompanying technical report gives further details under each of these stages®.

" Previous versions of the Indices of Deprivation 2015 followed the same framework and methodology for
measuring multiple deprivation, including the Indices of Deprivation 2010, 2007, 2004 and 2000. See
McLennan et al. (2011); Noble et al. (2008); Noble et al. (2004) and Noble et al (2000).

® Department for Communities and Local Government (2015). The Indices of Deprivation 2015. Technical

Report.
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Figure 2.1. Overview of the methodology used to construct the Indices of Deprivation

PAONES

Defining the Indices Data Processing Index of Multiple Deprivation
& ummaries

©)

WK - 35 SAY | eyl
e Used to improve reliability of

©) the small area data ® The exponentially
transformed domain scores
Domains of deprivation are are combined using
clearly identified appropriate domain weights
to form an overall Index of
® Multiple Deprivation
Indicators are combined to !
form the domains and sub-
@ domains @
Indicators are chosen which The overall Index of Multiple
provide the best possible Deprivation, domains and

measure of each domain of
deprivation

supplementary indices are
summarised for larger areas
such aslocal authorities

®

Domain scores are ranked
and the domain ranks
transformed to a specified
exponential distribution

2.2.2 Feedback from users during the consultation stages of this project was supportive
of the decision not to make major changes to the Indices. Maintaining
comparability with previous versions of the Indices is important to users. For this
reason, the methods used in developing the Indices of Deprivation 2015 update
have remained consistent with those used in 2010.

2.2.3 Changes since the Indices of Deprivation 2010 are therefore mainly confined to
updates to the data used to create the indicators, and a small number of new,
modified and dropped indicators. The complete set of indicators by domain is
outlined in Section 2.5.

2.3 Data time point

2.3.1 Asfarasis possible, each indicator was based on data from the most recent time
point available. Using the latest available data in this way means that there is not a
single consistent time point for all indicators. However in practice most indicators in
the Indices of Deprivation 2015 relate to the tax year 2012/13.

2.3.2 As with previous Indices, the Indices of Deprivation 2015 uses Census data only
when alternative data from administrative sources is not available. Four such
indicators were derived from the 2011 Census: adult skill levels and English
language proficiency in the Education, Skills and Training Deprivation Domain;

13



2.3.3

2.4

241

24.2

2.4.3

2.5

251

252

253

household overcrowding in the Barriers to Housing and Services Domain; and
houses without central heating in the Living Environment Deprivation Domain.

As a result of the time points for which data is available, the indicators do not take
into account changes to policy since the time point of the data used. For example,
the 2012/13 benefits data used do not include the impact of Universal Credit, which
only began to replace certain income related benefits from April 2013.

Geography and spatial scale

The Indices of Deprivation 2015 have been produced at Lower-layer Super Output
Area level, using the current (2011) Lower-layer Super Output Areas®. As was
done for the Indices of Deprivation 2010, scores and ranks have been provided at
Lower-layer Super Output Area level.

Summary measures for the Index of Multiple Deprivation, domains and
supplementary Indices have been produced for the following higher-level
geographies: local authority districts, upper-tier local authorities, local enterprise
partnerships and clinical commissioning groups. These are based on the
geographic boundaries for these areas at the time of publication.

Guidance is provided (Appendix A) on how to aggregate the Indices to other
geographies such as wards or bespoke local areas.

The domains and indicators

Seven domains of deprivation are combined to produce the overall Index of
Multiple Deprivation, each of which contains a number of component indicators.
The criteria for inclusion of these indicators are that they should be 6 d o ma i n
s p e c anfl apprdpriate for the purpose of measuring major features of that
deprivation; up-to-date; capable of being updated on a regular basis; statistically
robust; and available for the whole of England at a small area level in a consistent
form.

The technical report which accompanies this report provides further details about
the purpose of each domain, the indicators and denominators used and how the
indicators are combined into the domains™.

Income Deprivation Domain

The Income Deprivation Domain measures the proportion of the population in an
area experiencing deprivation relating to low income. The definition of low income
used includes both those people that are out-of-work, and those that are in work
but who have low earnings (and who satisfy the respective means tests). A

o Lower-layer Super Output Areas are homogenous small areas of relatively even size containing
approximately 1,500 people. The Indices of Deprivation 2010 and earlier versions used the 2001 Lower-layer
Super Output Area geography. The Office for National Statistics has since produced an updated version of
the Lower-layer Super Output Area geography using population data from the 2011 Census. The changes
made between the 2001 and 2011 versions were minimal: the boundaries of approximately 2.5% of the 2001
Lower-layer Super Output were modified.

1% pepartment for Communities and Local Government (2015). The Indices of Deprivation 2015. Technical

Report.
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255

2.5.6

combined count of income deprived individuals per Lower-layer Super Output Area
is calculated by summing the following six non-overlapping indicators:

T Adults and children in Income Support families **

1 Adults and children in income-based J o b s e eAll@vangesfamilies

1 Adults and children in income-based Employment and Support Allowance

families

Adults and children in Pension Credit (Guarantee) families

Adults and children in Working Tax Credit and Child Tax Credit families not

already counted, that is those who are not in receipt of Income Support,

income-based Jobsee k e Allov&ance, income-based Employment and Support

Allowance or Pension Credit (Guarantee) and whose equivalised income

(excluding housing benefit) is below 60 per cent of the median before housing

costs

1 Asylum seekers in England in receipt of subsistence support, accommodation
support, or both.

E

In addition an Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index and an Income
Deprivation Affecting Older People Index were created, respectively representing
the proportion of children aged 0-15, and people aged 60 and over, living in income
deprived households.

Employment Deprivation Domain

The Employment Deprivation Domain measures the proportion of the working age
population in an area involuntarily excluded from the labour market. This includes
people who would like to work but are unable to do so due to unemployment,
sickness or disability, or caring responsibilities. A combined count of employment
deprived individuals per Lower-layer Super Output Area is calculated by summing
the following five non-overlapping indicators:

1 ClaimantsofJ o b s e eAllevanges(both contribution-based and income-
based), women aged 18 to 59 and men aged 18 to 64

1 Claimants of Employment and Support Allowance, women aged 18 to 59 and

men aged 18 to 64

Claimants of Incapacity Benefit, women aged 18 to 59 and men aged 18 to 64

Claimants of Severe Disablement Allowance, women aged 18 to 59 and men

aged 18 to 64

1 Claimants of C a r eAllodvance, women aged 18 to 59 and men aged 18 to 64.

T
T

Education, Skills and Training Deprivation Domain

The Education, Skills and Training Domain measures the lack of attainment and
skills in the local population. The indicators fall into two sub-domains: one relating
to children and young people and one relating to adult skills. These two sub-
domains are designed to reflectthe 6 f | a0dwés t of @educational disadvantage
within an area respectively. Thatis, the 6 ¢ h i bnd yoang p e o psubeddémain

" The word 6 f a risiusest o designate a 6 b e nuenf i ittatds, the claimant, any partner and any dependent
children (those for whom Child Benefit is received).

