Concentrations of Multiple Deprivation
Summary

1.1. The datazones with the highest concentrations of multiple deprivation, those in the 5% most deprived on the SIMD, have become more spread out across Scotland over the three version of the Index.  The change in the distribution becomes less marked at higher cut offs but is still there.  These patterns also occur at Intermediate zone level.  The datazones moving into the most deprived are not just in those geographical areas that have experienced high concentrations of multiple deprivation in previous versions of the index, new areas appearing.  Within the most deprived datazones, the concentrations of deprivation have also fallen slightly.
Background

1.2. This paper develops on the analysis in the SIMD 2009 General Report to explore what has happened to small area concentrations of multiple deprivation over time.

1.3. The SIMD provides a rank for datazones from 1 being the most deprived to 6,505 being the least deprived datazone in Scotland.  The ranks cannot be averaged to obtain a deprivation score for a larger geographical area so we look at the local and national share of deprived datazones.  The local share is the proportion of datazones in a Local Authority area that fall within the most deprived datazones in Scotland.  The national share is the proportion of deprived datazones in Scotland that fall within a Local Authority.
1.4. For example in a Local Authority with 20 datazones, 10 of which are in the 15% most deprived, the local share of deprived datazones would be 50% ie half the datazones in the Local Authority are in the 15% most deprived, however the national share would be 1% as only 10 of the 976 datazones in the 15% most deprived lie within the Local Authority Area.

1.5. The recommended starting point for analysis of the SIMD is the 15% most deprived but other cut offs and individual domains can be used.  This analysis looks at the national share of the 5, 10, 15 and 20% most deprived datazones to see how the distribution has changed over time.  Tables showing the national and local share of deprived datazones are included in Annex D and Annex E respectively.
Concentrations of deprivation geographically - Overall SIMD

5% most deprived

1.6. Table 1 shows the Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 5% most deprived on each version of the SIMD.  In SIMD 2004, Glasgow contained 70% of the datazones in the 5% most deprived in Scotland.  This fell to 52% in SIMD 2006 and 45% in SIMD 2009.
1.7. Chart 1 shows the percentage of datazones falling within the Local Authorities with the highest national share of datazones in the 5% most deprived on each version of the SIMD.  For example, reading across at 80%, the chart shows that in SIMD 2004, the three Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 5% most deprived contained 80% of the 5% most deprived datazones in Scotland.  80% are now contained within the 8 Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 5% most deprived.  The percentage of datazones within the three Local Authorities with the highest numbers of deprived datazones has now fallen to 60%.
1.8. In SIMD 2004, the 6 Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 5% most deprived contained 88% of the 5% most deprived datazones in Scotland.  By SIMD 2009 this has fallen to 75%.

1.9. In SIMD 2004, 13 Local Authorities had no datazones in the 5% most deprived in Scotland.  In SIMD 2006 this fell to 7 then rose again to 9 in SIMD 2009.

Table 1: Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 5% most deprived

	SIMD 2004
	SIMD 2006
	SIMD 2009

	Local Authority
	Percentage of 5% most deprived in Scotland
	Local Authority
	Percentage of 5% most deprived in Scotland
	Local Authority
	Percentage of 5% most deprived in Scotland

	Glasgow
	69.5%
	Glasgow 
	52.0%
	Glasgow 
	45.2%

	Edinburgh
	7.7%
	Edinburgh
	8.3%
	Edinburgh
	7.4%

	North Lanarkshire
	2.8%
	North Lanarkshire
	5.2%
	North Lanarkshire
	6.8%

	Dundee City
	2.8%
	Dundee City
	4.0%
	Dundee City
	5.8%

	South Lanarkshire
	2.5%
	South Lanarkshire
	4.0%
	Inverclyde
	5.2%

	Renfrewshire
	2.5%
	Inverclyde
	4.0%
	Renfrewshire
	4.0%


Chart 1: Distribution of the concentration of the 5% most deprived datazones across Local Authorities
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10% most deprived

1.10. Table 2 shows the Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 10% most deprived on each version of the SIMD.  In SIMD 2004, Glasgow contained half the datazones in the 10% most deprived in Scotland.  This fell to 41% in SIMD 2006 and 36% in SIMD 2009.  50% of the 10% most deprived datazones in Scotland are now within the 3 Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 10% most deprived in Scotland.

