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1 EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY
Sussex Community Foundation has come a long way since its launch in 2006.
We have raised over £12 million to support Sussex charities and community groups,
half of which is in endowment in trust for the future.
We’ve given out over £6 million to over 1,500 groups,
underwriting a network of community action and
support, stretching from Camber in East Sussex to
Chichester in West Sussex, from Brighton & Hove in
the south to Crawley in the north.
We’ve established ourselves as an effective local
grant-maker and a service for individuals and
companies who want to support Sussex people to
build their own low-cost solutions to the challenges
they face. We now want to play a leading role in local
philanthropy, here in Sussex. We want to develop a
strategic approach to our grant making and to inform
our donors about the issues faced by our communities
and how best they might be addressed.
So, after seven years, are we funding the right
projects in the right places? What are the ‘needs’ of
Sussex and what do Sussex communities need to
respond to them? Where should we be advising our
donors to invest their support? These are some of the
questions that lie behind this publication.
This report establishes a baseline of data about
Sussex and represents the first step in a process of
analysing and evaluating the needs and strengths of
our communities. We want to use what we learn to
inform our development as a community foundation,
part of a growing movement of UK community
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This is the first report to give
a broad view of issues facing
local communities across
the entirety of Sussex
foundations. There is a wealth of data available
through local authorities and other organisations but
we believe that this is the first report to give a
broad view of issues facing local communities
across the entirety of Sussex.
It focuses mainly on the indices of multiple
deprivation (IMD). However, the data alone is not
enough to tell us the whole story. There are over
5,000 registered charities in Sussex and countless
smaller community groups, too small to be registered
with the Charity Commission. We are in contact
with many of them on a daily basis and some have
also fed into this report, telling us more about the
communities we fund, the challenges they face
and the resilience they display. We are uniquely
positioned to evaluate the impact on the charities
and community groups that we have funded because
of the £6 million we have already given out.

KEY FINDINGS
1.	
Significant areas of Sussex are in the 5%
most deprived in the UK and experience ‘inner
city’ levels of deprivation. Whether we look at
the overall IMD or data for specific indicators
of disadvantage, the same areas of Hastings,
Brighton & Hove and Littlehampton, show
up time and again. Parts of Eastbourne and
Hailsham also exhibit high levels of deprivation.
2.	The mean annual wage in Sussex is the
lowest in the South East of England. In
Hastings and Adur, the average wage is nearly
£10,000 per year less than the South East
average.
3. T
 he worst child poverty in Sussex is in
Tressell ward in Hastings where 67% of children
live in poverty.
4.	Much deprivation is centred in the coastal
towns, but there are significant pockets of
deprivation in many other Sussex towns,
including Hailsham and Rye.
5. D
 eprived people do not necessarily live
in deprived areas. The majority of people
claiming benefits do not live in areas identified
as disadvantaged.
6.	There are surprising differences in life
expectancy in areas of Sussex. Men living in
less deprived areas of Brighton & Hove will live
on average over ten years longer than those in
the most deprived areas.
7.	There is a very high proportion of older
people, many living alone or in poverty, or
both. Rother and Arun are the districts with the
highest proportions of older people. 30% of the
population in Rother is aged over 65.
8.	Sussex has the highest levels of homelessness
in the South East concentrated in Brighton &
Hove and Crawley.
9.	
People living on low incomes in rural areas
face a double disadvantage. Particular
problems include the affordability of housing
and availability of services and transport.
10.	Of those employed in Hastings, 41% work
in public services. At a time when Government
spending is reducing, this could have a dramatic
effect for a town that already has a high level
of need.

11.	All wards in Hastings and in Brighton & Hove
have health deprivation worse than the
England average, as do the majority of wards
in Eastbourne, Worthing and Adur.
12.	Housing in Sussex is among the least
affordable in the country and many people
find it hard to access the services they need.
Chichester is the most disadvantaged district
in terms of access to services, followed by
Wealden, Rother and Horsham.

Rural disadvantage is not always highlighted by
the IMD and sometimes it is necessary to look below
the surface to establish hidden pockets or issues.
The data is very good at identifying disadvantaged
areas; it is not always good at identifying
disadvantaged people. The majority of people
claiming benefits do not live in areas identified as
disadvantaged. Around 21% of people live in rural
areas and those living on low incomes there can
face multiple disadvantages. The cost of living in
rural areas is significantly higher, housing is less
affordable and services are harder to access. The
distance to the nearest shop is often much further
and the cost of basic services often higher.