15



measures the attainment of qualifications and associated measures ( 6 f |whil@ 6 )
the 6 s k sub-domdin measures the lack of qualifications in the resident working
age adult population( 6 st oc k 6) .

Children and Young People sub-domain

1 Key Stage 2 attainment: The average points score of pupils taking reading,
writing and mathematics Key Stage 2 exams*?

1 Key Stage 4 attainment: The average capped points score of pupils taking Key
Stage 4

1 Secondary school absence: The proportion of authorised and unauthorised
absences from secondary school

1 Staying on in education post 16: The proportion of young people not staying on
in school or non-advanced education above age 16

1 Entry to higher education: A measure of young people aged under 21 not
entering higher education.

Adult Skills sub-domain
2.5.7 The Adult Skills sub-domain is a non-overlapping count of two indicators:

1 Adult skills: The proportion of working age adults with no or low qualifications,
women aged 25 to 59 and men aged 25 to 64

1 English language proficiency: The proportion of working age adults who cannot
speak English or cannot speak English well, women aged 25 to 59 and men
aged 25 to 64.

Health Deprivation and Disability Domain

2.5.8 The Health Deprivation and Disability Domain measures the risk of premature
death and the impairment of quality of life through poor physical or mental health.
The domain measures morbidity, disability and premature mortality but not aspects
of behaviour or environment that may be predictive of future health deprivation.

1 Years of potential life lost: An age and sex standardised measure of premature
death

1 Comparative iliness and disability ratio: An age and sex standardised
morbidity/disability ratio

1 Acute morbidity: An age and sex standardised rate of emergency admission to
hospital

1 Mood and anxiety disorders: A composite based on the rate of adults suffering
from mood and anxiety disorders, hospital episodes data, suicide mortality data
and health benefits data.

'21n 2012/13 the reading and writing components of English were assessed separately. Previously, the
reading and writing components were assessed jointly.

16



Crime Domain

2.5.9 Crime is an important feature of deprivation that has major effects on individuals
and communities. The Crime Domain measures the risk of personal and material
victimisation at local level.

1 Violence i number of reported violent crimes (18 reported crime types) per
1000 at risk population

1 Burglary i number of reported burglaries (4 reported crime types) per 1000 at
risk population

1 Thefti number of reported thefts (5 reported crime types) per 1000 at risk
population

1 Criminal damage 1 number of reported crimes (8 reported crime types) per
1000 at risk population.

Barriers to Housing and Services Domain

2.5.10 This domain measures the physical and financial accessibility of housing and key
local services. The indicators fall into two sub-domains: 6 ge ogr d@mhirc¢ a&lr s 6,
which relate to the physical proximity of local services,and 6 wi b & r r which s 6
includes issues relating to access to housing such as affordability.

Geographical Barriers sub-domain

1 Road distance to a post office

1 Road distance to a primary school

1 Road distance to a general store or supermarket
1 Road distance to a GP surgery.

Wider Barriers sub-domain

1 Household overcrowding: The proportion of all households in a Lower-layer
Super Output Area which are judged to have insufficient space to meet the
househnedds 6 s

1 Homelessness: Local authority district level rate of acceptances for housing
assistance under the homelessness provisions of the 1996 Housing Act,
assigned to the constituent Lower-layer Super Output Areas

1 Housing affordability: Difficulty of access to owner-occupation or the private
rental market, expressed as the inability to afford to enter owner occupation or
the private rental market.

Living Environment Deprivation Domain

2.5.11 The Living Environment Deprivation Domain measures the quality of the local
environment. The indicators fall into two sub-domains. The 6 i n d tiving s 6
environment measures the quality of housing; while the 6 o u t dligimgr s 6
environment contains measures of air quality and road traffic accidents.

Indoors sub-domain
1 Houses without central heating: The proportion of houses that do not have
central heating

17



2.6

2.6.1

2.6.2

2.7

2.7.1

1 Housing in poor condition: The proportion of social and private homes that fail
to meet the Decent Homes standard.

Outdoors sub-domain

1 Air quality: A measure of air quality based on emissions rates for four pollutants

1 Road traffic accidents involving injury to pedestrians and cyclists: A measure of
road traffic accidents involving injury to pedestrians and cyclists among the
resident and workplace population.

Combining the domains

Each domain was constructed separately, from the component indicators, and
each Lower-layer Super Output Area was assigned a domain score representing
the combination of these indicators. Each area was then ranked according to this
domain score.

The domain ranks were then ranked and transformed before combining into the
overall Index of Multiple Deprivation®. Table 2.1 sets out the weights used to
combine the domains, which are the same as in the Indices of Deprivation 2010

aple Doma 210 ed to co e Index o ple Deprivatio

0
Domain Domain weight (%)
Income Deprivation Domain 22.5
Employment Deprivation Domain 22.5
Health Deprivation and Disability Domain 13.5
Education, Skills and Training Deprivation Domain 13.5
Barriers to Housing and Services Domain 9.3
Crime Domain 9.3
Living Environment Deprivation Domain 9.3

Summary of the domains, indicators and methods used
to construct the Indices of Deprivation 2015

Figure 2.2 on the following page summarises the domains, indicators and methods
used to construct the Indices of Deprivation 2015.

2 The accompanying technical report provides more detail on how the Indices of Deprivation are
constructed, with information on the statistical methods that have been used, including how the weights were
derived (see Chapter 3).

4 Appendix B describes how users can combine the domains together using different weights for analytical
purposes.
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Figure 2.2. Summary of the domains, indicators and statistical methods used to create the

Indices of Deprivation 2015
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Chapter 3. Using and interpreting the
Indices of Deprivation 2015 data

3.1

3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.14

3.2

3.2.1

The data that has been published

The Indices of Deprivation 2015 have been produced at Lower-layer Super Output
Area or neighbourhood level, using the current (2011) version of the Lower-layer
Super Output Area geography™. Ranks, deciles and scores have been published
at neighbourhood level for:

1 the Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015;

1 the seven domains, which are combined to make the overall Index of Multiple
Deprivation; and where relevant, the sub-domains that comprise the domains;
and

1 the two supplementary indices: the Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index
and the Income Deprivation Affecting Older People Index.

These are collectively referred to as the neighbourhood-level Indices in this
chapter.

Summary measures for the Index of Multiple Deprivation, domains and
supplementary Indices have been produced for the following higher-level
geographies: local authority districts, upper-tier local authorities, local enterprise
partnerships and clinical commissioning groups. These summary measures are
described in Section 3.3 below.