1.11. Chart 2 shows that the six Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 10% most deprived in Scotland contained almost 80% of the 10% most deprived datazones in Scotland.  This fell to 71% in SIMD 2006 and two thirds of datazones in SIMD 2009.
Table 2: Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 10% most deprived

	SIMD 2004
	SIMD 2006
	SIMD 2009

	Local Authority
	Percentage of 10% most deprived in Scotland
	Local Authority
	Percentage of 10% most deprived in Scotland
	Local Authority
	Percentage of 10% most deprived in Scotland

	Glasgow
	49.9%
	Glasgow 
	41.3%
	Glasgow 
	36.4%

	Edinburgh
	6.8%
	Edinburgh
	7.1%
	North Lanarkshire
	7.7%

	North Lanarkshire
	6.8%
	North Lanarkshire
	6.8%
	Edinburgh
	6.9%

	South Lanarkshire
	6.1%
	Dundee City
	6.0%
	Dundee City
	5.8%

	Dundee City
	5.2%
	South Lanarkshire
	5.7%
	Inverclyde
	4.9%

	Inverclyde
	3.7%
	Inverclyde
	4.5%
	Renfrewshire
	4.8%


Chart 2: Distribution of the concentration of the 10% most deprived datazones across Local Authorities
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1.12. The three Local Authorities with the highest number of datazones in the 10% most deprived in Scotland contained almost two thirds of the 10% most deprived datazones in Scotland in SIMD 2004.  In SIMD 2009 this has fallen to just over half.
1.13. In SIMD 2004, seven Local Authorities had no datazones in the 10% most deprived.  This fell to five in SIMD 2006 and has remained at five in SIMD 2009.
15% most deprived

1.14. Table 3 shows the Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 5% most deprived on each version of the SIMD.  Glasgow has seen a fall in the percentage of the most deprived 15% of datazones that fall within the Local Authority area.  In SIMD 2004, 38% of the 15% most deprived datazones were within Glasgow, this has fallen to just over 30% in SIMD 2009.

1.15. The five local authorities with the most datazones in the 15% most deprived in SIMD 2004 contained two thirds of the 15% most deprived datazones in Scotland.  By SIMD 2009, the five local authorities with the highest numbers of deprived datazones contained only 57% of the deprived datazones in Scotland, with the 7 highest containing two thirds of the deprived datazones.

1.16. The five Local Authorities with the largest proportion of their datazones in the 15% most deprived are Glasgow, Inverclyde, Dundee City, West Dunbartonshire and North Ayrshire all with more than a quarter of their datazones in the 15% most deprived.  North Ayrshire has replaced Clackmannanshire which has seen a fall in the proportion of its datazones in the 15% most deprived since SIMD 2006.

1.17. Chart 3 shows that the three Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 15% most deprived in SIMD 2004 had 56% of the 15% most deprived datazones in Scotland.  This has fallen to 46% in SIMD 2009. 

1.18. In SIMD 2004, 90% of the datazones in the 15% most deprived fell within the 12 Local Authorities with the highest numbers of deprived datazones.  This had risen to 15 in SIMD 2006 and remained the same in SIMD 2009.

1.19. In SIMD 2004, five Local Authorities had no datazones in the 15% most deprived.  This fell to four in SIMD 2006 and has fallen again to three in SIMD 2009.  The three island Local Authorities have never had a datazone in the 15% most deprived on the overall SIMD.
Table 3: Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 15% most deprived

	SIMD 2004
	SIMD 2006
	SIMD 2009

	Local Authority
	Percentage of 15% most deprived in Scotland
	Local Authority
	Percentage of 15% most deprived in Scotland
	Local Authority
	Percentage of 15% most deprived in Scotland

	Glasgow
	38.3%
	Glasgow 
	33.8%
	Glasgow 
	30.6%

	North Lanarkshire
	10.6%
	North Lanarkshire
	8.6%
	North Lanarkshire
	9.2%

	South Lanarkshire
	6.8%
	Edinburgh
	6.5%
	Edinburgh
	5.9%

	Edinburgh
	6.3%
	South Lanarkshire
	5.7%
	Fife
	5.6%

	Dundee City
	5.2%
	Dundee City
	5.4%
	Dundee City
	5.6%

	Renfrewshire
	4.2%
	Fife
	4.8%
	South Lanarkshire
	5.3%


Chart 3: Distribution of the concentration of the 15% most deprived datazones across Local Authorities
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20% most deprived

1.20. Table 4 shows the Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 10% most deprived on each version of the SIMD.  In SIMD 2004, Glasgow contained 31% of the datazones in the 20% most deprived in Scotland.  This fell to 29% in SIMD 2006 and 26% in SIMD 2009.

