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Preface

Thelndicesof Deprivationare animportanttool for identifyingthe mostdeprivedareasin
EnglandLocalpolicymakersand communitiescanalsousethis tool to ensurethat their activities
prioritise the areaswith greatestneedfor services.

TheEnglishindicesof Deprivation2019 isthe sixthreleasein a seriesof statisticsproducedto
measuremultiple forms of deprivationat the smallspatialscale.

Thisreport outlinesthe mainresultsfrom the Indicesof Deprivation2019, includingthe overall
Indexof Multiple Deprivation2019, and providesexamplesandguidanceon how to useand
interpret the data ses. TheaccompanyingechnicalReport presentsthe conceptualframeworkof
the new Indicesof Deprivation2019; the methodologyfor creatingthe domainsandthe overall
Indexof Multiple Deprivation;the quality assurancearriedout to ensurereliability of the data
outputs;andthe componentindicatorsand domains

Thedatases underpinningthe Indicesof Deprivation2019canbe accesseat:
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/englisindicesof-deprivation2019

We would like to thankall thosewho assistedn the productionof the Indicesof Deprivation2019


https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2019
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Introduction

TheMinistry of Housing, Communities and Local GovernncentmissionedDxford
Consultantdor Socialnclusion(OCSland Deprivation.orgo updatethe Englishndicesof
Deprivation2015. Theprojectremit wasto produce a direct update of the Indices of
Depivation 2015 wherever possible, and only introduce changes where this was
necessaryfor exampledue todevelopments irthe data landscape.

The Indicesof Deprivation2019havebeenproducedusingthe sameapproach structure
andmethodologyusedto create the previousindicesof Deprivation2015. Eisting
domainsandsub-domainshave been retainedalthoughcertain changes to the data
landscape haveecessitatedr facilitateda modest number of minor modificatiorts the
indicatorsusedin somedomains.

TheupdatedIndicescontinueto be basedon the 2011Lowerlayer SuperOutput Area
geography

Overviewof the Indicesof Deprivation2019

The Indices of Deprivatia2019provide a set of relative measures of deprivation for small
areas (Lowetayer Super Output Areas) across England, based on seven different domains
of deprivation:

Income Deprivation

Employment Deprivation

Education, Skills and Training Deprivation
HealthDeprivation and Disability

Crime

Barriers to Housing and Services

Living Environment Deprivation

= =4 =4 -4 -8 98 -9

Each of these domains is based asetof indicators Each indicator is based on data from
the most recent time point available on a consistent basis aanegghbourhoods in
England.

The Index of Multiple Deprivatio2019combines 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 lhé&ddition, there are seven
domainlevellndices and two supplementarindices the Income Deprivation Affecting
Children Index and the Income Deprivation Affecting Older People Index.

The Index of Multiple Deprivatio2019 (IMD2019)domainindicesand the supplementary
Indices together with the higher area summaries, are collectively referred to as the
Indices of Deprivatio2019 (1oD2019)

The Indices of Deprivation are designed primarily tei@allareameasures of relative
deprivation. But the Idices are commonly used to descritegative deprivation for
higherlevel geographies. To facilitate théstange of summary measures are available for



higherlevel geographied_ocal Authority Districtand upper tielLocal AuthoritiesLocal
EnterprisePartnershig andClinical Commissioning Graiprhese summary measures are
produced for the overall Index of Multiple Deprivation, each of the seven domains and the
supplementaryindices

1.3 Use of the Indices

1.3.1 Snce thar original publication in 2000 the Inzhs have been used very widely fovariety
of purposes, includinthe following

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

o The Indices are currently usedthre allocation of European Regional
Development Funds (ERDF). Commuhbéy Local Development is a
mechanism for responding to barriers to growth in local areas and the 20%
most deprived areas are prioritised.

0 The funding formula for Dedicated Schools Gr&®%G) uses deprivation as a
compulsory factor. This is measured from the Income Deprivation Affecting
Children Index (IDACI). In 2018, 123 Local AuthoritiassedIDACI

o The IDACI data is an integral pafboth the schools and high ned¢dnding
formulae IDACI data is used as a proxy for deprivation in the Schools National
Funding Formula (NFA)helDACI data ialsoused as a proxy for deprivation
the High Need®ational Funding Formula (HW-F.

o The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2010 was ud®dthe Ministry of Housing
Communities and Local Governmentconjunction with other data to
distribute £448m of funding tb.ocal Authoritiegor the Troubled Families
Progranme.

o The Indicehavealsobeenused by somé.ocal Authoritieso prioritise areas
for longterm intervention.

Policy and sategy

1 The IMD is used in theedlelopment of the evidence base for setting a range of local
strategies and service planning, including helping understand current need atel mo
future demand forservices

1 The IMD is used to infornesearch and analysis into the challenges and performance
of different areas, and to support policy and delivery. For example, understanding the
relationship between pupil attainment antkighbourhooddeprivation andanalysing
local deprivation as risk factor fleehaviours such as smoking

1 It has also benused to &sess programme reach and impact e.g. to identify whether
the most disadvantaged arease receivingnore support under various programmes
than others andin assessment of the impact pfogrammesalbeit at the
neighbourhood r¢her than the individual level

1 It has been ged to inform the Northern Powerhouse programme in briefings and
contextual analysis. £3.4 billion of Local Growth funding has been adaode
Northern Powerhouse LEPs



1 It has been sed to identify pockets of high deprivation for the Thames Estuary
Regeneration programme.

It has been usgin Joint Streegic Needs Assessments (JSNAS)

It has been sed by sustainability and transformation paetships (STPs) to inform
their plans.

E =

As an analytical resource to support commissioningdmal Authoritiesind health

servicesand in exploring inequalities

91 Public Health Englan@HEjas used théndices to produce indicators for the
D2OSNYYSyiQa tdzoftAO | SFftiIK hdziO2YS&a CNJI Y!
inequalities in life expectancy and healthy life expectancy between communities.

1 PHE haslsoused thelndices to illustrate inequalities in many of the other PHOF
indicators ad users of the PHOF tool can now examine the relationship of every
indicator with deprivation.

1 The Indices are used to identify areas of rural deprivation and were used recently in
the Local Government AssociatidnGA Health and Wellbeing in Rural Agea
publication. This stated that pockets of rural deprivation can often be masked by
higher level statisticso the Indices are a particularly valuable ltas they provide
information on small geographical ared$he report recommended that rural local
authorities ensure they make the best use of small demeeldata to identify areas of
deprivation

1 The Indices are also a primary source of data in the LGA's online tool LG Inform which
enables users to create reports, charts and maps for all local atigson England.

Funding bids

1 The Indices araéquenty used in bids forfunding, and arerecognisedy
commissioners&s an authoritative, nationally comparable measafealeprivation.This
includes bids made by councillors for their neighbourhoods,feord voluntary and
community sector groups.

1.3.2 Additionally, responses from the user survey undertaken as part of the user consultation
exercisewhich accompanied the 201&dices confirmed that hdices datavas usedor a
variety of purposes, ofteniting 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 césdp Table 1)1 Note, the survey was conducted
in July 2014, and is important to be aware that there may have been changes to the user
cases for the Indices of Deprivation in the intervening period.



Table 1.1 Uses for the Indices of Deprivation data, reportgdusersas part ofthe user

consultationsurveyfor the 2015 update

What do you use the Indices of Deprivation data for? Per cent
Targeting funding 43
Targeting services and interventions 43
Needs assessmentstrategic 41
In preparing bids for funding / assessing or commissioning bidsariding 39
General research and analysis 24
Impact and policy assessments 7
Other 59
Base = 226 respondents opting to complete this section of the survey.

1.4 Aboutthis ResearchReport

1.4.1 Thisreport outlinesthe mainresultsfrom the Indicesof Deprivation2019(1oD2019)
includingthe overallindexof Multiple Deprivation2019(IMD2019) and provides
examplesandguidanceon how to useandinterpret the data ses. This presents a fuller
and more detailed account than is presented in Mmistry of Housing Communities and
Local GovernmeniMHCL G Statistical Release, and is aimed at specialist ws®is
analysts particularly those with an interest in specific daims of deprivation or the full
range of summary statistics available for higherel geographies.

1.4.2 There is a summary of points to consider in using and interpreting the Indices in the
MHCLG GF GA&GAOIE wStSFasS 6 dzyRSNIMHCLENIRRCE NI A Y 7
documentationwhich isaimed atboth specialist anson-specialist users of the Index of
Multiple Deprivation

1.4.3 Theaccompanyindgechnicalreport presentsthe conceptualframeworkof the new Indices
of Deprivation2019 the methodologyfor creatingthe domainsandthe overallindexof
Multiple Deprivationithe quality assurancearriedout to ensurereliability of the data
outputs;andthe componentindicatorsanddomains.

1.4.4 Allprojectoutputsare availableto downloadfrom
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/englisindicesof-deprivation2019.

I Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Governn@dt9. Thelndicesof Deprivation2019 TechnicaReport
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Chapter 2Summaryof the Indicesof
Deprivation2019

2.1
2.1.1

2.1.2

2.1.3

2.1.4

2.1.5

2.2

221

Measuringdeprivationat the smallarealevel

TheEnglishindicesof Deprivation2019are relative measures of multiple deprivationat
the smallarealevel. Themodelof multiple deprivationwhich underpinsthe Indicesis
basedon the ideaof distinctdimensionsof deprivationwhichcanbe recognisecand
measuredseparately. Since these deprivatiorare experiencedy individualslivingin an
area,anarealevelmeasureof deprivationfor eachof the dimensiongor domains)canbe
producedif suitabledataexists.