METHODOLOGY
This report is based primarily on the 2010 Index of
Multiple Deprivation (IMD), which is produced by
the Office for National Statistics. We used this as
our starting point because it is nationally available,
consistent and comparable at various geographical
levels. The data is collected and presented at a very
small community level, ‘lower layer super output
areas’ (LSOAs). LSOAs have an average 1,500
people so they give a good indication of smaller
pockets of deprivation.
We recognize that the IMD does have its limitations;
not least that it does not always convey the hidden
need in rural and other smaller communities. We
have therefore used supplementary data, where
necessary, and invited input from other colleagues
such as Action in Rural Sussex. We want to thank
them for their invaluable contributions.
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2 POPULATION
OVERVIEW
This section presents Sussex’s demographic profile with an overview of its population
and growth, as well as information on subgroups of the population.

POPULATION AND GROWTH

AREA

POPULATION
2011

POPULATION
% CHANGE 2001-11

The total population of Sussex is 1,606,932.i Of these,
806,892 live in West Sussex; 526,671 in East Sussex
and 273,369 in Brighton & Hove. Brighton &
Hove’s population accounts for one in six of those
living in Sussex.

Adur

61,182

3

Arun

149,518

6

Brighton & Hove

273,369

10

Chichester

113,794

7

The table opposite shows total population and
population change by district in Sussex.

Crawley

106,597

7

Eastbourne

99,412

11

The growth rate for Sussex is in line with national
and regional trends, with Brighton & Hove and
Eastbourne showing slightly higher rates of growth.
The majority of this growth is caused by people moving
into the area, mainly from other parts of the UK.

Hastings

90,254

6

Horsham

131,301

8

Lewes

97,502

6

Mid Sussex

139,860

10

Rother

90,588

6

Wealden

148,915

6

Worthing

104,640

7

EAST SUSSEX

526,671

7

WEST SUSSEX

806,892

7

SUSSEX

1,606,932

8

SOUTH EAST

8,634,750

8

ENGLAND & WALES

56,075,912

8

Brighton & Hove’s
population accounts
for one in six of those
living in Sussex
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URBAN AND
RURAL POPULATION

OLDER PEOPLE

Using the rural and urban area classification
developed by Government in 2004, it is possible to
categorise those areas of East Sussex and West Sussex
which are rural and those which are urban. The
table below shows that people living in rural areas of
Sussex make up approximately a quarter of the total
population (25.3%, excluding Brighton & Hove).
It is evident from this table that there are three types
of local authority in Sussex in terms of the proportion
of their population that live in rural areas: those with
an entirely urban population (the urban boroughs);
those that are predominantly urban but with a small
proportion of rural dwellers; and those that have a
majority of their population in rural areas. Urban
areas tend to be concentrated along the coast.
AREA

TOTAL
POPULATION

RURAL
POPULATION

URBAN
POPULATION

WEST SUSSEX

806,622

193,397 (24%)

613,225 (76%)

Adur

61,182

0 (0%)

61,182 (100%)

Arun

149,518

10,264 (7%)

139,254 (93%)

Chichester

113,794

69,757 (61%)

44,037 (39%)

Crawley

106,597

0 (0%)

106,597
(100%)

Horsham

131,301

79,977 (61%)

51,324 (39%)

Mid Sussex

139,860

33,399 (24%)

106,461 (76%)

Worthing

104,640

0 (0%)

104,640
(100%)

EAST SUSSEX

526,671

144,517 (27%)

382,154 (73%)

Eastbourne

99,412

0 (0%)

99,412 (100%)

Hastings

90,254

0 (0%)

90,254 (100%)

Lewes

97,502

22,965 (24%)

74,537 (76%)

Rother

90,588

47,481 (52%)

43,107 (48%)

Wealden

148,915

74,071 (50%)

74,844 (50%)

SUSSEX
excl. Brighton
& Hove

1,333,563

337,914 (25%)

996,099 (75%)

BRIGHTON
& HOVE

273,369

0 (0%)

273,369
(100%)

SUSSEX
incl. Brighton
& Hove

1,606,932

337,914
(21%)

