Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation: Consultation on timing of next update and priority of possible SIMD outputs 

Summary of responses and action to be taken by the Office of the Chief Statistician

1 Introduction

1.1 A sincere thank you to all individuals and organisations who responded to the SIMD consultation. Your views are very important to us and help us to ensure that the SIMD and associated outputs are as useful as they possibly can be. 
2 Background
2.1 Between July and September 2011 the Office of the Chief Statistician consulted with users of the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD) on the best timing for the next update and on the priority which should be placed on a number of possible SIMD-related outputs. 
2.2 The consultation document, which can be found here: www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Statistics/SIMD/SIMDconsultation was sent to ScotStat users who had expressed an interest in the SIMD, members of the Measuring Deprivation Advisory Group (MDAG), the Public Sector Analysts Network, the Scottish Community Planning Network and the heads of Analytical Service Divisions (ASDs). It was also placed on the SIMD website. Fifty-one responses were received, the respondents are listed in Annex A.
2.3 This paper summarises the views expressed in consultation responses and outlines the actions planned by the Office of the Chief Statistician (OCS) in response to these. 
2.4 Some respondents did not answer all questions whilst in other cases they answered the question without offering a clear opinion one way or the other. We have detailed the number of responses received to each question in the analysis in this paper as well as the number offering no clear opinion either way.
3 Key points and planned actions

· A majority of respondents did not express any reservations about the proposed late 2012 publication date and so the next update will be published in November 2012. The exact date will be formally announced in due course.
· Almost all of the respondents agreed that a web-only version of the SIMD General Report was sufficient. The General Report associated with the next SIMD update will be a web-only publication. We will consider the feasibility of producing a short guidance note, including a summary of the findings, in paper-form.
· There was relatively strong support for investigations into a possible child index. We will re-visit the earlier work on this using relevant indicators from the existing SIMD. Based on our findings a decision will be taken as to whether this is worth pursuing further.
· Just under a quarter of respondents were in favour of investigations into a UK-wide index. The majority of respondents deemed it to be a low priority. Given resource constraints and limited interest from respondents we do not intend to pursue this further.
· There was a bit more support for the idea of a UK Poverty Index but again most saw it as a low priority. In light of this we will not pursue this at present but may consider it again when Universal Credits replace the current benefit system. 
· Almost all who responded to the Further Analysis questions said they found it useful. Most respondents deemed it a medium priority. We will update as much of the existing analysis as possible in time for the next SIMD publication and will update the remainder as time allows. We will then work on suggested additional analysis where we believe we can produce something which will be useful to a wide enough audience.
· There was a similar response to the questions on Further Guidance and our response will also be similar. We will attempt to update as much of the existing guidance as possible for publication with, or soon after, SIMD 2012. We will then work on suggested additional guidance where we believe we can produce something which will be useful to a wide enough audience. 
· Most respondents found the income and employment domain updates useful and almost half thought them a high priority. We will continue to publish these between SIMD updates whilst the benefit data allows us to do this.
· Again most respondents were in favour of annual updates to the remaining domains and around a third thought them a high priority. We will continue to update SNS with indicators on an annual basis as at present and will investigate the feasibility of updating additional indicators for which annual data is not currently published.
Summary of responses to questions on different possible SIMD outputs
Is this output useful?
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Is this a high, medium or low priority?
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* The Child Index, UK Index and UK Poverty Index are not current SIMD outputs. The consultation asked for views on the usefulness and priority of these potential outputs alongside existing outputs to help us to prioritise future work.
4 Details of responses
Main use of SIMD

4.1 Thirty-six responses (71%) were received from Local Authorities and core Community Planning Partners (such as Health Boards, Fire and Rescue Services and Transport Partnerships). This included responses from 22 of the 32 Scottish councils. 
4.2 A further 2 responses were from Central Government and 3 were from other public bodies. Two were from academics and the remaining 8 were from other individuals or organisations including charities and private companies.
4.3 Respondents were using the SIMD for a variety of different purposes. Some of the most common responses were:
· Targeting resources