Theoverallindexof Multiple Deprivation2019is a measureof multiple deprivationbased
on combiningtogethersevendistinct domainsof deprivation which are describedfurther
in Section2.5below:

IncomeDeprivation
EmploymentDeprivation

Education Skillsand TrainingDeprivation
HealthDeprivationand Disability

Crime

Barriersto Housingand Services
LivingEnvironmentDeprivation.

= =4 -4 -8 -9 -9 _-2

Thelndexof Multiple Deprivation,andeachof the domains,canbe usedto rankevery
smallareain Englandaccordingo the deprivationexperiencedoy the peoplelivingthere.

Datahasbeenpublishedfor the overallindexof Multiple Deprivationandeachof the
domains.Chapter3 describesn detail what hasbeenpublishedandhow to useand
interpret the data. Chapters4 and5 presentanalysisof the data.

Thesectionsbelow outline the methodsandindicatorsusedto constructthe data ses.

Constructinghe Indicesof Deprivation2019

Theconstructionof the Indexof Multiple Deprivation2019(IMD2019)and Indicesof
Deprivation2019(loD2019)roadlyconsistsof sevenstages seeFigure2.1. The
accompanyindechnicalReport givesfurther detailsundereachof thesestages.

2 Previousversionsof the Indicesof Deprivation2019followed the sameframeworkand methodologyfor measuring
multiple deprivation,includingthe Indicesof Deprivation2015,2010,2007,2004and 2000.SeeSmith et al. (2015)
McLennaret al. (2011);Nobleet al. (2008);Nobleet al. (2004)and Nobleet al (2000).

3 Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Governn{2t 9. Thelndicesof Deprivation2019 TechnicaReport.
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Figure2.1. Overviewof the methodologyusedto constructthe Indicesof Deprivation2019

®

Defining the Indices Data Processing Index of Multiple Deprivation

Domains of deprivation arg
clearly identified

Indicators are chosen whid
provide the best possible

measure of each domain d

deprivation

& Summaries

©)

Bhrinkage estimatidils
ma Used to improve reliability g
the small area data @ The exponentially
transformed domain scores
are combined using
appropriate domain weights
to form an overall Index of

Multiple Deprivation

Indicators are combined td l
form the domains and sub
domains @

The overall Index of Multiple
Deprivation, domains and
supplementary indices are

summarised for larger areas

such as local authorities

©)

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

2.2.2

2.2.3

2.3

231

2.3.2

Feedback provided during the consultation stages of the IndicBepfivation 2015
suggested that maintaining comparability with previous versions of the Indices is
important to users. For this reason, the methods used in developing the Indices of
Deprivation 2019 have remained consistent with those used in 2015

Changesincethe Indicesof Deprivation2015 are therefore mainly confinedto updatesto

the datausedto createthe indicators However, two new indicators have had to be
included to reflect the introduction of Universal Credit into the benefits systmd,two
indicators have beemodifieddue to changes to the data landscaje addition, a

number of other indicators have been subject to minor changes, for instance to base the
indicator an a longer time period than has previously been the case, in daifrrther
increase the robustness of the resulfhecompletesetof indicatorsby domainis

outlinedin Section2.5.

Datatime point

Asfar asis possible gachindicatorwasbasedon datafrom the mostrecenttime point
available Usingthe latestavailabledatain this way meansthat there is not a single
consistenttime point for all indicators.An itemised list can be found AppendixA of the
TechnicalReport.

Aswith previouslndices the Indicesof Deprivation2019usesCensusiataonly when
alternativedatafrom administrativesourceds not available Foursuchindicatorswere

12



derivedfrom the 2011Censusadult skilllevelsand EnglisHanguageproficiencyin the
Education Skillsand TrainingDeprivationDomain;householdovercrowdingin the Barriers
to Housingand Service®omain;and houseswithout centralheatingin the Living
EnvironmentDeprivationDomain.

2.3.3 Allindicators are constructed using the latest available data at the time of proddction
However, in someases the timepoints for which data is available are several years old
andthe indicatorsdo not take into accountchangedo policysincethe time point of the
dataused.Forexample the 2015/ 16 benefitsdatausedin the Income Deprivation
Domain and Empyment Deprivation Domaido not includethe impactof the wider
rollout of UniversalCredit,whichonly beganto replacecertainincomeand healthrelated
benefitsfrom April 2016.

2.4 Geographyandspatialscale

2.4.1 Thelndicesof Deprivation2019havebeenproducedat Lowerlayer SuperOutput Area
level,usingthe current (2011)Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areas. Aswasdonefor the
Indicesof Deprivation2015, scoresandrankshavebeenprovidedat Lowekrlayer Super
Output Arealevel

2.4.2 Summarymeasuredor the Indexof Multiple Deprivation,domainsand supplementary
Indiceshavebeenproducedfor the following higherlevelgeographiesLocal Authority
Districts upper-tier Local AuthoritiesLocal Enterprise PartnersisipndClinical
Commissioning GrogpThese are based on the geographic boundaries for these areas at
the time of publicatiof.

2.4.3 Guidancds provided(AppendixA) on how to aggregatehe Indicesto other geographies
suchaswardsor bespokeocalareas

2.5 Thedomainsandindicators

2.5.1 Severdomainsof deprivationare combinedto producethe overallindexof Multiple
Deprivation and eachdomaincontainsa numberof componentindicators.Thecriteria for
inclusionof theseindicatorsare that they shouldbe W R 2 Yal LAS/CardBgproiatefor
the purposeof measuringmajorfeaturesof that deprivation;up-to-date; capableof being
updatedon a regularbasis statisticallyrobust; and availablefor the whole of Englandat a
smallarealevelin a consistentform.

4 Note, the data needs to be available on a nationally consistent basis, where more recent data is published for some
areas, but not across England as a whole it cannot be included

5 Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areasare homogenousmallareasof relativelyeven sizecontainingapproximatelyl,500
people.Thelndicesof Deprivation2010andearlierversionsusedthe 2001 Lowerayer SuperOutput Areageography

The Officefor NationalStatisticshassinceproducedan updatedversionof the Lowerayer SuperOutput Area
geographyusingpopulationdatafrom the 2011CensusThechangesnadebetweenthe 2001and2011versionsvere
minimal:the boundariesof approximately2.5%of the 2001Lowekrlayer SuperOutput were modified.

6 There was miror revision to theClinical Commissioning Grobpundariesaffecting asmall number of LSOAsfive
Groupareas published22 July2019https://geoportal.statistics.gov.uk/geoportal/catalog/content/bulletin.page
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2.5.2 TheTechnicalReport whichaccompanieshis Research &oort providesfurther details
aboutthe purposeof eachdomain,the indicatorsanddenominatorsusedand how the
indicatorsare combinedinto the domaing.

IncomeDeprivationDomain

2.5.3 ThelncomeDeprivationDomainmeasureghe proportion of the populationin anarea
experiencingleprivationrelatingto low income.Thedefinition of low incomeused
includesboth thosepeoplethat are out-of-work, andthosethat are in work but who have
low earnings(andwho satisfythe respectivemeanstests) Acombinedcountof income
deprivedindividualsper Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areais calculatedby summingthe
following sevennon-overlappingndicators:

Adultsandchildrenin IncomeSupportfamilies®

Adultsandchildrenin incomebasedW?2 6 a S SllpwancEaimilies

Adultsandchildrenin incomebasedEmploymentand SupportAllowancefamilies

Adults andchildrenin PensionCredit(Guaranteefamilies

Adultsandchildrenin WorkingTaxCreditand ChildTaxCreditfamiliesnot already

counted,that isthosewho are not in receiptof IncomeSupport,incomebased

w2 6 & S BlipwanBidcomebasedEmploymentand SupportAllowanceor Pension

Credit(Guarantee pndwhoseequivalisedncome(excludinghousingbenefit) is below

60 per centof the medianbefore housingcosts

1 Adults and children in Universal Credit families where no adult is in "Workiog
requirements’ coditionality regime

1 Asylumseekersn Englandn receiptof subsistencesupport,accommodatiorsupport,

or both.

= =4 =4 -4 -8

2.5.4 Inaddition, anincomeDeprivationAffectingChildrenindexand an IncomeDeprivation
AffectingOlderPeopleindexwere created,respectivelyrepresentingthe proportion of
childrenaged0-15,and peopleaged60 and over, living in incomedeprivedhouseholds.

EmploymentDeprivationDomain

2.5.5 TheEmploymentDeprivationDomainmeasureghe proportion of the workingage
populationin anareainvoluntarilyexcludedfrom the labourmarket. Thisincludespeople
who would like to work but are unableto do sodueto unemploymentsicknesor
disability,or caringresponsibilities A combired count of employmentdeprivedindividuals
per Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areais calculatedby summingthe following sixnon-
overlappingndicators:

f ClaimantofW2 0 a S SllpwameRkioth contribution-basedandincomebased),
womenaged18to 59 andmenagedl18to 64

1 Claimantsof Employmentand SupportAllowance womenagedl18to 59andmen
agedl18to 64

1 Claimantf IncapacityBenefit,womenaged18to 59 andmenaged18to 64

" Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Governn{2t 9. Thelndicesof Deprivation 2019 TechnicaReport.
8 Theword W T | Yshsedio@esignateaW o S Y8/ Fiiaies the claimant,anypartner andanydependentchildren
(thosefor whom ChildBenefitisreceived).