1,269,468
(79%)

Older people are a significant feature of Sussex.
There are a higher percentage of older people than
the South East or England and Wales and the fifth
highest proportion of people aged over 75 in England
and Wales. The table below shows the percentage
of older people by district, with Rother having the
highest percentage of older people within Sussex,
with one in six people aged over 75 and almost one in
three aged over 65.
AREA

% OF POPULATION
AGED 65+ 2011

% OF POPULATION
AGED 75+ 2011

Adur

23

12

Arun

28

15

Brighton & Hove

14

8

Chichester

26

14

Crawley

13

7

Eastbourne

24

14

Hastings

18

9

Horsham

21

11

Lewes

24

13

Mid Sussex

19

10

Rother

30

17

Wealden

24

12

Worthing

22

13

SUSSEX

21

10

SOUTH EAST

18

9

ENGLAND & WALES

17

8

Rother has the highest
% of older people in Sussex
where one in six people
are over 75 years
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CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE

MINORITY ETHNIC
COMMUNITIES AND MIGRANTS

Sussex has a lower proportion of children than the
South East and England and Wales.
AREA

% OF POPULATION AGED 0-14 2011

Adur
Arun
Brighton & Hove
Chichester
Crawley

16
15
15
15
19

Eastbourne
Hastings
Horsham
Lewes
Mid Sussex
Rother
Wealden
Worthing
SUSSEX
SOUTH EAST
ENGLAND & WALES

16
17
17
16
18
15
16
17
16
18
18

Data from the 2011 census shows that Sussex
has a higher proportion of people identifying
themselves with ‘white’ ethnic groups at 94%
compared to the South East and England and Wales
averages. The chart below shows the split between
white and other ethnic groups by district. Within
Sussex, Arun and Rother have the highest white
ethnic groups population at 97%, with Crawley
(80%) and Brighton & Hove (89%) having the lowest
proportions. The Asian/Asian British community
is the largest, but still only accounts for 2.5% of the
population in Sussex.
European Union (EU) migrants (excluding those
born in the UK and Ireland) formed 4% of the
population in 2011.

Sussex has a slightly higher proportion of children
identified as having special educational needs
(22%)ii than the South East average (20%) and
England average (19%). Within Sussex, Brighton
& Hove has the highest percentage of children
identified with special needs at 24%.

WHITE AND OTHER ETHNIC GROUPS BY DISTRICT
England & Wales
South East
Sussex
Worthing
Wealden
Rother
Mid Sussex
Lewes
Horsham
Hastings
Eastbourne
Crawley
Chichester
Brighton & Hove
Arun
Adur

white ethnic groups
other ethnic groups
0
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PEOPLE WITH A DISABILITY
OR A LEARNING DISABILITY

LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL
& TRANSGENDER PEOPLE

The table below shows the number of people (aged
16-64) claiming disability living allowance (DLA) per
1,000 population.iii This can be taken as one indicator
of the numbers of people with a disability or a learning
disability. Sussex has higher numbers than the South
East, but fewer than the national average. Within
Sussex, Hastings, Eastbourne and Rother have the
highest levels. From these figures, it can be estimated
that 117,000 people in Sussex are claiming DLA.

Brighton & Hove has the largest proportion of samesex couples of any area in England.iv It is estimated
that at least 14% (35,000) of Brighton & Hove’s adult
residents are lesbian, gay, bisexual or transgender.

AREA

CLAIMANTS : DLA
AUGUST 2012

Adur

88

Arun

83

Brighton & Hove

75

Chichester

60

Crawley

62

Eastbourne

93

Hastings

112

Horsham

50

Lewes

78

Mid Sussex

47

Rother

96

Wealden

62

Worthing

81

SUSSEX

73

SOUTH EAST

64

ENGLAND & WALES

88

Sussex has a lower
proportion of children than
the South East or England
and Wales averages

