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The�Englishh�Indices�off�Deprivatioon�2010�

Summary�oof�findings�for�Torbay�

This� paper� presents� a� brief� overvview� of� moddelled� deprivation� in� Toorbay.� The� ddata� is� takeen� from� thee�
government’s� 2010� Engglish� Indices� of�Deprivattion� (http://www.communities.gov.uuk).� The� papper� presentss�
some�of�thee�findings�and�illustrates�the�changingg�picture�of�relative�deprrivation�overr�time.�

Overview:�

Torbay’s�relative�positioon�within�thhe�national�mmodel�of�depprivation�shoows�a�negative�directionn.�This�couldd�
be� considered� as� a� woorrying� trend� for� Torbay.� Whilst� thhere� is� no� single� local� aauthority� levvel� measuree�
favoured�ovver�another,��if�we�considder�the�rank�of�local�concentration�(population�wweighted�based�on�mostt�
deprived�SOOAs�containing�10%�of�poopulation);�TTorbay’s�relative�positionn�has�moved��from�119�inn�2004,�to�755�
in�2007�to�661�in�2010.�TThe�relative�position�conntinues�to�bee�the�case�evven�after�adjjusting�for�thhe�reductionn�
in�the�numbber�of�local�authority�areas,�from�3554�to�326.�Other�district�measures�shhow�a�worsee�picture�forr�
the�Bay,�andd�dependingg�on�the�measure�Torbay�y�varies�from�most�deprivved�in�the�reggion�to�7th�(oof�38).�

The�number�of�areas�wiithin�Torbay�in�the�top�deecile�most�deprived�in�Enngland�has�inncreased�oveer�time�fromm�
4�in�2004,�tto�10�in�20077�to�12�in�20010.�The�nummber�of�geoographies�acrross�Englandd�has�remainned�constantt�
over�time�at�32,482,�witth�89�areas�iin�Torbay.�Thhese�areas�are�called�SOAAs,�or�Super�r�Output�Areas.�SOAs�aree�
comparablee�geographiees�with�a�meaan�populatioon�of�1,500.

Whilst� the� relative� levvels� of� deprrivation� havee� increased� for� Torbay,� deprivation� within� Toorbay� showss�
noticeable�vvariation.�Att�town�level�both�Torquaay�and�Paignnton�could�be�perceived� to�show�a�wworsening�inn�
relative�depprivation�bettween�2007�aand�2010.�Hoowever,�leveels�in�Brixhamm�could�be�pperceived�as�improving.�

Key�findinggs:�

� Torrbay�is�withinn�the�top�20%%�most�deprrived�local�auuthority�areaas�in�Englandd�for�the�rank�of�averagee�
score�and�the�raank�of�local�cconcentratioon.�

� Oveerall�levels�of�relative�deeprivation�haave�worsened�in�Torbay,�with�an�estiimated�21,000�residentss�
livinng� in� areas� considered� in� the� top� 110%�most� deeprived� in� EEngland,� commpared� to� an� estimatedd�
15,5500�in�2007.�

� It� appears� that� the�populattions� in�Torbbay�mostly� lliving� in�areaas� in� the� topp�10%�most�deprived� inn�
Enggland�are�youung�families.�

� 1�inn�5�of�Torbayy’s�20�to�29�ppopulation�livve�in�areas�inn�the�top�10%%�most�deprrived�in�Englaand.�
� Thee�Health�and��Disability�doomain�showss�the�greatesst�variation�ffor�Torbay�wwith�the�natioonal�picture,,�

whiilst�the�Crimee�domain�shows�the�leasst�variation.
� Somme� areas� within� Torbayy� have� showwn� noticeabble� increasess� in� levels� of� relative� deprivation,,�

Watcombe�for�eexample�hass�seen�a�10%�increase�in�relative�deprrivation�betwween�2007�and�2010.�
� Crooft� Hall� remmains� the� ppractice� draawing� its� rregistered� ppatients� from� the� most� deprivedd�

commmunities.��
� Whilst� the� nummber� of� areaas� in� the� topp� 10%�mostt� deprived� inn� England� hhas� increasedd� in� Torbay,,�

Torrbay�now�hass�an�area�connsidered�withhin�the�leastt�10%�depriveed�in�Englandd.��
� Levvels�of�relativve�deprivatioon�have�decrreased�most for�both�Compass�House�and�Greennswood.�Thiss�

is�inn�line�with�wwhat�has�beenn�observed�ffor�relative�leevels�in�Brixhham.�
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Enggland�
22010� 61� 49� 82� 61� 97� 99� 326
22007� 71� 57� 89� 75� 93� 94�

354
22004� 94� 89� 113� 119� 95� 94�
22010� 1� 2� 3� 2� 6� 7� 37
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22007� 3� 4� 4� 3� 4� 4�
45

22004� 7� 8� 6� 8� 4� 4�
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The�currentt�governancee�structure�(AApril�2010)�iss�coterminouus�for�both�the�commissiioning�NHS�oorganisation�
and�the�locaal�authority.�Analysis�for�Torbay�is�froom�the�persppective�of�the�resident�ppopulation,�wwhilst�the�GP�
analysis�is�from�the�persspective�of�the�registeredd�populationn,�irrespectivve�of�place�off�residence.�

�

Summary�oof�district�levvel�findings:�

The�summaary�measuress�at�district�leevel�focus�onn�different�asspects�of�muultiple�deprivvation�in�the�area.�No�
single�summmary�measurre�is�favouredd�over�anothher,�as�there is�no�single�best�way�of�describing�oor�comparingg�
districts.�

In�all�rankinngs�throughoout�this�paper,�a�rank�of�11�indicates�thhe�most�deprived�in�Englland.�

�

Table�1:�Rannking�for�Torbay�with�all�authoritiess�in�…�

�

Torbay’s� ovverall� positioon�as� 61st�most�deprivedd� local� authoority� for� thee� rank�of� aveerage� score�and� rank�off�
local�concentration�placces�Torbay�wwithin�the�toop�20%�mostt�deprived�loocal�authoritties�in�Englannd,�betweenn�
the�18th�andd�19th�percenntile.�This�poosition�is�relaatively�worsee�than�that�for�2007,�eveen�when�connsidering�thee�
reduction�inn�the�denomminator�from�354�to�326�local�authority�areas.�In 2007�Torbayy�was�on�thee�cusp�of�thee�
top�quartilee�most�deprivved�betweenn�the�20th�and�21st�percenntile.�

Overview�off�the�six�summmary�measuures:�

AVERAGE�SSCORE�is�the�population�wweighted�aveerage�of�the�combined�scores�for�thee�SOAs�in�a�ddistrict.�

AVERAGE�RRANK�is�the�ppopulation�wweighted�aveerage�of�the�ccombined�ranks�for�the�SSOAs�in�a�district.�

EXTENT�is�the�proportioon�of�a�districct’s�population�living�in�tthe�most�depprived�SOAs�in�the�country.�

LOCAL�CONNCENTRATION�is�the�population�weigghted�averagge�of�the�ranks�of�a�district’s�most�deprived�SOAss�
that�containn�exactly�10%%�of�the�district’s�populaation.�

INCOME�SCCALE�is�the�nuumber�of�people�who�aree�income�deeprived.�

EMPLOYMEENT�SCALE�iss�the�numberr�of�people�wwho�are�empployment�depprived.��

�
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Small�area�ddeprivation�

The�Index�oof�Multiple�Deprivation�iss�constructedd�from�a�weighted�quanttitative�modeel.�The�modeel�is�
weighted�inn�favour�of�inncome�and�employment..�Where�the�rationale�is�tthat�without�t�an�income�oor�
employmennt�levels�of�deprivation�wwill�be�higherr.�The�weightted�model�is�illustrated�inn�figure�1�beelow,�
including�thhe�weightings�per�domainn.�

Figure�1:�Coonstruct�of�Inndex�of�Multtiple�Deprivation�
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Details�of�thhe�indicatorss�within�eachh�of�these�resspective�dommains�can�bee�viewed�in�appendix�B.�

One�possiblle�critique�off�the�underlyying�methodology�for�thee�income�domain�could�bbe�that�the�ddata�is�takenn�
from� a� singgle�month,� aand� not� the� annual�meaan.�Whilst� thhis�may� apppear� inconseequential� andd� in� relativee�
terms� the� same� methhodology� haas� been� appplied� uniformly� acrosss� England,� iit� could� bee� argued� ass�
underestimating�the�truue�levels�of�rrelative�incoome�deprivattion�within�TTorbay.�Moree�so�as�the�ssingle�monthh�
is�a�summer�month,�andd�given�the�sseasonality�that�exists�in�Torbay’s�ecoonomy,�this�may�not�reflect�the�truee�
picture.�

Each�domaiin�index�conssists�of�a�scoore�which�is�tthen�ranked.�The�scores for�the�Incoome�Deprivattion�Domainn�
and�the�Emmployment�Deprivation�DDomain�are�rrates.�So,�forr�example,�iff�an�LSOA�sccores�0.38�in�the�Incomee�
Deprivationn� Domain,� thhis�means� thhat� 38%� of� tthe� LSOA’s� ttotal� populaation� is� incomme� deprivedd.� The� samee�
applies�to�the�Employmment�Deprivation�Domainn�where�the�rate�refers�too�the�percenntage�of�the�working�agee�
population�that�is�emplooyment�deprived.�

The�scores�for�the�remaaining�five�ddomains�are�not�rates.�WWithin�a�dommain,�the�higher�the�scorre,�the�moree�
deprived�a�LSOA�is,�althhough�becauuse�the�distrribution�of�the�data�has�been�modiffied,� it� is�nott�possible�too�
say�how�muuch�more�deeprived�one�area� is� thann�another�Thhe� IMD�20100�score� is� thhe�combinedd�sum�of� thee�
weighted,� eexponentiallyy� transformeed�domain� rrank� of� the�domain� score.� Again,� thhe� bigger� the� IMD�20100�
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score,�the�mmore�depriveed�the�LSOA..�However,�bbecause�of�thhe�transformmations�undeertaken,�it�is�not�p
to�say,�for�eexample,�that�an�LSOA�with�a�score�oof�40�is�twice�as�deprived�as�an�LSOA�with�a�scoree�of�20