Table 4: Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 20% most deprived

	SIMD 2004
	SIMD 2006
	SIMD 2009

	Local Authority
	Percentage of 20% most deprived in Scotland
	Local Authority
	Percentage of 20% most deprived in Scotland
	Local Authority
	Percentage of 20% most deprived in Scotland

	Glasgow
	31.1%
	Glasgow
	28.5%
	Glasgow
	26.4%

	North Lanarkshire
	11.7%
	North Lanarkshire
	10.2%
	North Lanarkshire
	10.0%

	South Lanarkshire
	6.8%
	South Lanarkshire
	6.1%
	Fife
	6.4%

	Dundee City
	5.8%
	Fife
	6.1%
	South Lanarkshire
	5.9%

	Edinburgh
	5.4%
	Edinburgh
	5.8%
	Edinburgh
	5.6%

	Renfrewshire
	4.6%
	Dundee City
	5.2%
	Dundee City
	5.4%


1.21. Chart 4 shows that in SIMD 2004, the three Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 20% most deprived contained 50% of the 20% most deprived datazones in Scotland.  By SIMD 2009 this has fallen to 43%.

1.22. In SIMD 2004, the 6 Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 20% most deprived contained 65% of the 20% most deprived datazones in Scotland.  By SIMD 2009 this has fallen to 60%.

1.23. Four Local Authorities had no datazones in the 20% most deprived on SIMD 2004.  This dropped to three in SIMD 2006 and has remained the same in SIMD 2009.

Chart 4: Distribution of the concentration of the 20% most deprived datazones across Local Authorities
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Intermediate zones

1.24. Analysis of the data by intermediate zone shows a similar pattern to that shown for Local Authorities.  Table 5 shows the number of intermediate zones that have no datazones in the most deprived nationally.  This has fallen for all the cut offs listed here which shows that the deprived datazones are appearing across more intermediate zones than before and that concentrations of multiple deprivation are becoming more spread out even at small area level.
Table 5: Number of intermediate zones with no datazones in the most deprived nationally

	
	SIMD 2004
	SIMD 2006
	SIMD 2009

	5% most deprived
	1,093
	1,070
	1,065

	10% most deprived
	964
	953
	935

	15% most deprived
	874
	841
	837

	20% most deprived
	780
	757
	747

	Total Intermediate zones
	1,235
	1,235
	1,235


Concentrations of deprivation geographically - SIMD Domains
1.25. It is also possible to look at the concentrations of deprivation within individual domains in a similar way to see how the pattern has changed over time.
5% Most deprived

1.26. Chart 5 in Annex A, shows that in SIMD 2004, two thirds of the datazones in the 5% most deprived in the health and education domain fell within one Local Authority.  Two thirds of datazones in the 5% most deprived in the Employment and Income domains fell within two Local Authorities.  The six Local Authorities with the highest number of access deprived datazones contained two thirds of the 5% most access deprived datazones in Scotland.

1.27. Chart 6, also in Annex A, shows that by SIMD 2009 the four Local Authorities with the highest numbers of deprived datazones in the education and health domains contained two thirds of the 5% most deprived datazones in Scotland.  For the income and employment domains, it was five Local Authorities and for the Access domain 6.  The seven Local Authorities with the highest numbers of datazones in the 5% most deprived on the crime domain contained two thirds of the datazones in the 5% most deprived in Scotland.
1.28. Comparing Chart 5 and Chart 6, the lines showing the concentrations of deprivation in the four domains with the largest weights (income, employment, health and education) have fallen and moved to the right.  This shows that the concentrations of deprivation have become more spread out as the deprived datazones are now spread across a larger number of Local Authorities.