KEY ISSUES
 Brighton & Hove and Eastbourne have
the fastest growing populations with over
10% increases in population between
2001 and 2011.
 Sussex has a higher proportion of people
aged over 65 and people aged over 75 than
the South East or England and Wales
averages. Rother and Arun are the districts
with the highest proportions of older people.
30% of the population in Rother is aged
over 65.
 Sussex has a lower proportion of children
than the South East or England and Wales
averages but a slightly higher proportion
of children identified as having special
needs. Crawley’s population has the highest
proportion of children in Sussex. Brighton
& Hove has the highest rate of children
identified as having special needs (24%).
 Sussex is less ethnically diverse than the
South East on average, with 94% of the
population identifying itself as white ethnic
group. Diversity varies across districts:
Rother has 97% of its population identifying
itself as ‘white ethnic group’ while Crawley’s
proportion is 80%. EU migrants (excluding
those born in the UK and Ireland) formed
4% of the population in 2011.
 73 in every 1,000 people (approx. 117,000)
in Sussex claim disability living allowance.
Rates are highest in Hastings, Eastbourne
and Rother.
 Brighton & Hove has the largest proportion
of same-sex couples of any area in England.
It is estimated that at least 14% (35,000)
of Brighton & Hove’s adult residents are
lesbian, gay, bisexual or transgender.
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3 INDICATORS
OF DEPRIVATION
The overall Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) draws on a number of indices which,
when combined, give an overall score for the relative level of multiple deprivation
experienced in every neighbourhood in England. In total, there are 38 separate
indicators. These are grouped into seven domains, each of which reflects a different
aspect of deprivation, to produce the overall score. The domains used in the IMD are
income; employment; health and disability; education, skills and training; barriers
to housing and services; crime; and living environment. Each of these is examined
separately in the next section of this report.
The IMD is the most common measure for identifying
and targeting those most in need. However, there are
limitations to this measure:
 it identifies areas with the greatest level of need
but does not automatically identify the people
most affected;
 there is an argument that it does not accurately
reflect disadvantage in rural areas due to the
density of population compared to urban areas;
 it does not necessarily represent all those
living in a given geographic area, but presents
area-wide averages;
 the 38 indicators and the domains used are
designed to give an overview of relative deprivation
between areas. They cannot give detailed
information about specific issues.
 Pages 34-36 explain how the IMD data is collated
and defined.
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IMD data can be analysed at various levels from
sub-region (eg. Sussex), top-level local authority
(eg. East Sussex) and local government district (eg.
Rother) to electoral ward (eg. Sidley) and lower
layer super output areas (LSOA) (e.g. Rother 007D).
Generally, analysis becomes less accurate as the
area in question becomes larger, as in effect we are
averaging a large amount of data.
LSOA were designed by the Office for National
Statistics (ONS) in 2004 to provide small geographic
areas of comparable size for statistical purposes.
The population of a LSOA can vary between
1,000 and 3,000 people but the majority contain a
population of around 1,500. This level of analysis is
therefore the most accurate.
The subsequent sections of this report consider
the domains of the IMD as they relate to Sussex
supplemented by other sources, where appropriate.

SUB-REGIONAL LEVEL

AREA

IMD AVERAGE
SCORE 2010

The overall IMD score for Sussexv is about average by
national standards. Sussex is ranked 28 out of
47 sub-regions.

IMD NATIONAL
RANKING OF 354
DISTRICTS 2010

Hastings

34

20

Brighton & Hove

26

70

Eastbourne

25

89

Rother

20

148

Adur

19

155

Arun

18

166

Worthing

18

173

Crawley

17

186

Lewes

16

206

Chichester

14

245

Wealden

12

279

Horsham

9

331

Mid Sussex

8

343

EAST SUSSEX

20

91/152*

WEST SUSSEX

14

130/152

SUSSEX

18

SOUTH EAST

15

ENGLAND

22

DISTRICT LEVEL
Within Sussex, three districts have levels of overall
deprivation above the national average – Hastings,
Brighton & Hove and Eastbourne. Hastings is
the most deprived district in the South East, with
Brighton & Hove 3rd and Eastbourne 6th. All other
districts have overall deprivation lower than the
national average. Hastings is ranked as 20th most
deprived district in England. The table opposite
shows the average IMD by district, with the most
deprived at the top of the table.

Hastings is ranked
as the 20th most
deprived district
in England

*This means 91st of 152 principal authorities in England.