The� below� table,� tablee� 2,� illustrattes� the� distrribution� of� SOAs� in� Torrbay� by� deccile� against� tthe� E
average.�Thhe�table�showws�the�ratio�values�for�thhe�number�oof�geographical�areas�in�TTorbay�(the�89�SO
decile�ranking�against�thhe�national�ddistribution. An�even�disttribution�would�be�100�pper�decile.��

Values�abovve�100�implyy�an�over�reppresentationn�in�Torbay�foor�that�decile,�for�exampple,�in�the�20010�I
10%� the� vaalue� of� 134..8� shows� that� Torbay� hhas� a� higherr� representaation� in� thatt� decile� than� exp
Expected,�inn�this�case,�wwould�be�1000�if�Torbay’s�distribution�was�in�line�wwith�the�natiional�perspecctive.�

The� domain� with� the� most� even� distributionn� is� the� criime� domain;� this� implies� that� thiss� dom
representattive�of� the�nnational� distribution� for� the� crime�ddomain.� The�largest� variiation� from�tthe�n
perspectivee�is�the�health�deprivation�and�disability�domain.

Table�2:�Disstribution�of�modelled�deeprivation�in�Torbay�against�the�Englaand�average��

The�results�for�2010�IMMD�in�table�22�are�presented�in�the�foollowing�graph;�compareed�to�the�20007�IMD�andd�
the�Englandd�average�(100).�This�graaph�shows�thhat�whilst�coommunities�in�Torbay�wwithin�the�moost�deprivedd�
10%�nationally�have�inccreased,�onee�communityy’s�relative� level�of�deprrivation�has� improved,� itt�now�lies� inn�
the�least�deeprived�10%�in�England.�Areas�abovee�England�avverage�show�higher�levells�of�relativee�deprivationn�
within�that�decile.�Convversely�areas�below�the�EEngland�averrage�show�lower�levels�thhan�average..�

Figure�2:�Distribution�off�deprivationn�in�Torbay�oover�time�commpared�to�thhe�England�avverage�

DEPRIVATIOON� 2010� 2010�2010�IMDD 2010�INCOMME 2010�HEALTH 22010�BARRIERS 22010�CRIME 20010�LIVING�
DECILE EMPLOYMENTT EDUCATION

Top�10% 134.8 67.4 146.1 89.9 44.9 11.2 101.1 179.8

10+%�to�20%� 44.9 146.1 224.7 67.4 78.7 67.4 89.9 179.8

20+%�to�30% 258.4 269.7 213.5 157.3 224.7 78.7 89.9 157.3

30+%�to�40% 134.8 123.6 146.1 280.9 202.2 157.3 101.1 101.1

40+%�to�50% 134.8 168.5 123.6 168.5 123.6 202.2 112.4 101.1

50+%�to�60% 157.3 123.6 101.1 157.3 157.3 224.7 78.7 67.4

60+%�to�70% 67.4 67.4 44.9 56.2 78.7 146.1 67.4 78.7

70+%�to�80% 44.9 22.5 0.0 11.2 33.7 89.9 134.8 33.7

80+%�to�90% 11.2 11.2 0.0 11.2 56.2 22.5 112.4 44.9

90+%�to�100% 11.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 112.4 56.2 �
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Over� recennt� years� thee� relative� levels� of� depprivation� witthin� Torbay’’s� populatioon� have� shoown� a� slightt�
worsening,� as� can�be� sseen� in� the� IIndex�of�Muultiple�Deprivvation� colummns�below� (ttable� 3).� Thee�worseningg�
levels�of�deeprivation�arre�most�noticeable�for�thhe�employmment�domain,�where�the�e�number�of�SOAs� in�thee�
most�deprivved�end�of�thhe�spectrum�has�shown�aa�continued�increase.��

Table� 3� (4� tables)� pressents� the� coounts� of� SOAAs� by� deprivation� decile.� These� aree� not� comppared� to� thee�
national�perspective.�

The�tables�aalso�graphicaally�present�tthe�numberss�with�a�colooured�bar�(thhere�is�no�meeaning�assocciated�to�thee�
colour� usedd),� the� larger� the� number� the� largeer� the� bar.� Iff� the� respective� domainn�was� evenlyy� distributedd�
across�the�ppopulation,�wwe�would�expect�to�see�‘‘9’�in�each�deecile.�

The� least�equal�distribuution� compaared� to� the�nnational� is� the�health�doomain,�wherre�on� the�distribution� iss�
centred�on�the�30+%�too�40%�most�ddeprived.�

The�most�evenly�distribbuted�domain�is�the�crimme�domain,�tthis�shows�a�pattern�of�ccrime�deprivvation�in�linee�
with�the�national�perspeective.��

The�picture�of�income�ddeprivation�aaffecting�children�showss�pockets�of�acute�deprivvation,�whilst�the�overalll�
picture�could�be�perceived�as�an�immproving�pictture.�As�the�numbers�in�the�most�deeprived�increeased,�moree�
noticeably�tthe�numberss�in�the�least�deprived�inccreased�in�laarger�volumee.�

SOAs�are�sttatistical�buillding�blocks,�and�not�nattural�commuunities.�It�should�be�noteed�that�discrrete�pocketss�
of�severe�deeprivation�mmay�potentiallly�be�hiddenn�at�the�popuulation�level.��

�

�

Table�3:�Disstribution�of�SOAs�by�deccile�of�deprivvation�per�doomain�

�

�

�

�

Indexx�of�Multiple�Deprivation Income�ddeprivation Emplooyment�deprivvation
Count�of�SOAs�
by�decilee 20044 2007 2010 2004 22007 20100 2004 2007 2010

Top�10% 4 10 12 6 6 6 7 12 13

10+%�to�220%� 8 4 4 8 10 13 17 15 20

20+%�to�330% 16 24 23 25 22 24 20 23 19

30+%�to�440% 22 18 12 16 21 11 22 11 13

40+%�to�550% 12 8 12 14 12 15 11 18 11

50+%�to�660% 11 15 14 11 9 11 6 3 9

60+%�to�770% 9 5 6 6 6 6 4 6 4

70+%�to�880% 4 4 4 1 2 2 2 1 0

80+%�to�990% 3 1 1 2 1 1 0 0 0

90+%�to�1100% 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 �
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Table�3�cont.�

Table�3�cont.�

Table�3�cont.�

�

Health�deprivaation Educationn�deprivation Baarriers�to�housi
Count�of�SOAs�

ng

by�decilee 20044 2007 2010 2004 22007 20100 2004 2007

Top�10% 0 7 8 3 4 4 1 1

10+%�to�220%� 4 8 6 7 7 7 4 7

20+%�to�330% 10 20 14 15 16 20 7 6

30+%�to�440% 23 22 25 15 17 18 8 19

40+%�to�550% 18 17 15 16 12 11 18 20

50+%�to�660% 20 12 14 11 16 14 22 16

60+%�to�770% 12 3 5 12 8 7 15 13

70+%�to�880% 2 0 1 6 4 3 11 6

80+%�to�990% 0 0 1 2 4 5 3 1

90+%�to�1100% 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0

2010
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8

2
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Crime�deprrivation Livingg�environmentt
Countt�of�SOAs�
by�deccile 2004 20077 2010 2004 2007 22010

Top�100% 4 7 9 19 17 16

10+%�tto�20%� 4 10 8 12 18 16

20+%�tto�30% 3 6 8 13 12 14

30+%�tto�40% 7 12 9 12 11 9

40+%�tto�50% 9 12 10 4 7 9

50+%�tto�60% 10 11 7 5 7 6

60+%�tto�70% 17 5 6 8 7 7

70+%�tto�80% 9 13 12 5 2 3

80+%�tto�90% 13 10 10 6 7 4

90+%�tto�100% 13 3 10 5 1 5 �

IDACC IDAOP
Countt�of�SOAs�
by�deccile 2004 20077 2010 2004 2007 22010

Top�100% 5 2 7 4 5 3

10+%�tto�20%� 9 10 8 16 12 13

20+%�tto�30% 15 19 18 13 16 16

30+%�tto�40% 20 17 12 15 11 13

40+%�tto�50% 19 23 19 11 17 19

50+%�tto�60% 11 9 8 10 12 9

60+%�tto�70% 6 5 10 11 10 11

70+%�tto�80% 4 3 4 3 2 1

80+%�tto�90% 0 1 3 4 2 3

90+%�tto�100% 0 0 0 2 2 1 �
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Map�1� illustrates� the�geographical�distribution�of� relative�deprivation in�Torbay� foor� the� Indexx�of�Multiplee�
Deprivationn.�The�small�ccoloured�areeas�are�the�SOAs,�where�areas�in�red�are�areas�coonsidered�wiithin�the�topp�
10%�most�ddeprived�in�England.��

Maps�for�thhe�domains�aare�presentedd�in�appendiix�A.�

Map�1:�2010�Index�of�MMultiple�Deprrivation�

�
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Modelling�ddeprivation�aat�ward� leveel�was�undertaken�by�atttributing� the�average� score� to� the�each�of� thee�
estimated� population.� The� aggregated� score� then� being� divided� by� the� total� ppopulation� pprovides� thee�
average�scoore�per�ward.�No�confidence�intervalss�are�presented�in�this�paaper.�

Table�7�shows�the�averaage�score�per�ward�for�20007�and�20110,�where�thee�higher�the�score�the�higgher�the�
relative�depprivation.�The�proportionnate�change�is�also�preseented.�It’s�strriking�to�see�that�Watcommbe�shows�
a�net�(relatiive)�position�of�being�10%%�worse�in�22010�comparred�to�2007.