The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015, domain indices and the supplementary
indices, together with the higher-level geography summaries, are collectively
referred to as the Indices of Deprivation 2015.

Appendix F lists the datasets that that have been published for Lower-layer Super
Output Areas and higher-level geographies. These datasets are available from
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2015.

Interpreting the neighbourhood-level data

Ranks, deciles and scores

The 32,844 Lower-layer Super Output Areas in England are ranked according to
their deprivation score. For each of the neighbourhood-level indices, the most
deprived Lower-layer Super Output Area in England is given a rank of 1, and the
least deprived a rank of 32,844.

1o Lower-layer Super Output Areas are small areas of relatively even size containing approximately 1,500
people. The Indices of Deprivation 2010 and earlier versions used the 2001 Lower-layer Super Output Area
geography. The Office for National Statistics has since produced an updated version of the Lower-layer
Super Output Area geography using population data from the 2011 Census. The changes made between the
2001 and 2011 versions were minimal: the boundaries of approximately 2.5% of the 2001 Lower-layer Super
Output were modified.
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3.2.2 The deciles are produced by ranking the 32,844 Lower-layer Super Output Areas
and dividing them into 10 equal-sized groups. Decile 1 represents the most
deprived 10 per cent of areas nationally and decile 10, the least deprived 10 per
cent of areas nationally.

3.2.3 The ranks and deciles can straightforwardly be interpreted as showing broadly
whether a Lower-layer Super Output Area is more deprived than any other such
area in the country. The ranks (and deciles) are relative: they show that one area is
more deprived than another but not by how much. For example, if an area has a
rank of 1,000, it is not half as deprived as a place with a rank of 500.

3.2.4 The ranks and deciles are based on scores: the larger the score, the more
deprived the area. In the case of the Income and Employment deprivation domains
and the supplementary Indices, the scores are meaningful and relate to a
proportion of the relevant population experiencing that type of deprivation (see
relevant sections below for details). This means that in addition to the ranks which
show relative deprivation, the scores for these domains can be used to compare
areas on an absolute scale (although this does not mean that they can be used to
identify real change over time, as discussed in paragraph 3.4.8).

3.2.5 The scores for the Index of Multiple Deprivation and the remaining five domains
are less easy to interpret, as they do not relate straightforwardly to the proportion
of the population experiencing deprivation. For example, an area with a score of 60
on the Index of Multiple Deprivation is not necessarily twice as deprived as an area
with a score of 30. It is recommended that ranks and deciles, but not scores, are
used in the case of the Index of Multiple Deprivation and these domains.

3.2.6 The purpose of Indices of Deprivation is to measure as accurately as possible the
relative distribution of deprivation at a small area level, but this comes at the
expense of 0bac k wavhahsxploringacimapgasiradbprivation vy .
between the Indices of Deprivation 2015 and previous versions of the Indices,
users should be aware that changes can only be described in relative terms, for
example, the extent to which an area has changed rank or decile of deprivation.

3.2.7 Section 3.4 describes how users can make valid comparisons over time, and also
sets out suggestions for how users might explore whether any changes seen in the
Indices of Deprivation data can be attributed to real change over time.

Points to consider when using the data

3.2.8 The neighbourhood-level Indices provide a description of areas; but this description
does not apply to every person living in those areas. Many non-deprived people
live in deprived areas, and many deprived people live in non-deprived areas.

3.2.9 The Indices are designed to identify aspects of deprivation, not affluence. For
example, the measure of income deprivation is concerned with people on low
incomes who are in receipt of benefits and tax credits. An area with a relatively
small proportion of people (or indeed no people) on low incomes may also have
relatively few or no people on high incomes. Such an area may be ranked among
the least deprived in the country, but it is not necessarily among the most affluent.
It may also be the case that some highly deprived areas contain pockets of
affluence; that is, an area might contain both deprived and affluent people.

3.2.10 In addition, the Indices of Deprivation methodology is designed to reliably
distinguish between areas at the most deprived end of the distribution, but not at
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3.211

3.2.12

3.2.13

3.2.14

3.2.15

3.2.16

3.2.17

the least deprived end. Differences between less deprived areas in the country are
therefore less well defined than those between areas at the more deprived end of
the distribution.

The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015

The overall Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015 describes each Lower-layer Super
Output Area by combining information from all seven domains: Income Deprivation,
Employment Deprivation, Health Deprivation and Disability, Education Skills and
Training Deprivation, Barriers to Housing and Services, Living Environment
Deprivation, and Crime.

As outlined in Chapter 2, the domains were combined in two stages. First, each
domain score was standardised by ranking, and then transformed to an
exponential distribution. Then the domains were combined using the explicit
domain weights chosen. The overall Lower-layer Super Output Area level Index of
Multiple Deprivation score was then ranked and split into deciles.

As indicated in paragraph 3.2.5 above, it is recommended that the Index of Multiple
Deprivation ranks and deciles are used rather than the score. The score, being the
combined sum of the weighted, exponentially transformed domain rank of the
domain scores, is less easy to interpret in its own right.

The domains and sub-domains

Each of the seven domain scores, and six sub-domain scores, describe each type
of deprivation in a Lower-layer Super Output Area. These enable users to focus on
particular types of deprivation and to compare across Lower-layer Super Output
Areas.

Larger scores on any of domains or sub-domains correspond to more deprived
areas. The scores for the Income Deprivation Domain and the Employment
Deprivation Domain are rates, and can be interpreted as the proportion of the
relevant population thatisé i n cdenger iovéeedndp | o § enp n trespedidely.
So, for example, if a Lower-layer Super Output Area scores 0.38 in the Income
Deprivation Domain, this means that 38 per cent of the population is income
deprived in that area.

As indicated in paragraph 3.2.5 above, for the remaining five domains it is
recommended that ranks and deciles are used rather than the score, as the scores
are less easy to interpret. Further, these domains have different minimum and
maximum values and ranges and cannot be directly compared. The scores reflect
the statistical methods used to derive them (as described in Chapter 2 and the
technical report), for example the Crime Domain score is the combined weighted
sum of the four indicators after they have been standardised by ranking and
transforming to a normal distribution.

The Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) and Income
Deprivation Affecting Older People Index (IDAOPI)

The Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index is a subset of the Income
Deprivation Domain, with the Index showing the proportion of children in each
Lower-layer Super Output Area that live in families that are income deprived; those
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3.2.18

3.2.19

3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

3.34

that are in receipt of Income Support, income-based Jobseeke r Allswance,
Pension Credit Guarantee or Child Tax Credit below a given threshold.