The Tarnerland Children and
Young People’s Project works
with unemployed and low
income families, vulnerable
children and young people
to alleviate poverty across
Brighton. The group provides
youth services to local young
people, family support services
for families in crisis, after-school and holiday play
schemes for children and a range of other community
development and regeneration activities. While local
figures show that there are above average levels of
crime and antisocial behaviour, poor engagement with

REAL
LIVES

education, and other factors impacting on people in
the area, team leader Sue Heskin is positive. “While
we do see low aspirations, lack of confidence and
income deprivation, as well as young people who are
hungry and vulnerable to substance misuse, we also
see many families and young people getting on with
their lives in a satisfactory way,” says Sue. “They don’t
see themselves as disadvantaged or in need. We see
young people on a local estate who are all in one social
circle and spend time with and support each other.
We see young people eager to take part in activities
and engage in opportunities presented to them, such
as our girls group which has been funded by Sussex
Community Foundation.”
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WARD LEVEL
The table below lists the wards in the 20% most
deprived (by average IMD) in each district across
Sussex. There are 7,932 wards in England so, to be
in the top 20% most deprived, a ward must rank
DISTRICT
WEST SUSSEX
Adur
Arun

Chichester
Crawley
Horsham
Mid Sussex
Worthing
BRIGHTON & HOVE

EAST SUSSEX
Eastbourne

Hastings

Lewes
Rother

Wealden
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1,586 or less. Wards in the top 10% (ranking 793
or less) are marked in bold. There are 15 wards in
Sussex in the 10% most deprived in England and
34 in the 20% most deprived.

WARD

NATIONAL RANK OUT OF 7,932 WARDS

Eastbrook
Southlands
River
Ham
Marine
Pevensey
Hotham
No wards in top 20%
No wards in top 20%
No wards in top 20%
No wards in top 20%
Central
Heene
East Brighton
Queen’s Park
Moulsecoomb & Bevendean
Regency
St Peter’s & North Laine
Hollingbury & Stanmer
Hangleton & Knoll
Central Hove

1,485
1,513
516
575
978
1,430
1,470

Devonshire
Hampden Park
Langney
Central St Leonards
Gensing
Castle
Hollington
Tressell
Baird
Wishing Tree
Ore
Braybrooke
Old Hastings
No wards in top 20%
Sidley
Central (Bexhill)
Eastern Rother
Hailsham East

690
938
1,145
63
181
197
333
352
447
476
979
1,074
1,456

1,085
1,563
227
399
733
970
1,325
1,340
1,496
1,524

527
922
1,510
748

LOWER LAYER SUPER
OUTPUT AREA LEVEL
The map below shows the relative deprivation
of LSOAs across Sussex. The darkest areas are
in the 20% most deprived in England. The map
demonstrates clearly that, in addition to the
headline areas of Hastings, Brighton & Hove,
Littlehampton, Eastbourne and Hailsham, there is
measurable disadvantage in other areas including
Bognor, Worthing, Bexhill, Newhaven, Chichester
and parts of Petworth and Rye.

More information on pockets of deprivation is given
in the table on page 12. The table shows the three
most deprived LSOAs in each district (i.e. relatively
deprived small areas within the district), together
with the wards in which they are based. For example,
although Crawley has no wards in the top 20% most
deprived, it does have one LSOA ranking 14% most
deprived, in Broadfield South ward.

OVERALL IMD SCORE
 0 – 20% (most deprived)
21 – 40%
41 – 60%
61 – 80%
81 – 100% (least deprived)

At the root of many of the issues
highlighted in this report
is financial deprivation
and economic inactivity.
Hastings & Rother Credit
Union (H&RCU) provides a
community-based savings
and loan service to local,
often low-income, clients on whom
mainstream banks have turned their backs.
Hastings and Rother remains a low-wage, benefitdependent area. Child poverty stands at over 25% and
poor transport links compound people’s financial and
social exclusion. Using a grant from Sussex Community
Foundation, H&RCU has recently set up an outreach
office at the Tilling Green Community Centre in Rye. The
credit union model helps people to take back ownership
of their money and build community sustainability.

REAL
LIVES

“One of our savers was long-term unemployed but had
been managing to save a very small weekly amount.
He had about £140 in his account when he finally got a
job,” says Richard. “He needed £50 to buy a bike to get
him to his new job. We were able to give him a loan for
the bike which he then paid back from his first wages,
leaving his hard-won savings intact,” says H&RCU
manager Richard Parkinson.