14



2.5.6

2.5.7

2.5.8

1 Claimantof SevereDisablementAllowance womenagedl18to 59 andmenagedl8
to 64

Claimantof/ | NJIN®aice womenagedl18to 59 andmenagedl18to 64.
Claimants of Universal Credittime 'Searching for workdnd'No work requirements’
conditionality groups

E =

EducationSkillsand TrainingDeprivationDomain

TheEducationSkillsand TrainingDomainmeasureghe lackof attainmentandskillsin the
localpopulation. Theindicatorsfall into two sub-domains:onerelatingto childrenand
youngpeopleandonerelatingto adult skills.Thesetwo sub-domainsare designedo
reflectthe W F faBdsV@ (i @ @luc&tionaldisadvantagavithin anarearespectvely. That
is,the W O K A dnéRybldBglJS 2 Isiib-8ofhainmeasureghe attainmentof qualifications
andassociatedneasured W ¥ fwailg thaida 1 sukkdbndaiimeasureghe lackof
qualificationsin the residentworkingageadult populationo W& G 2 O1 Q0 @

Childrenand YoungPeoplesub-domain

1 KeyStage? attainment: Thescaledscoreof pupilstakingMathematics, English reading

and English grammar, punctuation and spelkieyStage2 exam$

KeySage4 attainment: Theaveragecappedpoints scoreof pupilstakingKey Stagéd

SecondargchoolabsenceTheproportion of authorisedand unauthorisedabsences

from secondaryschool

i Stayingonin educationpost16: Theproportion of youngpeoplenot stayingon in
schoolor non-advancededucationaboveagel6

1 Entryto highereducation:A measureof youngpeopleagedunder 21 not entering
highereducation

T
T

Adult Skillssub-domain
TheAdult Skillssub-domainis a non-overlappingcount of two indicators:

1 Adultskills:Theproportion of workingageadultswith no or low qualificationg?,
womenaged25to 59 andmenaged25to 64

1 EnglisHanguageproficiency:Theproportion of workingageadultswho cannotspeak
Englishor cannotspeakEnglishwell, womenaged25to 59 andmenaged25to 64.

HealthDeprivationand DisabilityDomain

TheHealthDeprivationand DisabilityDomainmeasureghe risk of prematuredeathand
the impairmentof quality of life through poor physicalor mentalhealth. Thedomain
measuresnorbidity, disabilityand premature mortality but not aspectsof behaviouror
environmentthat maybe predictiveof future healthdeprivation

1 Yearsof potentiallife lost: Anageandsexstandardisedneasureof prematuredeath

91n 2014/15 thescaled score was not available so, instead, the average point stpupilstakingEnglishand
mathematicsKeyStage? examswas used.

10'No or low qualifications refers to qualifications at Level 1 or belawvel 1 qualifications include 1+O level passe
1+CSE/GCSE any grades, NVQ level 1, Foundation GNVQ Level 2: 5+0O level passes, 5+CSEs (grade 1).

15



2.5.9

2.5.10

2.5.11

1 Comparativellnessanddisability ratio: Anageandsexstandardised
morbidity/disabilityratio

Acutemorbidity: Anageandsexstandardisedate of emergencyadmissiorto hospital
Mood andanxietydisorders:A compositebasedon the rate of adultssufferingfrom
moodandanxietydisorders hospitalepisodesdataandsuicidemortality data.

E =

CrimeDomain

Crimeis animportant feature of deprivationthat hasmajor effectson individualsand
communities.TheCrimeDomainmeasureghe risk of personaland materialvictimisation
atlocallevelin four ways

1 Violencec numberof recordedviolentcrimes(18recordedcrimetypesin 2016/17; 20
recorded crime types in 2017/)@®er 1,000at risk population

1 Burglaryc numberof recordedburglaries(4 recordedcrimetypes)per 1,000at risk
population

1 Theft¢ numberof recordedthefts (5 recordedcrimetypes)per 1,000at risk
population

1 Criminaldamageg numberof recordedcrimes(8 recordedcrimetypes)per 1,000 at
risk population.

Barriersto Housingand Service®omain

Thisdomainmeasureghe physicalandfinancialaccessibilityof housingandlocalservices.
Theindicatorsfall into two sub-domains:¥3 S 2 3 N& L MMM i@ ateTo the
physicalproximity of localservicesandW g A &R IS ND\#hiShikkl@leissueselatingto
accesgo housingsuchasaffordability.

Geographical Barriers stdomain

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.

WiderBarrierssub-domain

1 Householdovercrowding:Theproportion of all householdsn a Lowerlayer Super
Output Areawhichare judgedto haveinsufficientspaceto meetthe K 2 dza SK2f RQ&
needs

1 Homelessnesd:ocalAuthority Districtlevelrate of acceptance$or housingassistance
underthe homelessnesprovisionsof the 1996 HousingAct, assignedo the
constituentLowerlayer SuperOutput Areas

1 Housingaffordability: Difficulty of accesgo owner-occupationor the privaterental
market,expressedisthe inability to afford to enter owner occupationor the private
rental market.

LivingEnvironmentDeprivationDomain

TheLivingEnvironmentDeprivationDomainmeasureghe quality of the local
environment.Theindicatorsfall into two sub-domains.TheW A ¥ RI¥iggNdvitdnment
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measureghe quality of housingwhilethe W 2 dzii Riing é#ir@mentcontains
measuresof air quality androadtraffic accidents

Indoorssub-domain

1 Houseswithout centralheating:Theproportion of housesthat do not havecentral
heating

1 Housingn poor condition: Theproportion of socialand private homesthat fail to meet
the DecentHomesstandard.

Outdoorssub-domain

1 Airquality: Ameasureof air quality basedon emissiongatesfor four pollutants

1 Roadtraffic accidentanvolvinginjury to pedestriansandcyclists:A measureof road
traffic accidentsnvolvinginjury to pedestriansandcyclistsamongthe residentand
workplacepopulation.

2.6 Combininghe domains

2.6.1 Eachdomainwasconstructedseparatelyfrom the componentindicators,andeach
LowerlayerSuperOutput Areawasassigneda domainscorerepresentingthe
combinationof theseindicators Each area waken rankedaccordingo this domain
score.

2.6.2 Thedomainrankswerethen transformedto an exponential distributiotvefore combining
into the overallindexof Multiple Deprivatiort!. Table 2.1 setsout the weightsusedto
combinethe domains which arethe sameasin the Indicesof Deprivation2015*2.

Table 2.1 Domain weights used to construct the Index of Multiple Deprivaioh9

Domain Domainweight (%)

IncomeDeprivationDomain 22.5
EmploymentDeprivationDomain 22.5
HealthDeprivationand DisabilityDomain 13.5
Education Skillsand TrainingDeprivationDomain 13.5
Barriersto Housingand Serviceomain 9.3
CrimeDomain 9.3
LivingeEnvironmentDeprivationDomain 9.3

2.7 Summaryof the domains,indicatorsand methodsusedto
constructthe Indicesof Deprivation2019

2.7.1 Figure2.2onthe following pagesummariseshe domains,ndicatorsand methodsusedto
constructthe Indicesof Deprivation2019

11 TheaccompanyingechnicalReport providesmore detail on how the Indicesof Deprivationare constructed with
information on the statisticalmethodsthat havebeenused, including how the weights were derived (see Chapter 3).
12 Appendix B describes how users can combine the domains together using different weights for analytical purposes.
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Figure2.2. Summaryof the domains,indicatorsandstatisticalmethodsusedto createthe Indices

of Deprivation2019
Income Employment
Deprivation Deprivation
Domain Domain

Adults & children i
Income Support
families

Adults & children i
Incomebased
Jobseeke®
Allowance families
or Incomebased
Employment and
Support Allowance
families

Adults & children ir
Pension Credit
(Guarantee)
families

Adults & children i
Child Tax Credit
and Working Tax
Credit families not
already counted

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

Adults and childre
in Universal Credit
families where no
adult is in 'Working
- no requirements’
conditionality
regime

SUM / LSOA tota
population

Apply$hrinkag€
procedure to this
rate

Income
Deprivation
Domain Index

Claimants of
Jobseeke®
Allowance

Claimants of
Employment and
Support Allowance|

Claimants of
Incapacity Benefit

Claimants of
Severe
Disablement
Allowance

Claimants of
Caref Allowance

Claimants of
Universal Credit in
the 'Searching for
work' and 'No work
requirements’
conditionality
groups

SUM / LSOA
population aged
18-59/64

Apply'8hrinkag®
procedure to this
rate

Employment
Deprivation
Domain Index

Health
Deprivation &
Disability
Domain

Years of potential
life lost

Comparative illnes;

and disability ratio
Acute morbidity

Mood and anxiety
disorders

Apply$hrinkag€
procedure to all
data

Factor analysis
used to generate
weights to
combine
indicators

Health
Deprivation &

& Training
Deprivation
Domain

Children & young
people:

Key stage 2
attainment

Key stage 4
attainment
Secondary school
absence

Staying on in
education

Entry to higher
education

Adults skills:
Adults with no or
low qualifications
English language
proficiency

Apply8hrinkag€
procedure to all
data

Factor analysis
used to generate

weights to combing

indicators in
children sub

domain. Adult skillg

indicators
combined as non
overlapping count

Two subdomains
standardised,
exponentially

transformed and
combined with
equal weights

Education, Skills {
Training
Deprivation
Domain Index

Education, Skills Crime Domain

Recorded crime
rates for:

Violence
Burglary

Theft

Criminal damage

Constrain
numerators to
CSP totals, creat
rates then apply
Whrinkag&
procedure to the
four rates

Factor analysis
used to generate
weights to
combine
indicators

v

Crime Domain
Index

Barriers to
Housing &

Living
Environment

Services Domain Deprivation

Geographical
barriers:

Road distance to:
post office; primal
school; general
store or
supermarket; GP
surgery