1.29. Table 6 shows the number of Local Authorities with no datazones in the 5% most deprived on the overall SIMD and for each of the domains.   For the overall index and the four main domains (in terms of weighting) the number of Local Authorities with no datazones in the 5% most deprived has been falling.  This and the charts show that the levels of concentration in the most deprived Local Authorities are falling and levels across the other Local Authorities are increasing so datazones experiencing concentrations of multiple deprivation are becoming more geographically spread across the Local Authorities.
Table 6: Number of Local Authorities with no datazones in the 5% most deprived on the overall SIMD and in the domains
	
	Number of Local Authorities with no datazones in the 5% most deprived

	
	SIMD 2004
	SIMD 2006
	SIMD 2009

	Overall SIMD
	13
	7
	9

	Income domain
	9
	8
	6

	Employment domain
	13
	9
	9

	Health domain
	16
	11
	8

	Education domain
	13
	9
	7

	Access domain
	12
	12
	12

	Housing domain
	24
	24
	24

	Crime domain
	-
	3
	3


15% most deprived

1.30. Chart 7 shows that in SIMD 2004, half of the datazones in the 15% most deprived in each of the domains fell within three Local Authorities, except for the access domain where they fell within seven.  Chart 8 shows that by SIMD 2009, half of the 15% most deprived datazones on each domain fell within four Local Authorities, apart from Access which fell within seven and crime within five.  As with the two charts showing the distribution for the 5% most deprived datazones, the lines for the four domains with the largest weights have fallen between Chart 7 and Chart 8 showing that the deprived datazones are now less concentrated in a small number of Local Authorities.
1.31. Table 7 shows the number of Local Authorities with no datazones in the 15% most deprived on the overall SIMD and for each of the domains.  The same table for the 5% most deprived shows that the number of Local Authorities with no deprived datazones is falling, the pattern here is different.
Table 7: Number of Local Authorities with no datazones in the 15% most deprived on the overall SIMD and in the domains
	
	Number of Local Authorities with no datazones in the 15% most deprived

	
	SIMD 2004
	SIMD 2006
	SIMD 2009

	Overall SIMD
	5
	4
	3

	Income domain
	4
	4
	3

	Employment domain
	4
	5
	3

	Health domain
	6
	2
	3

	Education domain
	6
	3
	3

	Access domain
	0
	0
	2

	Housing domain
	10
	10
	10

	Crime domain
	-
	1
	0


Concentrations of deprivation within areas of deprivation
1.32. A measure of levels of concentrations of deprivation is the number of domains where a datazone falls in the most deprived ie how many aspects of deprivation is the population of a datazone experiencing.  Charts 9 and 10 in Annex C show this for the 5% and 15% most deprived respectively for SIMD 2004, SIMD 2006 and SIMD 2009.  It needs to be borne in mind that there were only six domains in SIMD 2004, hence the different shape.

1.33. All datazones in the 5% most deprived were in the 5% most deprived on at least one domain.  Around 80% of the datazones were in the 5% most deprived on three or more domains on both SIMD 2006 and 2009.  The proportion of the most deprived datazones in the 15% most deprived on 6 or more domains has fallen slightly between SIMD 2006 and SIMD 2009, showing that concentrations of multiple deprivation have reduced slightly in the most deprived areas.

1.34. All datazones in the 15% most deprived were in the 15% most deprived on at least one domain.  Just over 90% of the datazones were in the 15% most deprived on three or more domains on both SIMD 2006 and 2009.  The proportion of the most deprived datazones in the 15% most deprived on 6 or more domains has fallen slightly between SIMD 2006 and SIMD 2009, showing that concentrations of multiple deprivation have reduced slightly in the most deprived areas.
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Annex A: Distribution across Local Authorities of the most deprived 5% of datazones in each domain
Chart 5: Distribution of the concentration of the 5% most deprived datazones by SIMD 2004 domain across Local Authorities
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Chart 6: Distribution of the concentration of the 5% most deprived datazones by SIMD 2009 domain across Local Authorities
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Annex B: Distribution across Local Authorities of the most deprived 15% of datazones in each domain
Chart 7: Distribution of the concentration of the 15% most deprived datazones by SIMD 2004 domain across Local Authorities 
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Chart 8: Distribution of the concentration of the 15% most deprived datazones by SIMD 2004 domain across Local Authorities
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Annex C: Charts for the most deprived datazones, showing in how many domains they also feature in the most deprived
Chart 9: Chart showing the number of domains a datazone is in the most deprived for, for the datazones in the 5% most deprived in the overall SIMD
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Chart 10: Chart showing the number of domains a datazone is in the most deprived for, for the datazones in the 15% most deprived in the overall SIMD
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Annex D: National Share of deprived datazones by Local Authority
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Annex E: Local Share of deprived datazones by Local Authority
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