The credit union model helps
people to take back ownership
of their money and build
community sustainability

SUSSEX UNCOVERED 11

LSOA

WARD

SUSSEX RANK
(OUT OF 994 LSOAS)

NATIONAL RANK
(OUT OF 32,482
LSOAS IN ENGLAND)

NATIONAL RANKING
(% BY QUINTILE)

Adur 004D

Southlands

81

5398

0-20

Adur 004B

Eastbrook

83

5622

0-20

Adur 008A

Churchill

92

6042

0-20

Arun 004A

Ham

26

1762

0-20

Arun 011D

River

36

2612

0-20

Arun 004B

Ham

39

2783

0-20

Brighton and Hove 025E

East Brighton

3

303

0-20

Brighton and Hove 030C

Queen`s Park

4

307

0-20

Brighton and Hove 031C

Queen`s Park

6

383

0-20

Chichester 012B

Chichester South

133

7993

21-40

Chichester 008B

Chichester East

138

8113

21-40

Chichester 008E

Chichester West

226

10555

21-40

Crawley 013D

Broadfield South

66

4553

0-20

Crawley 010B

Bewbush

188

9570

21-40

Crawley 007C

Southgate

197

9721

21-40

Eastbourne 010B

Devonshire

30

2218

0-20

Eastbourne 002D

Hampden Park

33

2468

0-20

Eastbourne 010C

Devonshire

34

2477

0-20

Hastings 005A

Baird

1

138

0-20

Hastings 005D

Tressell

2

248

0-20

Hastings 011A

Central St Leonards

5

330

0-20

Horsham 006B

Horsham Park

224

10533

21-40

Horsham 013E

Pulborough and Coldwatham

358

14859

41-60

Horsham 013C

Chantry

366

15015

41-60

Lewes 010D

Peacehaven North

126

7638

21-40

Lewes 009A

Newhaven Denton and Meeching

136

8048

21-40

Lewes 003E

Lewes Castle

137

8093

21-40

Mid Sussex 010A

Haywards Heath Bentswood

146

8375

21-40

Mid Sussex 014E

Burgess Hill Victoria

279

12479

21-40

Mid Sussex 016E

Hurstpierpoint and Downs

314

13655

41-60

Rother 007E

Sidley

20

1258

0-20

Rother 007D

Sidley

43

3126

0-20

Rother 011C

Central

68

4600

0-20

Wealden 016D

Hailsham South and West

73

4707

0-20

Wealden 017B

Hailsham East

85

5658

0-20

Wealden 017A

Hailsham East

87

5779

0-20

Worthing 006E

Northbrook

51

3649

0-20

Worthing 009A

Broadwater

54

3751

0-20

Worthing 011D

Heene

55

3811

0-20

NATIONAL RANKING KEY
 0 – 20% (most deprived)
21 – 40%
41 – 60%
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The table below shows the number of LSOAs in
each district which are in the three most deprived
deciles (i.e. 0-10%; 11-20% and 21-30%) compared to
national data. This shows that 97 of the 994 LSOAs
in Sussex are in the 20% most deprived in the
country (note that figures are not cumulative).

AREA

NO OF LSOAs IN 10% MOST
DEPRIVED IN ENGLAND

NO OF LSOAs IN 20% MOST
DEPRIVED IN ENGLAND

NO OF LSOAs IN 30% MOST
DEPRIVED IN ENGLAND

Adur

0

4

7

Arun

3

6

11

Brighton & Hove

20

17

32

Chichester

0

0

2

Crawley

0

1

3

Eastbourne

6

4

15

Hastings

15

9

8

Horsham

0

0

0

Lewes

0

0

8

Mid Sussex

0

0

1

Rother

2

3

9

Wealden

0

3

2

Worthing

0

6

6

EAST SUSSEX

23

19

42

WEST SUSSEX

3

17

30

SUSSEX

46

51

104

It appears that overall deprivation is getting worse
in Sussex in comparison with the rest of the country.
According to East Sussex County Council/East Sussex in
Figures (ESiF), three quarters of LSOAs in East Sussex
had a worse ranking in 2010 than in 2007.

KEY ISSUES
 Hastings, Brighton & Hove and
Eastbourne are the most overall deprived
areas within Sussex.
 There are pockets of overall deprivation
across Sussex, particularly within Arun,
Rother, Wealden, Worthing and Crawley.