· Determining eligibility for funding

· Identifying areas experiencing change over time

· Analysing/monitoring (health) inequalities

· Area profiling
· Evidence base for Single Outcome Agreements

· Analysis of other datasets by deprivation

Timing of the next update

4.4 Thirty nine of the 50 respondents who answered this question (78%) expressed a clear preference for a 2012 update. A further 8 respondents (16%) preferred a later publication date, mainly to allow the inclusion of 2011 census results. The remaining 3 respondents did not express a clear opinion one way or another but discussed the issues involved.
4.5 A number of those in favour of a late 2012 update acknowledged the limitations to this plan but believed it was important to have an updated index before 2014 in particular because this would be the final index produced in a broadly comparable way to those that have gone before. Delaying the next update until the 2011 census results are available would mean the next SIMD could not be produced until 2014 at the earliest. 
4.6 OCS action: The next SIMD update will be published in November 2012. We will then aim to publish a further update once census results and new benefit data (following changes due to welfare reform) are available. The earliest date for this update would be late 2014, subject to resources.
Changes to methodology
4.7 This question asked whether respondents had any strong views on the possible inclusion of fire data in the SIMD. Very little information was provided in the consultation document about how this data might be included in practice. This was because these details were (and remain) unclear with analysis of the fire data just beginning when the consultation opened. 
4.8 Most respondents indicated that they had no strong views on this issue. However a number expressed concern that it would limit comparability with previous versions of the index and some of these suggested including fire data in the subsequent update which would differ significantly from previous versions anyway due to the numerous expected changes (e.g. new census data, changes to datazone boundaries, welfare reform etc.)
4.9 A number of users preferred that fire data be included alongside crime data in a Community Safety domain whilst others thought that it should be kept separate. One respondent suggested that any Community Safety domain should include other relevant indicators. Another respondent suggested that improving the existing housing domain should be the priority rather than investigating the possible inclusion of fire data.
4.10 OCS action: Work to assess the suitability of the available fire data is continuing. The decision on whether to include it in the next SIMD will be taken in due course and this decision will be informed by the ongoing statistical analysis. Work to improve the housing domain continues but, at present, appropriate small area data is not available.
Update to SIMD 2009 outputs
4.11 All but 3 of the respondents agreed that an accessible web-only General Report would meet their needs as long as it could be printed out if needed. A number of these requested that a smaller guidance note, and perhaps a note of some headline findings, be made available in paper form.
4.12 Of the 3 who disagreed, 2 stated that whilst a web-only publication would meet their needs, they were concerned that the information should be available to all and this would include making paper copies available in libraries. The other pointed out that some groups without access to e-technology or with difficulty reading web-based products, would find paper copies of benefit.
4.13 OCS action: The General Report for SIMD 2012 will be a web-based publication. We will consider the feasibility of producing a guidance note including a summary of the main points in paper form. We will ensure that all web-based documents are as accessible as possible and that they can be printed out on request.
4.14 A number of respondents informed us that they do not make use of the interactive mapping feature, generally because they download data into their GIS systems and use these. However many other users stated that they find it very useful. Those who do use the feature suggested improvements including: 
· More geographic layers

· A better way of printing out the map and associated data

· Sorting the problem of the projection of the mapping

· Ability to compare more than 2 datazones

· Mapping made available on DVD/available to download

· Change of colours used to distinguish between deprivation bands

· Display more detail for each domain (i.e. indicator values)

· More visible boundaries between higher geographies (e.g. local authorities)

· Display income and employment domain percentages on map

· Ability to ‘black out’ surrounding local authorities

· Ability to download GIS data directly from interactive mapping site

· Facility to allow map to be enlarged

· More awareness and training on these tools

· Inclusion of datazone names

· Tutor video clip

· Remove class overlap in legend

· Diminish datazone boundaries at smaller scales
4.15 OCS action: We will consider all of these improvements when we update the mapping for SIMD 2012. In the meantime a ‘tutor video clip’ essentially exists in the form of our interactive guidance: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Statistics/SIMD/guidancefindingrank 
Child Index

4.16 There was relatively strong support for investigations into a possible child index with 33 respondents (66%) believing that we should look into this. For a further 9 (18%) it was difficult to say that they were either for or against the idea although a number of these suggested that if we re-visited the earlier work and determined that a child index was better than the SIMD at identifying concentrations of child deprivation then they would be in favour. The remaining 8 (16%) did not believe that we should investigate a child index, they believed that the earlier work, which concluded it was not necessary, was sufficient.
4.17 Thirty-seven per cent of the 46 respondents who offered an opinion believed that a child index was a high priority. A further 35% saw it as a medium priority and 28% viewed it as a low priority. Five respondents offered no opinion. It is possible that this is because they deem it to be a low priority but this hasn’t been assumed in these results.
4.18 Suggested uses of a child index included:

· Targeting early intervention

· Targeting resources / determining how well resources are already targeted on areas of greatest need

· Looking at the impact of the recession and of welfare reform

· Targeting work to improve school attainment of children in deprived areas

· Assessing how effective the implementation of GIRFEC is within local authorities

· Giving an indication of improvements or declines in quality of life for children within areas of deprivation and consequently contributing to informing the targeting of resources
· Planning and prioritising child care services

· Planning of local initiatives and services - health, preschool

· Allocating resources to community schools networks
4.19 OCS action: We will re-visit the earlier work on this using relevant indicators from the existing SIMD. Based on our findings a decision will be taken as to whether this is worth pursuing further.
UK Index

4.20 Just under a quarter (24% or 12 people/organisations) were in favour of OCS pursuing work with the other UK administrations to investigate a UK index. The majority (57% or 29 people/organisations) did not want us to investigate this with a number raising concerns that it could divert resources from other, more important outputs. The remaining 10 (20%) did not offer a clear opinion one way or another either stating that they had no opinion or that they could not comment without more information (for example on how this would interfere with other SIMD outputs).
4.21 Of those respondents who offered an opinion as to the priority which should be placed on investigating a UK-wide index of deprivation 4 (8%) saw it as a high priority, a further 4 (8%) saw it as a medium priority and 41 (84%) saw it as a low priority.
4.22 Suggested uses of a UK index included:

· It could feed into discussions about new approaches to financial allocations across the UK administrations
· Ability to compare with (e.g.) local authorities in other parts of the UK

· Comparing health outcomes with England

· Compare the spread of deprivation between and within cities

· Observe and compare the impact of different policy interventions

· Monitoring the impact of welfare reform across UK countries
4.23 OCS action: It is clear from the responses to the consultation that the majority of users of the SIMD do not want us to pursue this, certainly not at the expense of other SIMD products. Given this, and given the limited resources at our disposal, we do not intend to pursue this further.
UK Poverty Index

4.24 The suggestion of a UK poverty index proved slightly more popular with 18 (35%) respondents believing we should investigate this further although 20 (39%) did not believe it should be investigated. The remaining 13 (25%) offered no clear opinion with some saying they would need more information in order to make a decision and some offering no comment on this question.
4.25 However, only 3 (7%) of those who provided a view on the priority this should be given deemed it a high priority. A further 12 (25%) thought it a medium priority and 26 (72%) saw it as a low priority.
4.26 Suggested uses of a UK Poverty index were similar to those for a UK index and included:

· Cross border analysis of poverty and health

· Resource allocation

· Comparing with English regions

· Impact of welfare reform

· Attracting/applying for national funding
4.27 OCS action: There appears to be limited interest in a UK Poverty Index although we may consider this again when Universal Credits are fully introduced. Any work performed at the moment would quickly become obsolete when the Universal Credit replaces existing benefits. In addition, Universal Credits should be easier to compare between the 4 nations than the existing benefits.
Further Analysis
4.28 Almost all of the respondents who provided a view on the further analysis which has been performed around SIMD 2009 found it useful. This is unsurprising given that requests made by users have informed our decisions on what analysis we should produce. A number indicated that it was useful as it helped to highlight some of the considerations which needed to be taken into account when using the SIMD.
4.29 A small number of respondents said that this type of analysis was not relevant for the work they did and one respondent pointed out that many local authorities would already analyse the SIMD for their own areas. Another said that the usefulness of the analysis was in what it could encourage users to do on their own rather than in the content of the analysis itself.
4.30 One respondent pointed out that regular publication of such documents also helped to maintain awareness of the SIMD between updates.
4.31 Suggestions for future analysis were varied and will be considered and, where possible, acted upon in due course. Recurring themes were:

· Further/updated analysis of deprivation in rural areas

· Analysis of mixed urban/rural areas

· Further analysis of relative vs. absolute change over time

· Analysis of the link between deprivation and fire

4.32 A quarter (25% or 11 respondents) of those who provided a view on the priority of further analysis viewed it as a high priority whilst the majority, 60% (26) viewed it as medium priority and the remaining 16% (7) thought it a low priority. 
4.33 Amongst those who viewed it as a high priority suggestions were for further analysis of rural areas (including more analysis of the access domain and comparisons of the 3 island local authorities); analysis of whether areas receiving low SIMD scores tend to be prosperous; analysis of change over time (and understanding why); simpler guidance for a wider audience; local authority profiles and analysis of impact of changing demographics
4.34 OCS action: As work begins on the next SIMD update it will be necessary to reduce the amount of analysis performed on SIMD 2009. We will attempt to update as much of the existing analysis as possible for publication with, or soon after, SIMD 2012. We will then work on suggested additional analysis where we believe we can produce something which will be useful to a wide enough audience.