Table�7:�Waard�level�finddings�

WWard� 2007�Score� 20010�Score� Change�
BBerry�Head�wwith�Furzehaam� 222.58� 22.11� �2.1%�
BBlatchcombee� 299.16� 30.53� 4.7%�
CChurston�witth�Galmptonn� 122.37� 11.98� �3.1%�
CClifton�with�Maidenway� 222.11� 21.26� �3.9%�
CCockington�wwith�Chelston� 199.05� 18.68� �1.9%�
EEllacombe� 355.12� 38.03� 8.3%�
GGoodrington�with�Roselaands� 199.15� 18.26� �4.7%�
PPreston� 200.01� 18.62� �7.0%�
RRoundham�wwith�Hyde� 422.83� 43.99� 2.7%�
SShiphay�withh�the�Willowws� 166.39� 17.62� 7.5%�
SSt�Marychurcch� 255.60� 25.87� 1.0%�
SSt�Mary's�witth�Summercombe� 255.84� 24.82� �4.0%�
TTormohun� 433.47� 44.65� 2.7%�
WWatcombe� 322.83� 36.15� 10.1%�
WWellswood� 277.72� 27.28� �1.6%�
TTorbay�Residdent� 266.42� 26.82� 1.5%�

�

There�are�areas�in�Torbay�within�thee�top�2%�moost�deprived�in�England.�For�examplee,�one�SOA�inn�Roundhamm�
with� Hyde� is� ranked� as� the� 340th�most� deprivved� in� Englaand,� just� outtside� the� toop� 1%� most� deprived� inn�
England.�Taable�8�summaarises�the�most�deprivedd�SOA�per�doomain�in�Torbbay�and�idenntifies�the�eleectoral�wardd�
and�the�relaative�positionn.�

Table�8:�Summmary�of�mmost�deprivedd�LSOAs�in�TTorbay�

Deprivation�domaain�
MMost�depriveed�rank�

Rank� Topp�%� Ward�
Index�of�Multiple�Deprivation� 446� 1.37%� Ellacommbe�
Incomme�deprivatioon�domain� 1,192� 3.67%� Ellacommbe�
Emplooyment�deprrivation�dommain� 340� 1.05%� Rounddham�with�Hyyde�
Healthh�deprivationn�and��disabiility�domain 1,149� 3.544%� Rounddham�with�Hyyde�
Educaation,�skills�and�training�ddeprivation�ddomain� 1,054� 3.244%� Blatchcombe�
Barrieers�to�housinng�and�services�domain� 1,742� 5.36%� Blatchcombe�
Crimee�domain� 428� 1.32%� Rounddham�with�Hyyde�
Livingg�environmennt�deprivatioon�domain� 472� 1.45%� Rounddham�with�Hyyde�
Incomme�deprivatioon�affecting�cchildren� 1,258� 3.87%� Ellacommbe�
Incomme�deprivatioon�affecting�oolder�peoplee� 1,131� 3.48%� Watcoombe�

88�



�

Practice�depprivation�scoores�have�beeen�calculateed�by�attribuuting�all�regisstered�persoons�within�eaach�practice,,�
the� IMD� sccore� for� thee� area� they� live.� This� iss� based� on� postcode� off� residence� and� assumees� a� normall�
distributionn�of�deprivation�and�patieents�per�area.�The�cumuulative�score�is�then�dividded�by�the�population�off�
the�practicee� to� give� an�overall� practice� score.� This� is� conssistent�with�previous�meethodologiess� and� allowss�
comparisonns�of�relative�deprivation�scores�per�ppractice�in�Toorbay.�

�

Table�9:�Praactice�level�ffindings�

Name�
2007�IMMD�
Scoree�

22010�IMD�
Score�

2010�IMMD�
Practice�Rank�

CChange�on�
2007�

Barton�Surggery� 29.4 31.0� 5� 5.37%�
Bishops�Placce�Surgery� 30.6 31.3� 4� 2.32%�
Brunel�Medical�Practice� 25.3 25.8� 11� 2.15%�
Chelston�Haall� 22.8 23.3� 15� 2.21%�
Cherrybrookk�Medical�Ceentre� 15.4 15.0� 20� �2.59%�
Chilcote�Surrgery� 27.8 28.9� 7� 4.08%�
Compass�Hoouse�Medical�Centre� 21.0 20.3� 19� �3.49%�
Corner�Placee�Surgery� 26.4 26.3� 10� �0.36%�
Croft�Hall�MMedical�Practice� 34.5 35.4� 1� 2.73%�
Grosvenor�RRoad�Surgeryy� 25.4 25.1� 14� �1.07%�
Mayfield�Meedical�Centree� 25.6 25.7� 12� 0.51%�
Old�Farm�Suurgery� 26.7 27.5� 8� 2.95%�
Old�Mill�Surgery� 26.7 26.5� 9� �0.92%�
Parkhill�Meddical�Practicee� 28.8 29.1� 6� 1.03%�
Pembroke�HHouse� 21.9 21.3� 18� �2.54%�
Shiphay�Manor�Surgery� 30.4 32.1� 2� 5.46%�
Southover�SSurgery� 30.3 31.8� 3� 5.10%�
St�Luke’s�Meedical�Centree� 22.8 22.6� 17� �0.82%�
The�Greenswwood�Surgerry� 24.0 23.1� 16� �3.65%�
Withycombee�Lodge�Surggery� 24.8 25.3� 13� 2.17%�
Torbay�Registered� 26.2 26.6� �� 1.45%�
Approximate�England�Avverage� 21.7 21.5� �� ��
�

Levels� of� reelative� deprivation� are� highest� for� Croft� Hall;� tthis� suggests� that� Croftt� draws� theiir� registeredd�
patients� froom� the� morre� deprived� communitiees.� Levels� off� relative� deeprivation� foor� Croft� havve� worsenedd�
between�20007�and�20100.��

Relative�levvels�for�the�ppractices�in�BBrixham�havee�all�decreassed.�This�doees�not�mean��they�are�moore�affluent,,�
more�that�the�relative�leevels�of�deprrivation�are�wworse�in�othher�areas.��

Barton,�Shipphay�Manor�and�Southover�have�all�seen�an�incrrease�in�termms�of�their�paatient’s�relattive�levels�off�
deprivation�between�20007�and�20100.��

�

�
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Understandding�the�poppulation.�

The� populaation� living� in� the� areeas� of�
Torbay� in� the� top� 100%� most� deeprived�
shows� a� cllear� younger� structure, when�
compared� to� the� rrest� of� Toorbay’s�
population�structure.��

The� populaation� by� quiinary� age� banding�
and�genderr� is�presenteed� in� table�10.�This�
table�also�ppresents�the�proportion�of�that�
age� group� residing� in� tthe�most� deeprived�
communitiees.� For� exammple,� we� caan� see�
that� 20%� ((or� 1� in� 5)� of� the� 20� to� 24�
population�living�area�oof�Torbay�in�tthe�top�
10%�most�ddeprived�in�England.�

�

Figure�3:�Poopulation�pyramid��

Table�10:�Poopulation�strructure�

Persons�living�in�Top� Proporttion�of�Populatioon�by� Reest�of�Torbayy’s�10%�most�deeprived�in� � � Torbay’s�residents��quinary�aage� populationEnglaand� living�in�TTop�10%�banding�and� most�deprived�in�gender� F� M� Total � F� M� Total� � Englaand�
0�to�4� 500� 5500� 1,050 2,500 2,650� 5,150� 16.99%�
5�to�9� 500� 5000� 1,000 2,700 2,950� 5,650� 15.00%�
10�to�14� 500� 5000� 1,000 3,150 3,250� 6,400� 13.55%�
15�to�19� 650� 6000� 1,250 3,450 3,600� 7,050� 15.11%�
20�to�24� 800� 8000� 1,600 3,050 3,350� 6,400� 20.00%�
25�to�29� 850� 8500� 1,700 3,050 3,100� 6,150� 21.77%�
30�to�34� 650� 7500� 1,400 2,950 2,900� 5,850� 19.33%�
35�to�39� 600� 7500� 1,350 3,350 3,500� 6,850� 16.55%�
40�to�44� 650� 9000� 1,550 4,050 4,200� 8,250� 15.88%�
45�to�49� 700� 9000� 1,600 4,300 4,400� 8,700� 15.55%�
50�to�54� 700� 8000� 1,500 3,950 3,900� 7,850� 16.00%�
55�to�59� 550� 7000� 1,250 3,900 3,750� 7,650� 14.00%�
60�to�64� 550� 7000� 1,250 4,750 4,400� 9,150� 12.00%�
65�to�69� 4450� 4500� 900� 3,900 3,800� 7,700� 10.55%�
70�to�74� 4400� 4500� 850� 3,350 3,050� 6,400� 11.77%�
75�to�79� 350� 3000� 650� 2,800 2,400� 5,200� 11.11%�
80�to�84� 300� 2000� 500� 2,450 1,700� 4,150� 10.88%�
85+� 500� 2000� 700� 3,300 1,550� 4,850� 12.66%�
Total� 100,200� 10,900� 21,100 60,950 58,450 1119,400� 15.00%�

Source:�20110�Registeredd�Patients�lisst��
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Map�2:�Disttribution�of�GGP�practices�in�Torbay�byy�town�and�wward�

�
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AAppendix�A���Mapp�3:�2010�Income�ddeprivation�

�

Mapp�4:�2010�Employmment�deprivation

�
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MMap�5:�2010�Healtth�and�disability�ddeprivation�

�

Mapp�6:�2010�Educatioon,�skills�and�trainning�deprivation

�
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MMap�7:�2010�Barriers�to�housing�and�services�deprivaation�

�

Mapp�8:�2010�Crime�deeprivation�

�
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MMap�9:�2010�Livingg�environment�deeprivation�

�

Mapp�10:�2010�Incomee�deprivation�affeecting�children�

�
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MMap�11:�2010�Incoome�deprivation�aaffecting�older�peeople�
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Appendix�B�

Income�Deprivationn�Domain�

This� dommain� measuures� the� proportion� of� tthe� population� in� an� area� that� live� in� income� deprived�
families..�The�definittion�of� incomme�deprivation�adopted�here� includes�both�fammilies�that�are�out�of�
work�and�families�thhat�are�in�woork�but�who�hhave�low�earnings�(and�wwho�satisfy�tthe�respectivve�means�
tests).��

The�indicators�

A� combined� count� of� income� ddeprived� inddividuals� per� Lower� layeer� Super� Ouutput� Area� ((LSOA)� is�
calculateed�by�summing�the�followwing�five�inddicators:�

•�Adultss�and�children�in�Income�Support�fammilies.�Augustt�2008�

•�Adultss�and�children�in�income��based�Jobseeeker’s�Allowwance�familiees.�August�20008�

•�Adultss�and�children�in�Pension Credit�(Guarantee)�famiilies�

•�Adultss� and� childreen� in� Child� TTax�Credit� faamilies� (whoo� are�not� claaiming� Incomme�Support,� income�
based� Jobseeker’s� Allowance� oor� Pension� Credit)� whoose� equivalised� incomee� (excluding� housing�
benefitss)�is�below�600%�of�the�meedian�beforee�housing�cossts�

•�Asylumm�seekers�in�England�in�receipt�of�subbsistence�suppport,�accommmodation�ssupport,�or�bboth.��

The� commbined� counnt�of� incomee�deprived� inndividuals� peer� LSOA� formms� the�nummerator�of� ann� income�
deprivattion�rate�whiich�is�expressed�as�a�propportion�of�thhe�total�LSOAA�populationn.�

Employmment�Deprivvation�Domaain�

This� domain� measuures� employyment� deprivation� concceptualised� aas� involuntaary� exclusionn� of� the�
workingg�age�populattion�from�thee�world�of�wwork.�The�employment�deeprived�are�ddefined�as�thhose�who�
would�like�to�work�bbut�are�unable�to�do�so�thhrough�unemmployment,�sickness�or�ddisability.�

The�indicators��

A� combbined� count� of� employmment� depriveed� individuaals� per� LSOAA� is� calculatted� by� summming� the�
following�seven�indicators:�

•�Claimaants�of�Jobseeeker’s�Allowwance�(both�contributionn�based�and�income�baseed),�women�aged�18�
59�and�mmen�aged�188�64.�Quarterrly�average�ffor�2008�

•�Claimaants�of�Incappacity�Benefitt�aged�18�599/64.�Quarterly�average�ffor�2008�

•�Claimaants�of�Severre�Disablemeent�Allowancce�aged�18�59/64.�Quarteerly�average�for�2008�

•�Claimaants�of�Employment�andd�Support�Allowance�aged�18�59/64�((those�with�aa�contributioon�based�
elementt).�Quarterly�average�for�2008�

17�



�

•�Participants�in�Neww�Deal�for�188�24s�who�arre�not�claimiing�Jobseekeer’s�Allowancce.�Quarterlyy�average�
for�20088�

•�Particiipants� in�Neew�Deal� for�225+�who�aree�not�claiminng�Jobseekerr’s�Allowancee.�Quarterlyy�average�
for�20088�

•� Participants� in� Neew� Deal� for� Lone� Parennts� aged� 18� and� over� (aafter� initial� iinterview).� QQuarterly�
average��for�2008�

The� commbined� counnt� of� employment� deprrived� individduals� per� LSOA� forms� thhe� numerator� of� an�
employmment� deprivvation� rate� wwhich� is� exppressed� as� aa� proportion of� the� worrking� age� poopulation�
(womenn�aged�18�59�and�men�agged�18�64)�inn�the�LSOA.�

Health�DDeprivation�and�Disabilitty�Domain�

This� dommain� measuures� prematuure� death� annd� the� impaairment� of� qquality� of� liffe� by� poor� hhealth.� It�
considerrs� both� phyysical� and� mental� heaalth.� The� doomain� measures� morbbidity,� disability� and�
prematuure�mortalityy�but�not�aspects�of�behhaviour�or�ennvironment�that�may�bee�predictive�oof�future�
health�ddeprivation.�

The�indicators�

•�Years�oof�Potential�Life�Lost:�An�age�and�sexx�standardiseed�measure�oof�prematuree�death.�20004/08�

•�Comparative� Illness�and�Disabbility�Ratio:�AAn�age�and�sex� standardised�morbiidity/�disability� ratio.�
2008�

•�Acute�morbidity:�AAn�age�and�seex�standardised�rate�of�eemergency�admission�to�hospital.�2006/08�

•� Moodd� and� anxietty� disorderss:� The� rate� of� adults� suuffering� fromm� mood� and� anxiety� ddisorders.�
2005/088�

The�indicators�withinn�the�domainn�were�standdardised�by�rranking�and�ttransformingg�to�a�normaal�
distributtion.�
Educatioon,�Skills�andd�Training�deeprivation�DDomain�

This� dommain� capturres� the� extent� of� deprivvation� in� edducation,� skills� and� trainning� in� an� aarea.� The�
indicatoors�fall�into�twwo�sub�dommains:�one�reelating�to�children�and�young�peoplee�and�one�reelating�to�
adult� skkills.� These� ttwo� sub�dommains� are� deesigned� to� rreflect� the� ‘fflow’� and� ‘sstock’� of� eduucational�
disadvanntage� withinn� an� area� respectively.� That� is,� the� ‘children� and� young� people’� subb�domain�
measurees� the� attainnment� of� quualifications� and� associatted�measurees� (‘flow’),�wwhile� the� ‘skkills’� sub�
domain�measures�thhe�lack�of�qualifications�inn�the�residennt�working�age�adult�poppulation�(‘stoock’).�

The�indicators�

Sub�dommain:�Childreen�and�Youngg�People�

•�Key�Sttage�2�attainnment:�The�aaverage�poinnts�score�of�pupils�takingg�English,�maaths�and�scieence�Key�
Stage�2�exams.�
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•�Key�Sttage�3�attainnment:�The�aaverage�poinnts�score�of�pupils�takingg�English,�maaths�and�scieence�Key�
Stage�3�exams.�

•�Key�Sttage�4�attainnment:� The�average� cappped�points� score�of�pupils� taking�KKey�Stage�4� (GCSE�or�
equivaleent)�exams.�

•� Seconndary� schoool� absence:� The� proporrtion� of� autthorised� and� unauthorrised� absencces� from�
secondaary�school.�

•�Staying�on�in�educcation�post�116:�The�propportion�of�yooung�people�not�staying�on�in�school�or�non�
advanceed�educationn�above�age�116.�

•� Entry� to� higher� education:� Thhe� proportioon� of� young� people� ageed� under� 21� not� enterinng� higher�
educatioon.�

Sub�dommain:�Skills�

•�Adult�sskills:�The�prroportion�of�working�agee�adults�agedd�25�54�with�no�or�low�quualifications.�

Barrierss�to�Housing�and�Servicess�Domain�

This�dommain�measurres�the�physsical�and�finaancial�accesssibility�of�housing�and�keey�local�services.�The�
indicatoors�fall�into�twwo�sub�domains:�‘geograaphical�barrieers’,�which�relate�to�the�physical�prooximity�of�
local� services,� and� ‘wider� barrriers’� which� includes� isssues� relatingg� to� access� to� housing� such� as�
affordabbility.�

The�indicators�

Sub�dommain:�Wider�Barriers�

•�Houseehold�overcrowding:�Thee�proportion�of�all�houseeholds� in�an LSOA�whichh�are� judgedd�to�have�
insufficieent�space�to�meet�the�hoousehold’s�nneeds.�

•�Homelessness:�The�rate�of�accceptances�foor�housing�asssistance�under�the�hommelessness�provisions�
of�housing�legislation.�

•�Housinng�affordability:�The�diffficulty�of�acccess� to�owner�occupatioon,�expresseed�as�a�proportion�of�
househoolds� aged� unnder� 35� whoose� income� means� thatt� they� are� unable� to� affford� to� enteer� owner�
occupation.�

Sub�dommain:�Geograaphical�Barrieers�

•� Road� distance� to� a� GP� surgery:� A�measuure� of� the�mmean� distancce� to� the� cloosest� GP� surgery� for�
people�living�in�the�LLSOA.�

•� Road� distance� to� a� food� shop:� A�measurre� of� the�mean� distancee� to� the� cloosest� supermmarket� or�
general�store�for�peoople�living�inn�the�LSOA.

•�Road�ddistance�to�aa�primary�school:�A�meaasure�of�the�mean�distannce�to�the�cloosest�primarry�school�
for�peopple�living�in�the�LSOA.�
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•�Road�ddistance�to�a�Post�Officee:�A�measuree�of�the�mean�distance�to�the�closeest�post�officce�or�sub�
post�offiice�for�peoplle�living�in�thhe�LSOA.�

Crime�DDomain�

Crime�iss�an�important�feature�of�deprivationn�that�has�mmajor�effects�on�individuaals�and�commmunities.�
The�purpose�of�this�domain�is�tto�measure�tthe�rate�of�rrecorded�crimme�for�four�major�crimee�types�–�
violencee,� burglary,� theft� and� criminal� dammage� –� representing� thee� risk� of� peersonal� and� material�
victimisaation�at�a�smmall�area�leveel.�

The�indicators�

•�Violence:�The�rate��of�violence�(19�recordedd�crime�types)�per�1000�aat�risk�popullation.�

•�Burglaary:�The�rate�of�burglary�((4�recorded�ccrime�types))�per�1000�att�risk�propertties.�

•�Theft:�The�rate�of�ttheft�(5�recoorded�crime�ttypes)�per�10000�at�risk�population.�

•� Criminnal� damagee:� The� rate� of� criminal� damage� (111� recorded� crime� typees)� per� 1000� at�risk�
populatiion.�

Living�Ennvironment�Deprivationn�Domain�

This�dommain�measures� the�quallity�of� individduals’� immeediate� surrouundings�bothh�within�andd�outside�
the� homme.� The� inddicators� fall� into� two� ssub�domainss:� the� ‘indooors’� living� environment,� which�
measurees� the� quality� of� houssing,� and� thhe� ‘outdoors’� living� environment� wwhich� contaains� two�
measurees�relating�too�air�quality�aand�road�traffic�accidentts.��

The�indicators�

Sub�dommain:�The�‘indoors’�livingg�environmennt�

•�Housinng�in�poor�coondition:�Thee�proportionn�of�social�annd�private�hoomes�that�faiil�to�meet�the�decent�
homes�sstandard.�

•�Housees�without�ceentral�heating:�The�propoortion�of�houuses�that�do�not�have�cenntral�heatingg.�

Sub�dommain:�The�‘ouutdoors’�livinng�environmeent�

•�Air�quaality:�A�meassure�of�air�quuality�based�on�emissions�rates�for�foour�pollutantts.�

•� Road� traffic� acciddents:� A� measure� of� roaad� traffic� acccidents� invoolving� injuryy� to� pedestrrians� and�
cyclists�aamong�the�reesident�and�workplace�ppopulation.�

�
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