The Income Deprivation Affecting Older People Index is similarly a subset of the
Income Deprivation Domain, with the score showing the proportion of a Lower-
layer Super Output A r e @dpudation aged 60 and over who are income deprived.

As with the Income and Employment Deprivation Domain scores, the Income
Deprivation Affecting Children Index and Income Deprivation Affecting Older
People Index scores are rates, so can be interpreted as the proportion of the
relevant population thatis 6 i n cdenger i Roreegatple a score of 0.24 on the
Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index would mean that 24% of children in
the area live in income-deprived families.

Interpreting the higher-level geography summaries

The neighbourhood-level Indices data described above provide a description of
deprivation levels across each of the Lower-layer Super Output Areas in England.
The summary measures described in this section help users identify and
understand the patterns of deprivation for larger areas such as local authority
districts.

The pattern of deprivation across large areas can be complex. In some areas,
deprivation is concentrated in pockets, rather than evenly spread throughout. In
some other areas the opposite picture is seen, with deprivation spread relatively
evenly throughout the area, and with no highly deprived areas.

Higher-level areas such as local authority districts or local enterprise partnerships
can also vary enormously in terms of geographical area and population size®®.
Accordingly, the volume of deprivation, for example how many people are
experiencing income or employment deprivation, should also be taken into
account, as well as the intensity of deprivation.

The set of summary measures have been carefully designed to help users
understand deprivation patterns for a set of higher-level areas. The measures
identify the overall intensity of deprivation, how deprivation is distributed across the
larger area, and the overall volume, or 6 s c a0l depdivation:

1 The average rank and average score summaries identify the average level of
deprivation in the larger area, taking into account all Lower-layer Super Output
Areas in the area;

1 The proportion of Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per
cent nationally and the extent measure are summaries of the degree to which
the higher-level area is highly deprived. These two summary measures
respectively identify the proportion of the Lower-layer Super Output Areas that
are in the most deprived 10 per cent of areas, and a weighted-sum of the
population living in the most deprived 30 per cent of areas;

18 Lower-layer Super Output Areas have been designed to cover roughly equal-sized populations, so direct
comparisons of deprivation levels are appropriate.
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1 The local concentration summary identifies those higher-level areas with
extreme levels of deprivation, by comparing the most deprived Lower-layer
Super Output Areas in the higher-level area against those in other areas across
the country;

1 The income scale and employment scale summaries identify the volume of
deprivation in the larger area according to the number of people who are,
respectively, income deprived or employment deprived. As with the average
rank and score, these summaries are based on all Lower-layer Super Output
Areas in the larger area.

3.3.5 No single summary measure is the 6 b enseis@re. Each highlights different
aspects of deprivation, and each leads to a different ranking of areas. Comparison
of the different measures is needed to give a fuller description of deprivation in a
large area. In addition, it is important to remember that the higher-area measures
are summaries; the Lower-layer Super Output Area level data provides more detail
than is available through the summaries.

3.3.6 The summary measures have been produced for the following higher-level
geographies for the Index of Multiple Deprivation, domains and supplementary
indices: local authority districts, upper-tier local authorities, local enterprise
partnerships and clinical commissioning groups*’. As with the Lower-layer Super
Output Area data, both ranks and scores are produced, with higher scores
corresponding to higher levels of deprivation®®, and areas ranked so that a rank of
1 identifies the most deprived high-level area on that measure®®

Average rank

3.3.7 The average rank measure summarises the average level of deprivation across the
higher-level area, based on the ranks of the Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the
area.

3.3.8 As all Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the higher-level area are used to create
the average rank, this gives a measure of the whole area covering both deprived
and non-deprived areas. The measure is population-weighted, to take account of
the fact that Lower-layer Super Output Area population sizes can vary.

3.3.9 The nature of this measure T using all areas, and using ranks rather than scores i
means that a highly polarised local authority or other higher-level area would not
tend to score highly, because extremely deprived and less deprived Lower-layer

" Appendix A describes how users can aggregate the Lower-layer Super Output Area data to different
9eograph|es such as wards.

In order that higher scores can consistently be interpreted as corresponding to higher levels of deprivation,
those summary measures that are based on Lower-layer Super Output Area ranks (the average rank and
local concentration summary measures) use a reversed ranking - where 32,844 rather than 1 corresponds to
the most deprived area - in the calculation of the summary measure score.

'% The ranks were constructed separately for each higher-level geography, and are therefore not directly
comparable between the different geographies. For example an area ranked 20 of the clinical
commissioning groups is not necessarily more deprived than an area ranked 25" of the local authority
districts. To compare between the different types of areas, the summary scores should be used rather than
ranks.
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3.3.10

3.3.11

3.3.12

3.3.13

3.3.14

3.3.15

3.3.16

Super Output Areas will 6 a v e 10 & ¢Cénversely, a higher-level area that is more
uniformly deprived will tend to score highly on the measure.

Average score

The average score measure summarises the average level of deprivation across
the higher-level area, based on the scores of the Lower-layer Super Output Areas
in the area.

As all Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the higher-level area are used to create
the average score, this gives a measure of the whole area covering both deprived
and non-deprived areas. The measure is population-weighted, to take account of
the fact that Lower-layer Super Output Area population sizes can vary.

The main difference with the average rank measure described above is that more
deprived Lower-layer Super Output Areas tend to have more 6 e x t rseorastlian
ranks. So highly deprived areas will not tend to average out to the same extent as
when using ranks; highly polarised areas will therefore tend to score higher on the
average score measure than on the average rank.

Proportion of Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10
per cent nationally

The proportion of Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent
nationally measures the proportion of the Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the
higher-level area that are classified as among the most deprived 10 per cent in the
country.

By contrast to the average rank and average score measures, which are based on
all Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the higher-level area, this measure focuses
only on the most deprived Lower-layer Super Output Areas. Higher-level areas
which have no Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent of
all such areas in England have a score of zero for this summary measure.

Extent

The extent measure is a summary of the proportion of the local population that live
in areas classified as among the most deprived in the country. The extent measure
is a more sophisticated version of the proportion of Lower-layer Super Output
Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent nationally measure, and is designed to
avoid the sharp cut-off seen in that measure, whereby areas ranked only a single
place outside the most deprived 10 per cent are not counted at all.

The extent measure is designed to avoid such 6 ¢ & d § &by d@sing a weighted
measure of the population in the most deprived 30 per cent of all areas:

1 The population living in the most deprived 10 per cent of Lower-layer Super
Output Areas in England receive a6 we i o h(t 6

1 The population living in the most deprived 11 to 30 per cent of Lower-layer
Super Output Areas receive a sliding weight, ranging from 0.95 for those in the
eleventh percentile, to 0.05 for those in the thirtieth percentile.