Wider barriers:
Household
overcrowding

Homelessness

Housng
affordability

Apply$hrinkag®
procedure to
overcrowding

Standardise
indicators in sub
domains and
combine with
equal weights

Two subdomains
standardised,
exponentially

transformed and
combined with
equal weights

Barriers to
Housing &
Services Domai
Index

Domain scores ranked and transformed to exponential distribution

Domain scores are weighted and combined in the proportions above
The resulting Index of Multiple Deprivation 2015 scores are then ranked

Domain

Indoors living
environment
Housing in poor
condition
Houses without
central heating

Outdoors living
environment

Air quality

Road traffic
accidents

Apply$hrinkag®
procedure (not to
air quality)

Standardise
indicators in sub
domains and
combine with
equal weights

Two subdomains
standardised,
exponentially

transformed and
combine using
weights (0.67

Yhdoorstand 0.33

WYutdoor 0

Living
Environment
Deprivation

Domain Index
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Chapter 3Using andinterpretingthe Indicesof
Deprivation2019data

3.1 Thedatathat hasbeenpublished

3.1.1 Thelndicesof Deprivation2019havebeenproducedat Lowerlayer SuperOutput Area
f SPSt I 6KAOK YI meigib&@rhdodeReiRiskKdgihe eufenti(2811)F W
versionof the Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areageography®. Ranks decilesand scoresiave
beenpublishedat neighbourhoodevelfor:

1 the Indexof Multiple Deprivation2019,

1 the sevendomainswhichare combinedto makethe overallindexof Multiple
Deprivation;and where relevant, the sudlomains that comprise the domainsnd

1 the two supplementaryndices the IncomeDeprivationAffectingChildrenindexand
the IncomeDeprivationAffectingOlderPeoplelndex

These are collectively referred to as the neighbourhémckl Indices in this chapter.

3.1.2 Summarymeasuredor the Indexof Multiple Deprivation,domainsand supplementary
Indiceshavebeenproducedfor the following higherlevelgeographiesLocal Authority
Districts upper-tier Local AuthoritiesLocal Enterprise PartnersisipndClinical
Commissioning GrogpThesesummarymeasuresare describedn Section3.3below.

3.1.3 Thelndexof Multiple Deprivation2019(IMD2019) domainindicesandthe supplementary
Indices togetherwith the higherlevelgeographysummariesare collectivelyreferredto
asthe Indicesof Deprivation2019(1oD2019)

3.1.4 AppendixFliststhe data sesthat havebeenpublishedfor LowerlayerSuperOutput
AreasandhigherlevelgeographiesThesedata set are availablefrom
www.gov.uk/government/statistics/englisimdicesof-deprivation-2019.

3.2 Interpretingthe neighbourhoodleveldata

Ranks decilesand scores

3.2.1 The32,844LowerlayerSuperOutput Areasin Englandare rankedaccording to their
deprivation scoreFor each of the neighbourhoddvellndices the mostdeprivedLower
layer SuperOutput Areain Englands givenarankof 1, andthe leastdepriveda rank of
32,844.

3.2.2 Thedecilesare producedby ranking the32,844Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areasand
dividing theminto 10 equalsized groups. Decile 1 represetiie mostdeprived10 per

13 Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areasare smallareasof relativelyevensizecontainingapproximatelyl,500people. The
Indicesof Deprivation2010and earlier versionsusedthe 2001 Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areageography The Office
for National Statisticshassinceproducedan updatedversionof the Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areageographyusing
populationdatafrom the 2011CensusThechangesnadebetweenthe 2001and2011versionsvere minimal:the
boundariesof approximately2.5%of the 2001 Lowerlayer SuperOutputwere modified.
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centof areasnationallyanddecile 10representsthe leastdeprived10 per centof areas
nationally.

3.2.3 The ranks andlecilescanstraightforwardlybe interpreted asshowingbroadlywhethera
LowerlayerSuperOutput Areais more deprived than angther suchareain 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 rahl001) it is not half as
deprived as a place with a ranks00.

3.2.4 The ranks and deciles are based on ssotige 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 demation (see relevant sections below for
details). So, for example, if a Lowayer Super Output Area has a score of 0.38 in the
Income Deprivation Domain, this means that 38 per cent of the population is income
deprived in that area. In addition to thamks which show relative deprivation, the scores
for these domains (and supplementary Indices) can be used to compare areas on an
absolute scale, although this does not necessarily mean that they can be used to identify
WNB It Q OKIy3S 2 abaidaitah MeSald taChavdbeSdmk idrét déprived
relative to other areas if it was within the most deprived 20 per cent of areas nationally
according to the IMD2015 but within the most deprived 10 per cent according to the
IMD2019. However, it would neotecessarily be correct to state that the level of
deprivation in the area has 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
KFIR 0SSy WahagsEadns. 1 Sy Q o0&

3.2.5 The scores for the Index of Multiple Deprivation and the remaining five doraagriess
easy to interpret, as they do not relate straightforwardly to the proportion of the
population experiencing deprivatiofror example, an area with a sca60 on the Index
of Multiple Deprivation is nasimplytwice as deprived as an area with a score ofiBi3.
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 bthe Indices of Deprivation is to measure as accurately as possible the
relative distribution of @privation at a small area levat a snapshot in timgbut this
sometimesO2YS& |G GKS SELISyasS aWhen®lbridgchangeRa Q O
in deprivation between the Indices of Deprivati@®19and 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 deprivéliute
relative ranks can be compared betweene iteration and another, this should be
considered in the context of changes in method and geography between different
versions of the Indices.

3.2.7 Section3.4describeshow userscanmakevalid comparisonovertime, andalsosetsout
suggestions for howisersmight explorewhetheranychangeseenin the Indicesof
Deprivationdata canbe attributed to real changeovertime.
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3.2.8

3.2.9

3.2.10

3.2.11

3.2.12

3.2.13

Points to consider when using the data

Theneighbourhoodlevel Indiceprovidea description of areas; but this description does
not apply to every person living in those areas. Many-tdeprived people live in deprived
areas, and many deprived people live in Aeprived areas.

Those areas that are not identified edativelydeprived by theneighbourhoodlevel

Indicesare not necessarilgffluentareas. It may be the case that sormeas with a high
proportion of people experiencindeprivation, also contain a relatively high proportion of
people who have high levels of incomevegalth (i.e. where there is high inequality

between residents living in the same are@helndicesdoes not capture or compare

relative levels of wealth or affluencep a lower ranked area could be described as less
deprived, but not as more affluent oicher. Similarly, the least deprived area in the

country should not be described as the most affluent or richésir example, the

measure of income deprivation is concerned with people on low incomes who are in
receipt of benefitoor have an income bel 60% of the medianAn 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 thesnhaffluent.By contrast, an area with

a relatively large proportion of people on low incomes may also contain a relatively high
proportion of people with very high incomes (the presence of high earners in this area
would not affect the overall income damn score which only takes into account the

income of those who fall below the threshold to be considered income deprived).

In addition the Indices of Deprivation methodology is designed to reliably distinguish
between areas at the most deprived end aetdistribution, but not at the least deprived
end. Differences betweenessdeprived areas in the country atberefore lesswell
definedthan thosebetween areas athe more deprived enaf the distribution.

Thelndexof Multiple Deprivation2019

Theoverall Indexof Multiple Deprivation2019describessachLowerlayer SuperOutput
Areaby combininginformation from all sevendomains:incomeDeprivation, Employment
Deprivation HealthDeprivationand Disability, EducationSkillsand TrainingDeprivation,
Barriersto Housingand Servicesl.ivingeEnvironmentDeprivation,and Crime.

Asoutlinedin Chapter2, the domainswere combinedin two stagesFirst,eachdomain
scorewasstandardisedy ranking, andthen transformedto an exponentialdistribution.
Thenthe domainswere combinedusingthe explicitdomainweightschosen.Theoverall
LowerlayerSuperOutput Arealevellndexof Multiple Deprivationscorewasthen ranked
and split into deciles.

As indicated irparagraph3.25 above, it is recommended that the Index dultiple
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, idess easy to interpren its own right.The exponential transformation stretches
out the deprived end of thalistribution, inflating the deprivation scores at the most
deprivedendto ensuee that there isgreater variation in deprivation scores for the most
deprived 10% of areas.
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3.2.14 Hgure 3.1illustratesthe effect of theexponentialdistribution usingthe Income
DeprivationDomainasan example.The first figure shows the distribution of the Income
Deprivation scores, in other words the percentage of incafeprived people in each
area. The second figure shows the exponentially transformed donaaiks which range
from O to 100.The10 per centmostdeprivedLowerlayer SuperOutput Areas(numbering
3,248)havean exponentiallytransformedvalue ofbetween50and 100. Theremaining90
per centhavean exponentiallytransformedvalue ofbetween0 and50.
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Figure 3.1. Distribution of Indices of Deprivation 2019 Income deprivation

domain, before and after exponential transformation has been applied
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3.2.15

3.2.16

3.2.17

3.2.18

3.2.19

3.2.20

3.3

3.3.1

Thedomainsand sub-domains

Eachof the sevendomainscores andsixsub-domainscores describeeachtype of
deprivationin a Lowerlayer SuperOutput Area.Theseenableusersto focuson particular
typesof deprivationandto compareacross.owerlayer SuperOutput Aress.

Largerscoreson anyof the domainsor sub-domainscorrespondto more deprivedareas.
Thescoresfor the IncomeDeprivationDomainandthe EmploymentDeprivationDomain
areratesandcanbe interpreted asthe proportion of the relevantpopulationthat is
WAy GRSYLINBr&@S R QI 2R YINKaesgpScRvaly For example, ifa Lowerlayer
Super Output Areacores 0.38 in the Income Deprivation Domain, this means thaeB8
centof the population is income deprived that area

As indicated irparagraph3.25 above for the remaining five domains it is recommended
that ranks and deciles are used rather than the scasethescores areless easy to

interpret. Further, these domiashave different minimum and maximum values and
rangesand cannot balirectly compared.The scores reflect the statistical methods used to
derive them (as described in Chaptearad the technical repojte.g.while the income and
employment domain scoreare proportions of the population, the other indicators are
constructed by combining multiple indicators, which have bsemdardised by ranking

and transforming to a normal distributi therefore these scores are less straightforward
to interpret and dsolute score values cannot be compared across the different domains.