Further Guidance
4.35 Again most respondents stated that they found the further guidance produced to date useful with some stating that they saw it as more important than the analysis but others saying that they considered the 2 to be part of the same thing. A number stated that the guidance material was a good reference point for infrequent or first-time users and some mentioned particular pieces of guidance as being useful (for example the interactive guidance on using the SIMD mapping).
.
4.36 A number of users commented that the guidance already available met their needs. Suggestions for future guidance included:

· Continue to extend the FAQ section

· How to (and not to) interpret and use SIMD data

· Different ways to analyse SIMD
· Analysis over time

· How to employ SIMD in resource allocation formulae

· Guidance on fire data if it is included

· Spatial clustering of deprivation

4.37 Of those who expressed a view on the priority of further guidance 9 respondents (23%) saw it as a high priority. The majority, 24 (60%), thought it a medium priority and 7 (18%) deemed it a low priority.
4.38 OCS action: Again it will be necessary to reduce the amount of guidance produced as work on SIMD 2012 gathers pace. We will attempt to update as much of the existing guidance as possible for publication with, or soon after, SIMD 2012. We will then work on suggested additional guidance where we believe we can produce something which will be useful to a wide enough audience. In particular we may look at extending the FAQ section and the interactive guidance.

Annual updates
Income and Employment domains

4.39 Most users (84%) stated that they found the annual updates to the income and employment domains useful in that they allowed them to track changes in deprivation over time. A number stated that these were very important or even critical. However some respondents (including a number who found the updates useful) expressed concern that they potentially detracted from the multi-faceted nature of deprivation or that they encouraged an undesirable short-term focus.
4.40 Of the 48 respondents who offered an opinion on the priority of annual updates to the income and employment domains 22 (46%) thought them a high priority, 18 (38%) said they were a medium priority and 8 (17%) thought them a low priority.
Other domains

4.41 Again the significant majority of respondents (89%) stated that annual updates to other domains would be useful with some listing specific domains they would like updates for (most popular was health then education and crime followed by access to services). Some respondents stated that updates to some indicators on SNS were desirable but that updates to domains (and therefore potentially to the overall SIMD) were not. However others thought that there was no point in producing annual updates unless they could be secured for all indicators and domains. Others said that they could get the data they needed from other sources anyway and so there was no need for annual updates.
4.42 Of the 46 respondents who offered an opinion on the priority of annual updates to the other domains 14 (30%) deemed them a high priority, 21 (46%) a medium priority and 11 (24%) a low priority. The only domain specifically suggested by any of those who deemed this a high priority was the access domain.
4.43 OCS action: At present we publish a statistical release associated with the update of the income and employment domains in the autumn of each year. We also place a number of indicators from some other domains (education and health) on SNS. We will continue to adopt this approach in the years between full updates and will investigate the feasibility of placing additional indicators on SNS. In some cases it is likely that indicators would not show a big enough change on an annual basis to make producing and publishing them worthwhile. 
Ranked Preferences
4.44 Where a respondent had indicated that more than one of the possible outputs were a high priority we asked them to rank these. The purpose of this was to allow us to determine the most important potential output given that resources are limited and so not all outputs can be produced. A number of respondents ranked the options even when they had not indicated that they were a high priority. This information has not been included in the results.
4.45 Twenty respondents had ranked more than one potential output as a high priority and provided a ranking. 
4.46 In half of these cases annual updates to the income and employment domains were given top ranking and a further 6 respondents deemed them to be second top priority.
4.47 Five respondents considered a child index to be the highest priority, 
4.48 Three respondents considered a UK index as well as at least one other output to be of high priority. In all 3 of these cases they deemed the UK index to be more important than their other highly ranked option. On 2 occasions it was ranked above a UK poverty index. These were the only 2 cases in which a UK poverty index was ranked. In the 1 remaining case the UK index was ranked above a child index.
4.49 No respondents deemed further guidance or analysis to be the top priority.
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