25



3.3.17

3.3.18

3.3.19

3.3.20

3.3.21

3.3.22

3.3.23

3.3.24

Higher-level areas which have no Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the most
deprived 30 per cent of all areas in England have a score of zero for this summary
measure.

Local concentration

The local concentration measure is a summary of how the most deprived Lower-
layer Super Output Areas in the higher-level area compare to those in other higher-
level areas across the country. This measures the average rank for the most
deprived Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the higher-level area that contain
exactly 10 per cent of the higher-level area population.

Similarly to the proportion of Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the most deprived
10 per cent nationally and extent measures, the local concentration measure is
based on only the most deprived Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the higher-
level area, rather than on all areas. By contrast to these measures however, the
local concentration measure gives additional weight to very highly deprived areas.

An example may help: consider two local authority districts, the first having one-
quarter of its Lower-layer Super Output Areas ranked in the most deprived 10 per
cent of all areas in England and the second with one-quarter of its Lower-layer
Super Output Areas ranked in the most deprived 1 per cent of all areas. The two
districts would score identically on the proportion of Lower-layer Super Output
Areas in most deprived 10 per cent nationally and extent of deprivation summary
measures, as these do not differentiate between levels of deprivation within the
most deprived decile. However the local concentration score would be much higher
for the second area, due to the large proportion of extremely highly deprived areas.

Income scale and employment scale (two measures)

The two scale measures summarise the number of people in the higher-level area
who are income deprived (the income scale) or employment deprived (the
employment scale).

These measures are designed to give an indication of the number of people
experiencing income deprivation and employment deprivation in the local area. For
example, if two districts have the same percentage of income deprived people, the
larger district will be ranked as more deprived on the income scale measure
because more people are experiencing the deprivation.

It is important to note that the two scale measures do not pick up large populations,
but large deprived populations. These measures will therefore identify districts with
large numbers of people experiencing deprivation.

Using the higher-level geography summaries to understand deprivation
patterns

The higher-level geography summaries can help users better understand the
patterns of deprivation in a local area. As an example to illustrate this, consider the
two local authority districts of North Norfolk and Swale. Both are rural coastal
districts within large counties (Norfolk and Kent, respectively). Table 3.1 identifies
how the two districts rank on the summary measures.
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3.3.25

3.3.26

Table 3.1. Higher-level geography summary measures for two local authority

districts

Higher-level geography summary | Swale local authority | North Norfolk local

measures district (ranks) authority district
(ranks)

Average rank 88 93

Average score 87 128

Proportion of Lower-layer Super 52 *200

Output Areas in the most
deprived 10 per cent nationally

Extent 91 206
Local concentration 31 214
Income scale 112 192
Employment scale 111 204

On each summary measure, the most deprived local authority district in England is ranked 1, and
larger ranks correspond to lower levels of deprivation.

* Local authority districts with no Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent
nationally receive a score of zero, and a joint rank of 200, for the proportion of Lower-layer Super
Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent nationally summary measure.

The two districts are ranked very similarly across all local authority districts, when
based on the average rank of the Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the districts.
However, they differ on the other summaries, with Swale ranking significantly more
deprived than North Norfolk on each of the other five measures. (Remember that
smaller ranks correspond to higher levels of deprivation, with the most deprived
area in England being ranked 1.)

1 Swale has a similar ranking to the average rank measure, for both the average
score and extent measures. By contrast, North Norfolk is significantly less
deprived according to the average score, proportion of Lower-layer Super
Output Areas in most deprived 10 per cent nationally, and extent measures
than on the average rank measure.

1 The difference between the two districts is most significant when using the local
concentration scale, where Swale ranks in the most deprived 10 per cent of all
local authority districts in the country, while North Norfolk ranks in the 40 per
cent least deprived.

1 The higher ranking for Swale than North Norfolk on the income and
employment scale measures shows that Swale has a greater volume of
deprivation than North Norfolk, with a larger number of people who are income
deprived, or employment deprived.

Comparison of the summary measures can be used to draw out the differences in
deprivation patterns between the two areas. The analysis identifies that deprivation
in Swale is concentrated into smaller pockets of deprivation, picked up in the Local
concentration measure. However, there are many non-deprived areas across
Swale district which act to 6 ¢ a noutdhles& highly deprived areas in the average
rank and average score measures. By comparison, there are fewer highly deprived
areas in North Norfolk, with deprivation levels more spread-out across the district
rather than concentrated in smaller pockets. As a consequence, North Norfolk
scores significantly less deprived on those measures that highlight deprived areas,
namely the extent and local concentration summaries.
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3.4 Interpreting change over time

3.4.1 The Indices of Deprivation 2015 have been produced using the same approach,
structure and methodology used to create the previous Indices of Deprivation 2010
(and the 2007 and 2004 versions). Feedback from users was supportive of the
decision not to make major changes to the Indices, and changes to the basket of
indicators used were made only where such changes strengthened the Indices.

3.4.2 As stated earlier, the purpose of the Indices is to measure as accurately as
possible the relative distribution of deprivation at a small area level, and that this
comes at the expense of Obackwardsd compar
Indices. However, keeping a consistent methodology allows some comparisons to
be made over time between the Indices of Deprivation 2015 and previous versions,
but only in terms of comparing the rankings as determined at the relevant time
point by each of the versions. The versions of the indices should not be construed
as a time-series. As described below, other changes limit the ability to make
comparisons over time:

1 Changes to the data used to construct the indicators, including changes to
eligibility criteria for certain benefits used to measure income deprivation and
employment deprivation;

1 Revisions to the population denominator data;

T Changes to the area definitions.

3.4.3 This section outlines which types of comparisons over time are valid, and what
users should consider when making comparisons over time.

Relative and absolute change

3.4.4 Changes in deprivation levels over time are relative to other areas. When exploring
changes in deprivation between the Indices of Deprivation 2015 and previous
versions of the Indices, users should be aware, and make clear in analysis, that
such changes are relative to other areas.

3.4.5 For example, it would be valid to state that an area showed an increased level of
deprivation, relative to other areas, if it was ranked within the most deprived 20 per
cent of areas nationally based on the 2010 Indices but ranked within the most
deprived 10 per cent according to the 2015 Indices. However, it would not
necessarily be correct to state that the level of deprivation in the area had
increased on some absolute scale, as it may be the case that all areas had
improved, but that this area had improved more slowly than other areas and so
been 6overtakend by those areas.

3.4.6 Similarly, the overall rank of an area may not have changed between the 2010 and
2015 Indices, but this does not mean that there have been no changes to the level
of deprivation in the area. For example, in the situation where the absolute levels of
deprivation in all areas were increasing or decreasing at the same rate, the ranks
would show no change.