ThelncomeDeprivationAffectingChildrenindex(IDACland Income
DeprivationAffectingOlderPeoplelndex(IDAOPI)

ThelncomeDeprivationAffectingChildrenindexis a subsetof the IncomeDeprivation
Domain,with the Indexshowingthe proportion of childrenin eachLowekrlayerSuper
Output Areathat live in familiesthat areincomedeprived;those that are in receipt of
Income Support, incomé | & SR W2 0 & S S USivedai Crédit (vrieng hoyadul is
in Workingg no requirement§ronditionality regime) Pension CrediGuarantee or Child
Tax Credit below a given threshold.

ThelncomeDeprivation AffectingOlderPeoplelndexis similarlya subsetof the Income
DeprivationDomain,with the scoreshowingthe proportion of a Lowekrlayer SuperOutput
I NI pogubationaged60 andoverwho areincomedeprived.

Aswith the Incomeand EmploymentDeprivationDomainscoresthe IncomeDeprivation
AffectingChildrenindexand IncomeDeprivationAffectingOlderPeoplelndexscoresare
rates,socanbe interpreted asthe proportion of the relevantpopulationthatisWA y 02 Y S
R S LINJF@r&anpida scoreof 0.240n the IncomeDeprivationAffectingChildren
Indexwould meanthat 24 per centof childrenin the arealive in incomedeprived families

Interpretingthe higherlevelgeographysummaries

Theneighbourhoodlevel Indcesdata describedaboveprovidea descriptionof
deprivationlevelsacrosseachof the Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areasin EnglandThe
summarymeasureslescribedn this sectionhelp usersidentify and understandthe
patternsof deprivationfor largerareassuchasLocal Authority Districts
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3.3.2

3.3.3

3.34

3.3.5

3.3.6

Thepattern of deprivationacrosdargeareascanbe complex.ln someareas deprivation
Isconcentratedin pockets,ratherthan evenlyspreadthroughout.In someother areasthe
oppositepicture is seen,with deprivationspreadrelativelyevenlythroughoutthe area,
andwith no highlydeprivedareas.

HigherlevelareassuchasLocal Authority Districter Local Enterprise Partnerslisipan
alsovaryenormouslyin terms of geographicahreaandpopulationsize“. Accordinglythe
volumeof deprivation,for examplehow manypeopleare experiencingncomeor
employmentdeprivation,shouldalsobe takeninto account,aswell asthe intensity of
deprivation.

Thesetof summarymeasureshavebeencarefullydesignedo help usersunderstand
deprivationpatternsfor a setof higherlevelareas. Themeasuresdentify the overall

intensity of deprivation,how deprivationis distributedacrosshe largerarea,andthe
overallvolume,or ¥ a Q bf tieprivation

1 Theaveragerank andaveragescoresummariesdentify the averagdevelof
deprivationin the largerarea,takinginto accountall Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areas
inthe area

1 Theproportion of Lowetrlayer Super Output Areas the most deprived 10 per cent
nationallyandthe extent measure aresummaires of the degreeto whichthe higher
levelareais highlydeprived These two summary measures respectively ideitigy
proportion of the Lowerlayer Super Output Areas that are iretmost deprived 10 per
cent of area nationally, and a weighteegsum of thepopulationliving inthe most
deprived 30 per cent of areamtionally.

1 Thelocalconcentrationsummaryidentifiesthose higherlevelareaswith extreme
levelsof deprivation,by comparingthe mostdeprivedLowetrlayer SuperOutput Areas
in the higherlevelareaagainstthose inother areasacrosshe country.

1 Theincomescaleandemploymentscalesummariesdentify the volumeof
deprivationin the largerareaaccording tahe numberof peoplewho are,
respectivelyjncomedeprivedor employmentdeprived.Aswith the averagerankand
score thesesummariesare basedon all LowerlayerSuperOutput Areasin the larger
area.

Nosinglesummarymeasire isthe ¥ 6 Sreds@e Eachmeasurehighlightsdifferent
aspectof deprivation,and each leadt a different ranking of areas.o@parisonof the
different measuress neededto givea fuller descriptionof deprivationin alargearea.In
addition, it isimportantto rememberthat the higherareameasuresare summariesthe
LowerlayerSuperOutput Arealeveldata providesmore detail than is availablethrough
the summaries.

Thesummarymeasureshavebeenproducedfor the following higherlevelgeographis
for the Index of Multiple Deprivation, domains and supplementadices Local Authority
Districts upper-tier Local AuthoritiesLocal Enterprise PartnersisipndClinical

4 Lowerlayer Suger Output Areashavebeendesignedo coverroughlyequalsizedpopulations,sodirect
comparison®f deprivationlevelsare appropriate.
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Commissioning Grow®. Aswith the Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areadata, both ranksand
scoresare produced,with higherscorescorrespondingo higherlevelsof deprivation'®,
andareasrankedsothat a rankof 1 identifiesthe mostdeprivedhigher-levelareaon that
measuré’.

Averagerank

3.3.7 Theaveragerankmeasuresummariseghe averageevelof deprivationacrosshe higher
levelarea,basedon the ranksof the Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areasin the area.

3.3.8 AsallLowerlayerSuperOutput Areasin the higherlevelareaare usedto createthe
averagerank,this givesa measureof the whole areacoveringboth deprivedandless
deprivedareas.Themeasureis populationweighted,to take accountof the fact that
LowerlayerSuperOutput Areapopulationsizescanvary.

3.3.9 Thenature of this measureg usingall areasand usingranksrather than scoresg means
that a highlypolarisedLocal Authorityor other higherlevelareawould not tend to score
highly, becauseextremelydeprivedand lessdeprivedLowerlayer SuperOutput Areaswill
W @ SNdziBehderselya higherlevelareathat is more uniformly deprivedwill tend to
scorehighlyon thismeasure.

Averagescore

3.3.10 Theaveragescoremeasuresummariseshe averagdevelof deprivationacrosshe higher
levelarea,basedon the scoresof the Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areasin the area.

3.3.11 AsallLowerlayerSuperOutput Areasin the higherlevelareaare usedto createthe
averagescore this givesa measureof the whole areacoveringboth deprivedandless
deprivedareas.Themeasureis populationweighted,to take accountof the fact that
LowerlayerSuperOutput Areapopulationsizescanvarywithin a certain threshold

3.3.12 The maindifferencewith the averagerank measuredescribedaboveis that more
deprivedLowerlayerSuperOutput Areastend to havemore W S E (i NdBr¥shidn ranks.
Sohighlydeprivedareaswill not tend to averageout to the sameextentaswhenusing
ranks;highlypolarisedareaswill thereforetend to scorehigheronthe averagescore
measurethan on the averagerank.

15 AppendixA describes how users can aggregate the Lelager Super Output Area data to different geographies
such as wards.

18 1n order that higherscorescanconsistentlybe interpreted ascorrespondingo higherlevelsof deprivation,those
summarymeasureghat are basedon Lowerlayer SuperOutput Arearanks(the average rank and local concentration
summary measures)seareversedranking- where 32,844rather than 1 corresponddo the mostdeprivedarea- in

the calculationof the summarymeasurescore.

17 Therankswere constructedseparatelyfor eachhigherlevel geographyandare therefore not directly comparable
betweenthe different geographiesForexample anarearanked20" of the Clinical Commissioning Graig not
necessarilynore deprivedthan anarearanked25" of the local authority districts. Tocomparebetweenthe different
typesof areasthe summaryscoresshouldbe usedrather than ranks.
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3.3.13

3.3.14

3.3.15

3.3.16

3.3.17

3.3.18

3.3.19

3.3.20

Proportion of Lowetayer Super Output Areas ihe most deprived 10 per
cent nationally

Theproportion of Lowedayer Super Output Areas the most deprived 10 per cent
nationallymeasures the proportion dhe Lowerlayer Super Output Areas the higher
level areahat are classified as among the most deprived 10 per cent in the country.

By contrast to the average rank and average score measuhesh are based on all
Lowerlayer Super Output Areas in the hag-level area, this measure focuses only on the
most deprived Lowelayer Super Output Areabligherlevel areas which have no Lower
layer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per ceatl@uchareas in England
have a score of zeror this summay measure

Extent

Theextent measureis a summaryof the proportion of the localpopulationthat live in
areasclassifiedasamongthe mostdeprivedin the country. Theextent measures a more
sophisticated version of thproportion of Lowedayer Super Output Areas ihe most
deprived 10 per cent nationallpeasure and is designed to avoid the shanpoff seen in
that measurewherebyareas rankedonly a singleplaceoutsidethe most deprived10 per
centarenot countedat all.