97 of the 994 LSOAs
in Sussex are in the
20% most deprived
in the country

 There is evidence that deprivation is
getting worse in Sussex compared with
other parts of the UK.
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4	IMPORTANT ISSUES
FOR SUSSEX
This section looks at each of the domains of the index of multiple deprivation (IMD).

INCOME AND POVERTY

has the highest average income in the
South East at £37,425.

Here we consider information on the income
deprivation measure within the IMD, together
with specific data on poverty for older people and
child poverty.

The mean salaries in Arun, Adur and Hastings
districts are between £8,000 and £10,000 less
than the South East average.

The income deprivation measure considers the
proportion of the population in the area that live
in income-deprived households. The definition of
income deprivation adopted here includes both
families that are out-of-work and families that
are in work but who have low earnings (and who
satisfy the respective means tests).
The IMD indicates that Sussex is slightly less
deprived than the national average when considering
the overall income deprivation measure,vi but
slightly more deprived compared to the rest of the
South East. The average income deprivation score
for Sussex is 0.12, with the comparable figure for
England being 0.15 and for the South East 0.10.
Only one district, Hastings, has an income
deprivation score worse than the national average.
It is particularly pertinent to compare income in
Sussex with other parts of the South East. The
HMRC’s 2010-11 Survey of Personal Incomes shows
that the average salary of those employed in Sussex
(£25,605 a year) is the lowest in the South East
average at £29,100 a year. For comparison, Surrey
14 SUSSEX UNCOVERED

AREA

MEAN INCOME OF THOSE IN
EMPLOYMENT £ PER YEAR 2010/2011

Adur

21,100

Arun

21,400

Brighton & Hove

24,300

Chichester

29,300

Crawley

24,100

Eastbourne

20,500

Hastings

19,600

Horsham

31,200

Lewes

27,500

Mid Sussex

31,400

Rother

22,900

Wealden

30,300

Worthing

23,300

SUSSEX

25,605

SOUTH EAST

29,100

GREAT BRITAIN

25,740

As mentioned above, the IMD shows which areas are
particularly affected by an issue, but do not always
reflect the majority of people affected by that issue.
For example, the table below presents data from the
Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) which

shows that, in West Sussex, 36% of working-age
client group (WACG) claimants live in the 20% most
deprived areas. The majority of WACG claimants
(64%) live in the remaining 80% of areas.vii

WORKING AGE CLIENT GROUP CLAIMANTS IN EAST AND WEST SUSSEX
AREA

WACG CLAIMANTS IN 20%
MOST DEPRIVED AREAS
IMD 2010

% OF TOTAL NUMBER
OF CLAIMANTS

WACG IN 80% LEAST
DEPRiVED AREAS
IMD 2010

% OF TOTAL NUMBER
OF CLAIMANTS

EAST SUSSEX

17,160

41%

24,215

59%

WEST SUSSEX

17,925

36%

31,340

64%

The older people in poverty indicator considers
the proportion of people over the age of 60 who
claim income support, jobseeker’s allowance or
incapacity benefit.viii Figures are presented in
the table below for the percentage of older people
who are in poverty by district. This shows that
Sussex has similar levels to the England average
but that the percentage of older people living in
poverty in Sussex is higher than in the South East
(19% in Sussex; 14% in the South East). There are
particularly high levels of older people in poverty
in Hastings and Brighton with almost one in four
older people in this category, compared to one in five
in Sussex and one in seven in the South East.

Overall, child poverty in Sussex is about average for
the South East,ix with Hastings again standing out
as having the highest levels of child poverty.

AREA

% OF CHILDREN IN POVERTY 2010

Adur

15

Arun

18

Brighton & Hove

23

Chichester

14

Crawley

21

Eastbourne

23

Hastings

31

AREA

% OF OLDER PERSONS IN POVERTY 2010

Horsham

11

Hastings

23

Lewes

17

Brighton & Hove

22

Mid Sussex

10

Eastbourne

16

Rother

21

Adur

15

Wealden

12

Crawley

15

Worthing

18

Worthing

14

SUSSEX

20

Arun

13

SOUTH EAST

19

Rother

13

ENGLAND

22

Lewes

12

Chichester

11

Wealden

11

Horsham

9

Mid Sussex

9

SUSSEX

19

SOUTH EAST

14

ENGLAND

19

The extent of child poverty in deprived areas is
highlighted by examination of LSOA data. The LSOA
with the worst child poverty in Sussex is Hastings
005D in Tressell Ward, where 67% of children are
growing up in poverty. The worst LSOA in Brighton
& Hove is 025B in East Brighton (66%). In West
Sussex, 51% of children in LSOA Arun 004B (in
Ham ward) are living in poverty.
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EMPLOYMENT