% For example, caution should be exercised when comparing ranks of the 2015 Indices with previous
updates, since there were 32,844 Lower-layer Super Output Areas at the time of the 2015 Indices compared
with 32,482 for previous updates.
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3.4.7 Equally, when comparing the overall Index of Multiple Deprivation, if improvements
in one domain are offset by a decline in another domain, the overall Index of
Multiple Deprivation position may be the same even if significant changes have
occurred in these two underlying domains.

3.4.8 Asdiscussed in 3.2.15, on two domains, the Income Deprivation Domain and the
Employment Deprivation Domain, and the supplementary Indices, the domain
scores are simple proportions of the relevant population experiencing income or
employment deprivation, respectively. Nevertheless, these domains and
supplementary Indices are not comparable with previous versions of the Indices for
the reasons outlined in 3.4.2 and measures of change over time are, again,
relative.

Understanding changes in the Indices over time

3.4.9 Users should be aware of the following to understand why changes in the Indices
of Deprivation data should be interpreted with care.

Changes to the indicators or data used to construct the indicators

3.4.10 Although the Indices of Deprivation 2015 have been produced using the same
approach, structure and methodology as earlier versions, there are some changes
to the basket of indicators used (although not to the domains themselves). As
described in the accompanying technical report, a small number of new indicators
have been included, indicators that are no longer relevant (or available) have been
dropped, and some indicators have been enhanced. Each of these changes was
introduced in order to strengthen the Indices as a robust measure of small area
deprivation.

3.4.11 In addition, changes to the datasets underlying the indicators may have an effect
on indicator values. These changes could include, for example, eligibility criteria
changes for certain benefits,orthe i mpact of Jobseeker s Al

Revisions to the population denominator data

3.4.12 Following the Census 2011 publication, the mid-year population estimates
stretching back to 2001 were revised to take into account the Census 2011
population data. These mid-year estimates are an important component of the
Indices of Deprivation, and changes to the population estimates can result in
changes to deprivation levels.

3.4.13 The earlier Indices of Deprivation 2010, 2007, 2004 and 2000 used mid-year
population estimate data published prior to the Census 2011 revisions.
Changes to the Lower-layer Super Output Area definitions

3.4.14 The Indices of Deprivation 2015 have been produced using the current (2011)
version of Lower-layer Super Output Areas, while the previous Indices used the
2001 version. The changes made between the 2001 and 2011 boundaries affected
2.5 per cent of the 2001 Lower-layer Super Output Areas.

Considerations in assessing change over time

3.4.15 The changes described above make it difficult to determine real changes in
deprivation from the Indices rankings and scores, such as those arising from
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3.4.16

3.4.17

3.5

3.5.1

social, economic or demographic trends and the impact of specific policies or
interventions. Users who wish to explore whether any changes seen in the Indices
of Deprivation data can be attributed to real change over time may wish to:

1 examine the impact of new or changed indicators in the areas that they are
interested in. For example, using the published domain and indicator data to
identify those changes that have an impact on the final output scores and ranks;

1 examine whether changes observed between the Indices of Deprivation 2015
and the earlier indices could be, at least in part, due to revisions to the
population estimates®;

1 check that changes in deprivation levels between the time-points are not in part
driven by changes to the geographies; for example, where two 2001 Lower-
layer Super Output Areas have been merged, the population-weighted average
of their data could be compared with the resulting 2011 area. Where a 2001
Lower-layer Super Output Area has split, data for that area could be compared
to the population-weighted average of the data for the resulting 2011 areas.

Users may also wish to examine trends seen in other datasets. There is an
increasing amount of open (i.e. published) data available for users to explore
social, economic and demographic trends at local level. Users may want to analyse
trends seen in the Indices of Deprivation data in the context of these other datasets
to understand what is likely to be driving changes. For example, benefit claimant
data published by the Department for Work and Pensions? and economic and
labour market data published by the Office for National Statistics®® can be used to
understand whether changes to the size of particular groups receiving benefits may
be driving changes in the Income Deprivation Domain and Employment
Deprivation Domain.

Other local knowledge of the area can be helpful when interpreting changes in the
data. For example, knowing the impact of local business growth and job creation
schemes would mean that changes in the Employment Deprivation Domain could
be more confidently attributed to real change.

Comparing the English Indices of Deprivation 2015 with
Welsh, Scottish and Northern Irish indices of
deprivation

Indices of Deprivation data is published for each of the countries in the United
Kingdom?®*. These datasets are based on the same concept and general

L Note that the analysis of change in Chapter 5 is based on the published Indices of Deprivation data, and
has not been adjusted for the revisions to the population estimates.

%2 Statistics published by the Department of Work and Pensions are linked from
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-work-pensions/about/statistics.

* For example, labour market trends data from the Office for National Statistics is available at
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/lms/labour-market-statistics/index.html.

“* Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation 2012, http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/SIMD; Welsh Index of
Multiple Deprivation 2014, http://gov.wales/statistics-and-research/welsh-index-multiple-
deprivation/?lang=en; Northern Ireland Multiple Deprivation Measure 2010

http://www.nisra.gov.uk/deprivation/nimdm_2010.htm.
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methodology, however there are differences in the domains and indicators, the
geographies for which the indices are developed and the time points on which they
are based. These differences mean that the ranks and scores for the English
Indices of Deprivation published here should not be directly compared with those
from the Indices produced in Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland.
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Chapter 4. The geography of deprivation

4.1 Introduction

4.1.1 This and the following chapter present some key findings from analysis of the
Indices of Deprivation 2015. Chapter 5 focuses on change over time, while this
chapter focuses on the geography of deprivation across England, looking at:

1 deprivation at local level, showing the most deprived Lower-layer Super Output
Areas and local authority districts according to the Index of Multiple Deprivation;
areas that are highly deprived on more than one domain; and

local authority district summary measures, including maps of the set of
summary measures.

T
T

4.1.2 In this analysis we have described patterns of deprivation using a variety of
thresholds appropriate to the analysis carried out. There is no definite threshold
above which an area can be described as o6d
a continuous scale of deprivation. Users often take the most deprived 10 per cent
or 20 per cent of Lower-layer Super Output Areas (or local authority districts) as
the group of highly deprived areas, however there is no reason that other
thresholds could not be used instead.

4.1.3 The maps and charts in this and the following chapter show all areas, grouped into
10 per cent bands. In addition, the most deprived areas are analysed looking at the
most deprived 1 per cent, 5 per cent, 10 per cent and 20 per cent of Lower-layer
Super Output Areas. Where local authority districts are described, we illustrate the
analysis by showing the most deprived 10 local authorities for the overall Index of
Multiple Deprivation, and we present the most deprived 5 local authorities for each
of the domains in Appendix E. Some of the analysis groups all Lower-layer Super
Output Areas across the country into 10 per cent bands (deciles) and 20 per cent
bands (quintiles), by their deprivation rank. Based on the published data, users can
of course extend the analysis in this section to examine any of the areas or issues
in more detail.