Theextent measureis designedo avoidsuch¥ O 6§ R 3 Byauginga weightedmeasureof
the populationin the mostdeprived30 per centof all areas:

1 Thepopulationlivingin the mostdeprived10per centof Lowerlayer SuperOutput
Areasin EnglandeceiveaW ¢ S AoHIKOU Q

1 Thepopulationlivingin the mostdeprivedl1 to 30 per centof LowekrlayerSuper
Output Areasreceivea slidingweight, rangingfrom 0.95for thosein the eleventh
percentile to 0.05for thosein the thirtieth percentile

Higherlevelareaswhichhaveno LowerlayerSuperOutput Areasin the mostdeprived30
per centof all areasin Englandchavea scoreof zerofor this summary measure

Localconcentration

Thelocalconcentrationmeasureis a summaryof how the mostdeprivedLowerlayer
SuperOutput Areasin the higherlevelareacompareto those inother higherlevelareas
acrosshe country. Thismeasureghe averagerankfor the most deprived_.owerlayer
SuperOutput Areasin the higherlevelarea thatcontainexactlyl0 per centof the higher
levelareapopulation

Similarto the proportion of Lowedayer Super Output Areas the most deprived 10 per
cent nationallyand extent measures, the localconcentrationmeasureis basedon only the
mostdeprivedLowerlayer SuperOutput Areas rather than on all areas .Bycontrastto
thesemeasures howeverthe localconcentrationmeasuregivesadditionalweightto very
highlydeprivedareas

Anexamplemay help:considertwo Local Authority Districtghe first having on@uarter

of its Lowerlayer Super Output Areas ranked in the most depri¥@dger cendf all areas
in England and the second with caearter of its Lowetayer Super Output Areas ranked
in the most deprived. per cenof all areasThe twoDistricts would score identically on
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the proportion of Lowedayer 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 geived decile. Howevethe localconcentration
scorewould be much higher for the second area, due to the large proportion of extremely
highly deprived areas.

Incomescaleandemploymentscale(two measures)

3.3.21 Thetwo scalemeasuressummarise¢he numberof peoplein the higherlevelareawho are
incomedeprived(the incomescale) or employmentdeprived(the employmentscale).

3.3.22 Thesemeasures aredesignedo givean indicationof the numberof peopleexperiencing
incomedeprivationandemploymentdeprivationin the localarea Forexampleif two
Districts havethe samepercentageof incomedeprivedpeople,the largerDistrictwill be
rankedasmore deprivedon the incomescalemeasurebecausemore peopleare
experiencinghat type ofdeprivation.

3.3.23 ltisimportantto note that the two scalemeasuresdo not pickup largepopulations but
largedeprivedpopulations.Thesemeasure will therefore identify Districts with large
numbersof peopleexperiencingdeprivation.

Usingthe higherlevelgeographysummariego understanddeprivation
patterns

3.3.24 Thehigherlevelgeographysummariescanhelp usersbetter understandthe patternsof
deprivationin a localarea.Asanexample to helpillustrate this, considerthe two Local
Authority Districtsof Torridgeand Swale Bothare rural coastalDistricts within large
counties(DevonandKent,respectively)Table 3.1 identifieshow the two Districtsrankon
the summarymeasures.

Table 3.1Higherlevel geography summary measures for tiaacal Authority Districts
Higherlevelgeographysummayy Swalel.ocal Authority | TorridgeLocal Authority

measures District(ranks) District(ranks)

Averagerank 69 67
Averagescore 56 99
Proportion of Lowetayer Super 45 * 195

Output Areas irthe most deprived
10 per cent nationally

Extent 81 160
Localconcentration 29 171
Incomescale 111 256
Employmentscale 112 262

On each summanyneasure the most deprived.ocalAuthority Districtin England is ranked 1, and large
ranks correspond to lower levels of deprivation.

* Local Authority Districtaith no Lowerlayer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent
nationally receive a score of zero, and a joint rahk95, for theproportion of Lowedayer Super Output
Areas inthe most deprived 10 per cent nationablpmmary measure.

3.3.25 Thetwo Districts arerankedverysimilarlyacrossall Local Authority Districtsvhenbased
onthe averagerankof the Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areasin the Districts. However they
differ on the other summay measureswith Swalerankingsignificantlymore deprived
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than Torridgeon eachof the other five measures (Remember that smaller ranks
correspond to highelevels of deprivation, with the most deprived area in England being
ranked 1.)

1 Swalehasahigherranking(i.e. more deprived) oboth the averagescoremeasure
andthe proportion of Lowedayer Super Output Areas in most deprived 10 per cent
nationallymeasurethan it has orthe average rank measurBycontrast, Torridgeis
significantlylessdeprivedaccording tahe averagescoremeasure proportion of
Lowerlayer Super Output Areas in most deprived 10 per cent nationadgsureand
extentmeasurethanit isonthe averagerankmeasure

1 Thedifferencebetweenthe two Districts is most significantwhen usingthe local
concentrationscale where Swaleranksin the mostdeprived10 per centof all Local
Authority Districtan the country,while Torridgeranksin the 50 per centleast
deprived.

1 Thehigherrankingfor Swalethan Torridgeon the incomeandemploymentscale
measureshowsthat Swalehasa greatervolumeof deprivationthan Torridge with a
largernumberof peoplewho areincomedeprived,or employmentdeprived.

3.3.26 Comparisorof the summarymeasuresanbe usedto draw out the differencesin
deprivationpatternsbetweenthe two areas.Theanalysigdentifiesthat the most
deprived parts of Swale are characterised ghler levels of deprivation than seen in the
most deprived parts of Torridgpickedup in the Localconcentrationand Extent
measure. However there are alsomanylessdeprivedareasacrossSwaleDistrictwhich
actto WO | youd thdséhighlydeprivedareasin the averagerankandaveragescore
measuresBycomparisonthere is lessvariationin deprivation levels acrosborridge with
fewer neighbourhoods experiencing particularly high or particularly low levels of
deprivationthan is seen in SwaleAsa consequence]orridgescoressignificantlyless
deprivedonthosemeasureghat highlightthe mostdeprivedneighbourhoodsnamelythe
extentandlocalconcentrationsummaries

3.4 Interpretingchange over time

3.4.1 The Indices of Deprivatid2019have been produced using the same approach, structure
and methodology used to create the previous Indices of Depriva@id (and the2010,
2007 and 2004 versions).

3.4.2 As stated earlier, the purpose of ttedicesisto measure as accurately asssible the
relative distribution of deprivation at a small area levashd that this comes at the
SELISyasS 2F Wwol 016 NR&A&Q O2 YLI NI oWovdvérd 6 A (K
keeping a consistent methodology allows some comparisons to be maddime
between the Indices of Deprivatid?019and previous versions, but only in terms of
comparingthe rankingsas determined at the relevant time poibl each of the versions.
The versions of thindicesshould not be construed as a tinseries As desribed 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
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1 Changes to the area definitiomsd administrative geographi&s

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 ad absolute change

3.4.4 Changes in deprivation levels over time are relative to other areas. \&kgaring
changes in deprivatiobetween the Indices of Deprivatid®019and previous versions of
the Indices users should be aware, and make clear in analygs 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 ti2®15 Indices but ranked within the most deprived 10 per
cent according to the019Indices. However, it would not necessarily be correct to state
that the level of deprivation in the area had increased on saisolutescale, as it may
be the case that allraas had improved, but that this area had improved more slowly than
20KSNJ F NBla yR a2 oher&rgas. W2 ISNIIF{1SyQ o6& (K2

3.4.6 Similarly, the overall rank of an area may not have changed betwee2Oth®and 2019
Indices, but this does not mean that thelnave 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.

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 baboutthe same even if significant changes have occumed
these two underlying domains.

3.4.8 As discussed iB.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 populati@xperiencing income or employment
deprivation, respectively. Nevertheless, these domains and supplementary ladeest
directly comparable with previous versions of the Indices for the reasons outlin@dcti
and measures of change over time are, iageelative.

Understandingchanges in the Indicesver 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 iradars

3.4.10 Although the Indices of Deprivatid@d19have 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

8 For example, caution should be exercised when comparing ranks of the 2019 Inificpsewious updates, since
there were 317 Local Authorities at the time of the 2019 Indices compared with 326 for previous updates.
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3.4.11

3.4.12

3.4.13

3.4.14

accompanyindgechnicalReport, the introduction of Universal Credit into the benefits
system has necessitated the inclusion of two nadicatorsin the Indices of Deprivation
2019,andother changes to the data landscape have resulted in a number ofiaadalit
small modifications to indicators across various domalfech of these changes was
introduced to strengthen the Indices as a robust measure of small area deprivation.

In addition, changes to theata set underlying the indicators may have an effen

indicator values. These changes could include, for example, eligibility criteria changes for
certain benefits, ochanges tdhe assessment framework for primary school

examinations

Revisions to the population denominator data

In October 2018the md-year population estimates stretching backa012 were revised
following improvements to the methodology to roll forward estimates fribra Census

2011 population datadrawing from newly available administrative d&arhese mig/ear
estimates are an important component of the Indices of Deprivation, and changes to the
population estimates can result in changes to deprivation levels.

The earlier Indices of Deprivati@®15,2010, 2007, 2004 and 20@8ed midyear
population estimate data published prior to tH2018revisions.
Changes to thé.ocal Authoritydefinitions

The Indices of Deprivation 20b@ve been produced using the curre20(9) version of
Local Authoritieswhile the previous Indices used the 2013 vanmsiThe table below
shows the changes made betwekacal Authoritiebetween 2013 and 2019.

19 See

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/an

nualmidyearpopulationestimates/mid2012tomid201& more details

31


https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/annualmidyearpopulationestimates/mid2012tomid2016
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/annualmidyearpopulationestimates/mid2012tomid2016

Table3.1. Local Authority Districtaiith changed boundaries between 2013

and 2019

Local AuthorityDistrict2013 Local AuthorityDistrict2019
Bournemouth Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole
Poole Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole
Christchurch Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole
East Dorset Dorset

North Dorset Dorset

Purbeck Dorset

West Dorset Dorset

Weymouth and Portland Dorset

Taunton Deane

Somerset West and Taunton

West Somerset

Somerset West and Taunton

Forest Heath West Suffolk
St Edmundsbury West Suffolk
Suffolk Coastal East Suffolk
Waveney East Suffolk

3.4.15

3.4.16

3.4.17

As a result of these changes, the numbeLotal Authority Districteas been reduced
from 326 to 317.