4.1.4 In addition to the analysis in this chapter, Appendix D presents summary measures
for local enterprise partnerships and clinical commissioning groups, and Appendix
E presents analysis of the domains and sub-domains.

4.2 Deprivation at local level

The Index of Multiple Deprivation

4.2.1 The patterns of deprivation across England are complex. The most deprived
Lower-layer Super Output Areas and least deprived Lower-layer Super Output
Areas are spread throughout England.

4.2.2 The following map shows the Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015 at Lower-layer
Super Output Area level across England (Map 4.1). The areas have been ranked
and divided into 10 equal groups (deciles). Areas shaded dark blue are the most
deprived 10 per cent of Lower-layer Super Output Areas in England, while areas
shaded bright yellow are the least deprived 10 per cent.
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4.2.3

4.2.4

4.2.5

As was the case in previous Indices, there are concentrations of deprivation in
large urban conurbations, areas that have historically had large heavy industry,
manufacturing and/or mining sectors, coastal towns, and large parts of East
London.

The most deprived areas by local authority district

This section highlights which local authorities rank as most deprived, based on
those Lower-layer Super Output Areas that are ranked among the 20 per cent, 10
per cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent most deprived areas nationally. (Section 4.4
looks in more detail at the full set of summary measures for local authority
districts.) As local authority districts vary considerably in size, the analysis here is
based on those areas with the highest proportion of deprived Lower-layer Super
Output Areas.

Tables 4.1 to 4.4 below show the ten local authorities with the highest proportion of
Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 20 per cent, 10 per cent, 5
per cent, and 1 per cent nationally, respectively. Of the 326 local authority districts
in England:

1 73 have at least one Lower-layer Super Output Area in the most deprived 1 per
cent nationally;

1 144 have at least one Lower-layer Super Output Area in the most deprived 5
per cent;

1 199 have at least one Lower-layer Super Output Area in the most deprived 10
per cent;

1 266 have at least one Lower-layer Super Output Area in the most deprived 20
per cent.

Table 4.1. Local authority districts with the highest proportion of Lower-layer

Super Output Areas in the most deprived 20 per cent of areas nationally
based on the Index of Multiple Deprivation

Local authority district Number Per cent

Knowsley 60 61.2
Liverpool 181 60.7
Nottingham 110 60.4
Barking and Dagenham 65 59.1
Manchester 165 58.5
Tower Hamlets 84 58.3
Middlesbrough 49 57.0
Hackney 80 55.6
Sandwell 102 54.8
Birmingham 350 54.8
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Table 4.2. Local authority districts with the highest proportion of Lower-layer

Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent of areas nationally based
on the Index of Multiple Deprivation

Local authority district Number Per cent

Middlesbrough 42 48.8
Knowsley 45 45.9
Kingston upon Hull 75 45.2
Liverpool 134 45.0
Manchester 115 40.8
Birmingham 253 39.6
Blackpool 36 38.3
Nottingham 61 33.5
Burnley 20 33.3
Hartlepool 19 32.8

Table 4.3. Local authority districts with the highest proportion of Lower-layer

Super Output Areas in the most deprived 5 per cent of areas nationally based
on the Index of Multiple Deprivation

Local authority district Number Per cent

Middlesbrough 33 38.4
Kingston upon Hull 63 38.0
Liverpool 105 35.2
Knowsley 33 33.7
Blackpool 30 31.9
Manchester 70 24.8
Burnley 13 21.7
Birmingham 136 21.3
Hartlepool 12 20.7
North East Lincolnshire 21 19.8

Table 4.4. Local authority districts with the highest proportion of Lower-layer

Super Output Areas in the most deprived 1 per cent of areas nationally based on
the Index of Multiple Deprivation

Local authority district Number Per cent

Blackpool 19 20.2
Knowsley 13 13.3
Kingston upon Hull 20 12.0
Middlesbrough 10 11.6
Liverpool 26 8.7
Great Yarmouth 5 8.2
Barrow-in-Furness 4 8.2
Burnley 4 6.7
North East Lincolnshire 7 6.6
Manchester 18 6.4
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Levels of income and employment deprivation in the most deprived
areas

4.2.6 Table 4.5 shows, for the most deprived 1 per cent, 5 per cent, 10 per cent and 20
per cent of Lower-layer Super Output Areas according to the Index of Multiple
Deprivation, the proportion of the population that is income or employment
deprived, with additional detail for children and older people living in low income
families. The table also shows the 20-40%, 40-60%, 60-80% and 80-100%
quintiles for comparison, along with the average for all areas across England.

Table 4.5: The proportion of the population that are income or employment deprived,

including the proportion of children and older people that are income deprived, for all
Lower-layer Super Output Areas grouped by their Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015 rank

Percentage | Percentage of | Percentage | Percentage
of people working-age | of children | of older
who are people who who are people who
income are income are income
deprived employment | deprived deprived
deprived
1 per cent most deprived areas 47.5 38.4 55.0 47.6
5 per cent most deprived areas 40.4 31.6 47.6 43.0
10 per cent most deprived areas 36.3 28.0 43.6 39.7
20 per cent most deprived areas 31.2 23.6 39.0 35.4
20-40 per cent areas 17.8 13.7 24.4 22.1
40-60 per cent areas 11.4 9.4 15.0 14.4
60-80 per cent areas 7.5 6.8 9.1 10.0
80-100 per cent (least deprived) 4.5 4.6 4.9 6.2
areas
All areas in England 14.5 11.8 19.7 16.1

4.2.7 The most deprived 20 per cent of Lower-layer Super Output Areas in England, that
is 6,496 of the 32,844 areas, account for 10.7 million people, representing almost
exactly 20 per cent of the population of England®. The table shows that in these
areas:

i on average, just under a third (31.2 per cent) of people are income deprived,

9 just under one in four (23.6 per cent) of the working age population (women
aged 18 to 59 and men aged 18 to 64) are employment deprived;

9 almost two in five children live in families that are income deprived (39 per
cent); and

1 more than one-third (35.4 per cent) of older people are income deprived.

4.2.8 People living in the most deprived 1 per cent of areas are more than 10 times as
likely to be income deprived as those in the least deprived 20 per cent of areas. In
the most deprived 1 per cent of areas nearly half of all people, and more than half
of all children, are income deprived.

%5 As outlined in Section 3.2, it is important to remember that not all people living in deprived Lower-layer
Super Output Areas are themselves deprived.
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4.3 Areas that are highly deprived on more than one
domain

4.3.1 Many of the most deprived areas in England face multiple issues. Taking the most
deprived 10 per cent (decile) of Lower-layer Super Output Areas on the overall
Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015, it is possible to ascertain the number of
component domains on which each Lower-layer Super Output Area ranks within
the most deprived 10 per cent of areas nationally.

4.3.2 Table 4.6 summarises this information and shows:

1 Just three of the most deprived 3,284 Lower-layer Super Output Areas on the
Index of Multiple Deprivation rank in the most deprived 10 per cent of Lower-
layer Super Output Areas on all seven component domains.

1 Over a quarter (26.7 per cent) of the 3,284 Lower-layer Super Output Areas
rank in the most deprived 10 per cent of Lower-layer Super Output Areas on
five or more domains.

1 Nearly two-thirds (63.5 per cent) of the 3,284 Lower-layer Super Output Areas
rank in the most deprived 10 per cent of Lower-layer Super Output Areas on
four or more domains.

1 Almost all (99 per cent) of the 3,284 Lower-layer Super Output Areas rank in
the most deprived 10 per cent of Lower-layer Super Output Areas on two or
more domains.

1 All of the 3,284 Lower-layer Super Output Areas rank in the most deprived 10
per cent of Lower-layer Super Output Areas on at least one domain.

Table 4.6. Lower-layer Super Output Areas that are in the most deprived 10 per

cent of areas nationally based on the Index of Multiple Deprivation, by the
number of domains on which they are also in the most deprived decile

Number of Number of Lower-layer Percentage of Lower-layer Super
domains Super Output Areas Output Areas

7 3 0.1
6 159 4.8
S 714 21.7
4 1,210 36.8
3 894 27.2
2 271 8.3
1 33 1.0
Total 3,284 100.0

4.3.3 Table 4.7 shows more detail for the 162 Lower-layer Super Output Areas in
England that are in the 10 per cent most deprived areas on either six or seven
domains of deprivation. These 162 Lower-layer Super Output Areas are not evenly
distributed across England: the table lists the ten local authority districts that
contain the highest proportion of Lower-layer Super Output Areas ranked among
the 10 per cent most deprived on either six or seven domains. Two of the three
Lower-layer Super Output Areas that are in the most deprived 10 per cent on all
seven domains are located in Birmingham; the other is in Kingston upon Hull.
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Table 4.7. Local authority districts with the highest proportions of Lower-layer

Super Output Areas that are in the most deprived 10 per cent of areas nationally
for at least six of the seven domains

Local authority district Number of Lower-layer Percentage of
Super Output Areas Lower-layer Super
Output Areas in
the district
Blackpool 15 16.0
Barrow-in-Furness 5 10.2
Burnley 5 8.3
Great Yarmouth 4 6.6
Thanet 5 6.0
Kingston upon Hull 8 4.8
Bradford 13 4.2
Birmingham 26 4.1
Hyndburn 2 3.8
Liverpool 11 3.7

4.4 Local authority district summary measures

4.4.1 The pattern of deprivation across large areas such as local authority districts can
be complex. In some areas, deprivation is concentrated in severe pockets, rather
than evenly spread throughout. In some other areas the opposite picture is seen,
with deprivation spread relatively evenly throughout the area, and with no highly
deprived areas. The set of summary measures described in Section 3.3 have been
designed to help users understand deprivation patterns for higher-level areas such
as local authority districts. The measures identify the overall intensity of
deprivation, how deprivation is distributed across the larger area, and the overall
vol ume, or O6scaleé, of deprivation. For fu
measures, see Section 3.3.

4.4.2 Maps 4.2 to 4.8 on the following pages show each of the summary measures of the
Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015 mapped for local authority districts across
England. For each of the maps the local authority districts have been divided into
10 equal groups (deciles) according to the level of deprivation on the summary
measure. Local authority districts in the most deprived decile are shaded dark blue,
those in the next most deprived decile are shaded a lighter blue. Each successively
less deprived decile is shaded through lighter blues and greens until the least
deprived decile which is shaded bright yellow.

4.4.3 When interpreting maps, the eye is drawn to large swathes of colour. This can be
misleading as geographically large local authority districts may have relatively
small populations whereas geographically small local authority districts may
contain larger populations. There is an inset for London where the 33 boroughs are
geographically small and obscured on the large map.

Average rank

4.4.4 Map 4.2 shows the distribution of local authority districts on the average rank
measure. The most deprived local authority districts (shaded dark blue) are widely
distributed across the country. There is a concentration of local authorities in
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4.4.5

4.4.6

4.4.7

4.4.8

4.4.9

London in the most deprived decile on this measure, and also in local authority
districts in the midlands, the north east and north west of England.

Average score

Map 4.3 shows the distribution of local authority districts on the average score
measure. Areas in the most deprived decile are again concentrated in London, the
midlands and the north west. However there are somewhat fewer London local
authority districts identified as being in the most deprived decile by this measure
than the average rank measure; some of the areas taking their place are coastal
areas such as Thanet, Barrow-in-Furness and North East Lincolnshire.

Proportion of Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent
nationally

Map 4.4 shows the distribution of local authority districts based on the proportion of
Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent nationally
measure. This measure is based on only those Lower-layer Super Output Areas in
the most deprived 10 per cent, rather than the average rank and score measures
which are based on averages across all Lower-layer Super Output Areas. The
measure shows a much greater concentration in the north of local authority districts
in the most deprived decile, and to a lesser extent the midlands, with only a single
London borough identified by this measure as being in the most deprived decile.

Extent of deprivation

Map 4.5 shows the distribution of local authority districts on the extent of
deprivation measure. The distribution of the most deprived decile is similar to the
average score measure described above. In contrast with the previous measure,
the proportion of Lower-layer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent
nationally, there are six London boroughs identified as being in the most deprived
decile on the extent measure.

Local concentration of deprivation

Map 4.6 shows the distribution of local authority districts on the local concentration
of deprivation measure. This summary measure tends to highlight those local
authority areas with very highly deprived Lower-layer Super Output Areas, and
shows a different distribution of the most deprived decile to the measures above, in
that there are no London boroughs in the most deprived decile and a larger
number of local authority districts in the north west.

Income scale and employment scale

Maps 4.7 and 4.8 shows the distribution of local authority districts on the income
and employment scale measures. As these measures are based on the scale, or
number, of people who are income- and employment-deprived, the measures tend
to highlight highly deprived and highly populated local authority areas. Some
London boroughs and local authority districts in the north west feature in the most
deprived decile on both of these measures. In addition there are clusters in the
midlands and the new unitary authorities of Cornwall and County Durham are in
the most deprived decile on both measures.
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Map 4.3. Average score summary measure of the Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015, for

local authority districts

Contains OS data © Crown copyright (2015)
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