Gonsiderations in assessing change over time

The changes described above make it difficult to determine real changes in deprivation
from the Indice€2ankings and scoresuch as those arising from social, economic or
demographic trends and the impact of specific policies or interventioisgrs who wish to
explore whether any changes seen in the Indices of Deprivation data can be attributed to
real change over timenay 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 &s0and ranks

1 examine whether changes observed between the Indices of Depriva@id@and the
earlierIndices could be, at least in part, due to revisions to the population estirffates

1 check that changes in deprivation levels between the tpo@ts are notin part
caused byhanges to the geographies.

Usersmay also wish texamine trends seen in othelata ses. There is an increasing

amount of open(i.e. publishedylata 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 othéata set to understand what is likely to be
driving changesFor example, benefit claimant data published by the Department for

Work and Pensiortéand economic and labour market data published by the Office for

20 Note that the analysisof changein Chapters is basedon the publishedindicesof Deprivationdataand hasnot been
adjustedfor the revisionsto the populationestimates.

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

32


https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-work-pensions/about/statistics

National Statistic® can be used to understand whether changes to the size of particular
groups receivig benefits may be driving changes in the Income Deprivation Domain and
Employment Deprivation Domain.

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

3.5 Comparinghe Englishindicesof Deprivation2019with
Welsh,Scottishand Northernlrish Indicesof deprivation

3.5.1 Indicesof Deprivationdatais publishedfor eachof the countriesin the United Kingdons®,
Thesedata set are basedon the sameconceptandgeneralmethodology howeverthere
are differencesin the domainsandindicators,the geographiesor whichthe Indicesare
developedandthe time pointsonwhichthey are based.Thesedifferencesmeanthat the
ranksand scoredgor the Englishindicesof Deprivationpublishedhere shouldnot be
directly comparedwith thosefrom the Indicesproducedin Wales,Scotlandand Northern
Ireland.

22 For example, labour market trends data from the Office for National Statiis available at
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/Ims/labourmarketstatistics/index.html

23 Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation 28/https://www?2.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/SIMBVelsh Index of Multiple
Deprivation 2014http://gov.wales/statisticsand-research/welskhindexmultiple-deprivation/?lang=enNorthern
Ireland Multiple Deprivation Measure 2@https://www.nisra.qgov.uk/statistics/deprivation/northerireland
multiple-deprivationmeasure201/nimdm2017
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Chapter 4 Thegeographyof deprivation

4.1 Introduction

4.1.1 Thisandthe followingchapterpresentsummaryfindingsfrom analysis ofhe Indicesof
Deprivation2019 Chapter5 focuseson changeovertime, while this chapterfocuseson
the geographyof deprivationacrossEngland looking at

1 deprivationat locallevel showing thenost deprived Lowelayer Super Output Areas
andLocal Authority Districtaccording to the Index of Multiple Deprivation
areasthat are highlydeprivedon more than one domain

Local AuthorityDistrictsummary measuresncluding maps of the set of summary
measures

)l
)l

4.1.2 Inthisanalysisve havedescribedpatternsof deprivationusing a variety of thresholds
appropriateto the analysiscarriedout. There is no definite threshold above which an area
Oy 06S RSAONAOSR |4 WRSLINAOGSRQT (KS LYRAOS
deprivation. Users often take the most deprived 1@ pent or 20 per cent of Lowdayer
Super Output Areas (drocal Authority Districdsas the group of highly deprived areas,
however there is no reason that other thresholds could not be used instead.

4.1.3 Themapsandchartsin this andthe followingchaptershowall areas,groupedinto 10 per
centbands.In addition,the mostdeprivedareasare analysedookingat the most
deprivedl per cent 5 per cent 10 per centand20 per centof Lowerlayer SuperOutput
Areas WhereLocal AuthorityDistrictsare describedwe illustrate the analysisy showing
the most deprivedlO Local Authoritiegor the overallindexof Multiple Deprivation,and
we presentthe most deprived Local Authoritiegor eachof the domainsin AppendixE
Someof the analysis groups all Lowdayer Super Output Areas across tauntry into 10
per cent bandgdecile$ and 20 per cent bandg(intileg, bytheir deprivationrank Based
onthe publisheddata, userscanof courseextendthe analysisn this sectionto examine
anyof the areasor issuesn more detail.

4.1.4 In addition to the analysis in this chapter, Appen@presents summary measures for
Local Enterprise PartnerssigndClinical Commissioning Graymnd Appendiio
presentsanalysis of the domains arsdib-domains.

4.2 Deprivationat locallevel

The Index of Multiple Deprivation

4.2.1 Thepatternsof deprivationacrossEnglandare complex.ThemostdeprivedLowerlayer
SuperOutput Areasand leastdeprivedLowerlayer SuperOutput Areasare spread
throughout Endand.

4.2.2 Thefollowingmapshowsthe Indexof Multiple Deprivation2019at LowerlayerSuper
Output ArealevelacrossEnglandMap 4.1). Theareas havebeenranked anddividedinto
10equalgroups(deciles) Areasshadeddarkblue are the mostdeprived10 per centof
LowerlayerSuperOutput Areas in Englandwhile areasshadedbright yelloware the least
deprived10 per cent
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4.2.3

4.2.4

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

Themostdeprivedareasby Local AuthorityDistrict

This section highlights whidtocal Authoriy Districtsrank asmost deprived based on
those Lowedlayer Super Output Aredlat areranked among the 20 per cent, 10 per
cent, 5 per cent and 1 per cent most deprived areasonally(Section 4.4 looks in more
detail at thefull set ofsummary measures fdrocal Authaity Districtg. AsLocal Authority
Districtsvary considerably in size, the analysis here is based on those areas with the
highest proportion of deprived Lowdayer Super Output Areas.

Tables 4.1 to 4.4belowshowthe ten Local Authoritiesvith the highestproportion of
LowerlayerSuperOutput Areasin the mostdeprived20 per cent 10 per cent 5 per cent
and1 per centnationally, respectively Ofthe 317 Local Authority Districtsn England:

260 have at least one Lowdayer Super Output Area the most deprived 20 per cent
194 have at least one Lowdayer SupeOutput Area in the most deprived 10 per cent
135 have at least one Lowdayer SupeOutput Area in the most deprived 5 per cent
71 have at least one Lowdayer SupefOutput Area in thanost deprived 1 per cent
nationally.

= =4 -8 -9

Table 4.1Local Authority Districtaith the highest proportion of Lowdayer Super

Output Areas in the most deprived 20 per cent of areas natiohakbed on the Index of
Multiple Deprivation

Local AuthorityDistrict Number Total number of Per cent
LSOAs

Knowsley 62 98 63.3
Liverpool 187 298 62.8
Sandwell 112 186 60.2
Manchester 167 282 59.2
Blackpool 55 94 58.5
Nottingham 104 182 57.1
Middlesbrough 49 86 57.0
Birmingham 360 639 56.3
Blackburn with Darwen 51 91 56.0
Barking and Dagenham 60 110 54.5
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Table 4.2 Local Authority Districtwith the highest proportion of Loweayer Super Output

Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent of areas nationally based on the Index of Multipl

Deprivation

Local AuthorityDistrict Number Total number of Per cent
LSOAs

Middlesbrough 42 86 48.8
Liverpool 145 298 48.7
Knowsley 46 98 46.9
Kingston upon Hull, City of 75 166 45.2
Manchester 122 282 43.3
Blackpool 39 94 41.5
Birmingham 264 639 41.3
Burnley 23 60 38.3
Blackburn with Darwen 33 91 36.3
Hartlepool 21 58 36.2

Table 4.3Local Authority Districtith the highest proportion of Lowdayer Super Output

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

Deprivation
Local AuthorityDistrict Number Total number of Per cent
LSOAs

Middlesbrough 34 86 39.5
Liverpool 113 298 37.9
Knowsley 37 98 37.8
Blackpool 33 94 35.1
Kingston upon Hull, City of 56 166 33.7
Burnley 15 60 25.0
Hartlepool 14 58 24.1
Manchester 66 282 23.4
Birmingham 138 639 21.6
North East Lincolnshire 22 106 20.8
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Table 4.4.Local Authority Districtith the highest proportion of Lowdayer Super Output

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

Deprivation
Local AuthorityDistrict Number Total number of Per cent
LSOAs

Blackpool 22 94 23.4
Knowsley 15 98 15.3
Middlesbrough 13 86 15.1
Liverpool 31 298 10.4
North East Lincolnshire 11 106 10.4
Kingston upon Hull, City of 14 166 8.4
Barrowin-Furness 4 49 8.2
Wirral 15 206 7.3
Hartlepool 4 58 6.9
Redcar and Cleveland 6 88 6.8

Levelsof incomeand employmentdeprivationin the mostdeprivedareas

4.2.5 Table4.5showsforthe mostdeprivedl per cent 5 per cent 10 per centand 20 per cent
of Lowerlayer Super Output Areasccording to the Index of Multiple Deprivatigine
proportion of the populationthat isincomeor employmentdeprived,with additional
detailfor childrenand older peoplelivingin low incomefamilies.Thetable also shows the
20-40per cent 4060 per cent 60-80 per centand 83100per centquintiles for
comparison, along with the average for all areas across England.
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4.2.6

4.2.7

4.3

43.1

Table 4.5 Theproportion of the populationthat areincome oremploymentdeprived

including the proportion of children and oldpeople that are income deprivedor all
Lowerlayer Super Output Areas grouped by their Index of Multiple Depriva@d®rank

Percentage| Percentage | Percentage| Percentage
of people | of working | of children | of older
who are age people | who are people who
income who are income are income
deprived employment | deprived deprived
deprived
1 per cent most deprived areas 43.9 34.0 49.8 43.8
5 per cent most deprived areas 36.9 27.7 42.4 39.2
10 per cent most deprived area: 32.9 24.3 38.2 36.0
20 per cent most deprived area; 27.9 20.3 33.4 31.8
20-40 per cent areas 15.7 11.4 20.5 19.6
40-60 per cent areas 9.9 7.7 12.8 12.4
60-80 per cent areas 6.5 5.5 7.9 8.4
80-100 per cent (least deprived)
areas 3.8 3.7 4.2 5.1
All areas irEngland 12.8 9.9 16.9 14.1

The most deprived 20 per cent of Lowayer Super Output Areas in Englatitht is 6,568
of the 32,844 areas, account for 10.9 million people, representing almost exactly 20 per
cent of the population of Englaitl Thetable shows thatri these areas:

T
T

T
T

on average, over a quarter (27.9 per cent) of people are income deprived

one in five (20.3 per cent) of the working age population (women aged 18 to 59 and
men aged 18 to 64) are employment deprived
onethird of children ive in families that are income deprived (33.4 per cent)
just underonethird (31.8 per cent) of older people are income deprived.

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 theast deprived 20 per cent of areas. In the most
deprived 1 per cent of areas over twifths of all people, and half of all children, are
income deprived.

Areasthat are highlydeprivedon more than one domain

Many of the mostdeprivedareasin Englandacemultiple issues Taking the most

deprived 10 per cent (decile) of Lowlayer Super Output Areas on the overall Index of
Multiple Deprivation2019, it is possible to ascertain the number of component domains
on which each Lowdayer Super Ogtut Area ranks within the most deprived 10 per cent
of areas nationally.

24 Asoutlinedin Secton 3.2, it isimportant to rememberthat not all peoplelivingin deprivedLowerlayer Super
Output Areasarethemselvedeprived.
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4.3.2 Table 46 summarises this information and shows

4.3.3

l
|l

No Lowerayer Super Output Areas rank in the most deprived 10 per cent of areas
nationally on all seven component domains

137(4.2 per cent) of the 3,284 Lowdayer Super Output Areas rank in the most
deprived 10 per cent of Lowdayer Super Output Areas on six domains.
Nearlyonethird (30.7per cent) of the 3,284 Lowdayer Super Output Areas rank in
the most deprived 10 pezent of Lowedayer Super Output Areas on five or more
domains.

Nearly twathirds (65.5per cent) of the 3,284 Lowdayer Super Output Areas rank in
the most deprived 10 per cent of Lowkyer Super Output Areas on four or more
domains.

Almost all (98.per cent) of the 3,284 Lowdayer Super Output Areas rank in the
most deprived 10 per cent of Lowdayer Super Output Areas on two or more
domains.

All of the 3,284 Lowelayer Super Output Areas rank in the most deprived 10 per cent
of Lowerlayer SupeOutput Areas on at least one domain.

Table 4.6 Lowerlayer Super Output Areas that are in the most deprived 10 per cent

areas nationally based on the Index of Multiple Deprivation, by the number of doma
on which they are also in the most depriveecile

Number of Number of Lower Percentage of Lower Cumulative
domains layer Super Output | layer Super Output Area| Percentage
Areas

6 137 4.2 4.2
5 870 26.5 30.7
4 1145 34.9 65.5
3 778 23.7 89.2
2 312 9.5 98.7
1 42 1.3 100
Total 3,284 100.0

Table4.7 showsmore detail for thel37 Lowerlayer SuperOutput Areasin Englandhat
arein the 10 per centmostdeprivedareason sixdomainsof deprivation. Thesel37
LowerlayerSuperOutput Areasare not evenlydistributedacrossEngland: thedblelists
the ten Local Authority Districtthat containthe highest proportion of Lowelayer Super
Output Areas anked among the 10 per centost deprivedon sixdomains
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4.4

44.1

4.4.2

4.4.3

4.4.4

Table 4.7 Local Authority Districtwith the highest proportions of Lowdayer Super

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

Local AuthorityDistrict Number of Lower | Total number| Percentage of Lower
layer Super Output of LSOAs layer Super Output
Areas Areas in theDistrict
Blackpool 15 94 16.0
Burnley 7 60 11.7
North East Lincolnshire 6 106 5.7
Kingston upon Hull, City o 9 166 5.4
Liverpool 14 298 4.7
Bradford 11 310 3.5
Swale 3 85 3.5
Leeds 13 482 2.7
Birmingham 13 639 2.0
Stokeon-Trent 3 159 1.9

Local AuthorityDistrictsummaly measures

The pattern of deprivation across large areas suchoasl Authority Districtsan be

complex.In some areas, deprivation is concentrated in severe pockets, rather than evenly
spread throughout. Isomeother areas the opposite picture is seen, with deprivation

spread relatively evenly throughout the area, and with no highly deprived aféesseif

summary measures described in Section 3.3 have been designed to help users understand
deprivation patterns for highelevel areas such dsocal Authority DistrictsThe measures

identify the overall intensity of deprivation, how deprivation is distrigditacross the

fIF NASNJ I NBFZ YR GKS 2@SNIftf @2fdzySs 2N ¥wai
of summary measures, see Section 3.3.

Maps4.2 to 4.8on the following pages show each of the summary measoféise Index

of Multiple Deprivatior2019mapped forLocal Authority Districtacross England-or each
of the maps the_ocal Authority Districteave been divided into 10 equal groups (deciles)
according to the level of deprivatiam the summary measuréocal Authority Districts

the most deprived decile are shadethrk 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 shadgtit yellow.

Wheninterpreting mapsthe eye is drawn to large swathes of colour. This can be
misleading as geographically ladgecal Authority Districtsiay have relatively small
populations whereas geographically smadcal Authority Districtenay contain larger
populaions. There is an inset for London where B&boroughs aregeographically small
andobscured on the large map.

Average rank

Map 42 shows the distribution oEocal Authority Districten the average rank measure.
The most deprivedlocal Authority Distecits (shaded dark bluegre widely distributed
across the country. There is a concentratajriocal Authoritiesn Londonin the most
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4.4.5

4.4.6

4.4.7

4.4.8

4.4.9

deprived decile on this measure, aatboin Local Authority Districts the Midlands, the
North East andNorth West of EnglandThe most deprived decile includesastal areas
such asBlackpoolLiverpool and Kingston upon Huttetropolitan centres such &Sreater
Manchester andhe West Midlandsand former industrial areas.

Average sore

Map 43 shows the distribution oEocal Authority Districten the average score measure.
Areas in the most deprived deciége concentrated inlarger cities in théNorth andthe
Midlands There arealso concentrations in some smaller towns in Lancashire and the
South and East coast

Proportion of Lowelayer Super Output Areastime most deprived 10 per cent nationally

Map 4.4 shows the distribution @focal Authority Districten the proportion of Lower
layer Super Output Areas the most deprived 10 per cent nationallgeasure This
measure is based on only those Lovieyer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10
per cent, rather than the average rank and score measures whicham®d on averages
across all Lowelayer Super Output Areas. The meassinews anuchgreater
concentrationof Local Authority Districts1 the most deprived decil@ northern Local
Authority Districtsandto a lesser extent thélidlands, with only a sgle Local Authority
south of BirminghamspecificallyHastings)dentified by this measure as being in the
most deprived decile.

Extentof deprivation

Map 45 shows the distribution oEocal Authority Districten the extentof deprivation
measure. The distribution of the most deprived decile is similar to the avesewe

measure described abovi contrast with the previous measure, theoportion of
Lowerlayer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent nationally, thersvare
London boroughs identified as being in the most deprived decile on the extent measure.

Localconcentrationof deprivation

Map 46 shows the distribution oELocal Authority Districten the local concentrationf
deprivationmeasure.This summary measutends to highlight thosé.ocal Authority
areas with very highly deprived Lowayer Super Output Areas astiows a different
distribution of the most deprived decil® the measuresbove,in that there are
particularly high concentrations in coastal asewith 11 of the 20 areas with the highest
Local Concentration scores located in coastal areas

Incomescale andemploymentscale

Maps 47 and 48 shows the distribution oEocal Authority Districten the income and
employment scale measureAs these masures are based on the scale, or number, of
people who are incomeand employmenideprived, the measures tend to highlighighly
deprivedand highly populated.ocal Authorityareas.Some London boroughs ahdcal
Authority Districtan the North West feature inthe most deprived decile on both of these
measures. In additigrelusters in theMidlands and thdéargeunitary authoriies of
Cornwalland County Durham are the mostdeprived decile on both measures.
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Map 4.4 Proportion of Loweitayer Super Output Areas ihe most deprived 10 per cent

nationallysummary measure of the Index of Multiple Deprivati9 for Local Authority
Districts

- Most deprived 10%
|
I

|:| Least deprived 10%

;;;;;;;;;

-

Note, there arel23 Districts with no Lowettayer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 10 per cent of areas
These areas score zero on the sumnragasure andgre shown in the least deprived decile.
Contains OS data © Crown copyrigh019
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Map 4.5. Extentof deprivationsummary measure of the Index of Multiple Deprivat@di9 for
Local Authority Districts :
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Note, there are23 Districts with no Lowetayer Super Output Areas in the most deprived 30 per cent of areas.
These areas score zero on the extergasure andre shown in the least deprived decile.
Contains OS data © Crown copyrigh®19
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Map 4.6. Localconcentrationof deprivationsummary measure of the Index of Multiple

Deprivation2019 for Local Authority Districts

Contains OS data ©rown copyrightZ019
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