INCOME AND RURAL AREAS
Whilst the average income figures for rural areas
are generally higher than those in many urban
centres, this tends to overlook the fact that the costs
of living in rural areas are often much higher than
those for living in an urban area. In order to explore
this issue further, the Joseph Rowntree Foundation,
working with Loughborough University, produced a
report in 2010 called A minimum income standard
for rural households.x The report shows the results
of a comparative study between the income levels
required for different types of household to live to
the same standard in different types of urban and
rural settlements.
This table presents the estimated greater additional
living costs of living in a village, hamlet or rural
town compared to living in an urban area. These
additional costs are greatest for working-age couples
with children living in the most rural areas, as these
groups tend to have to make more journeys and run
larger households than adults without children or
pensioner households.

ADDITIONAL WEEKLY RURAL COSTS:
CASH DIFFERENCE AND RURAL
COST AS % INCREASE ON
CORRESPONDING URBAN BUDGET
(EXCLUDING HOUSING COSTS AND CHILDCARE) xi

Pensioner couple

The employment deprivation measure within the
IMD is considered, together with more recent data
on overall unemployment rates and those for young
people. Information on the importance of public
services for employment is also presented.
The employment deprivation measure considers
those who would like to work but are unable to do
so through unemployment, sickness or disability.
When considering employment deprivation, Sussex
is less deprived than the national average, although
Hastings, Brighton & Hove and Eastbourne
are more deprived than the national average.
Employment deprivation within Hastings is
widespread, with most wards within Hastings more
deprived than the national average.
Recent unemployment figures are given below.xii
The rates for Sussex are slightly higher than
the South East average, although lower than
the national rate. Within Sussex, Hastings and
then Eastbourne have highest rates. Note that
unemployment figures are calculated on a
Great Britain basis.

AREA

% UNEMPLOYMENT CLAIMANT RATE
JUNE 2013

Adur

2.4

Arun

2.3

Brighton & Hove

2.7

Chichester

1.7

Crawley

2.4

Eastbourne

3.4

RURAL
TOWN

VILLAGE

HAMLET

£2.26 (1%)

£43.00
(19%)

£48.08
(22%)

Hastings

4.9

Horsham

1.4

Single working-age
adult without children

£15.98
(9%)

£31.92
(18%)

£41.37
(24%)

Lewes

2.1

Working-age couple
with two children

£46.67
(12%)

£59.52
(15%)

£72.70
(18%)

Mid Sussex

1

Rother

2.4

Lone parent with
one child

£21.98
(9%)

£33.65
(14%)

£36.81
(16%)

Wealden

1.2

Worthing

2.4

SUSSEX

2.41

SOUTH EAST

2.2

GREAT BRITAIN

3.5

It costs over £70 a week
more for a working family
to live in a rural hamlet
than in a town
16 SUSSEX UNCOVERED

Brighton and Hove Unwaged
Advice and Rights is a
drop-in centre, offering welfare,
benefits and employment
advice, along with summer
outings and Christmas trips
for families living on low
incomes. Manager Tony
Greenstein reports that they are
‘absolutely inundated’ with clients needing welfare
rights advice and representation. The Joseph Rowntree
Foundation recently dismissed the notion of

‘inter-generational cultures of worklessness’ put
forward by some social welfare commentators and
highlighted the fast rise in in-work poverty. “The idea
that some families have generations of not working is a
myth. Those that really don’t want to work or are longterm unemployed usually have mental health problems
or have given up,” says Tony. “People in work are often
desperately fearful that if they lose their job they will
lose their home.” Sussex Community Foundation has
helped fund a welfare officer for the BHUAR Centre,
as well as supporting the summer trips and Christmas
outings over the years.

Youth unemployment in Sussex is slightly higher
than the South East average but below the Great
Britain average. Within Sussex, Hastings has the
highest rate, followed by Adur and Eastbourne.

The table below shows the percentage of people
employed in public services.xiii The rate in Sussex
is slightly higher than the South East and in line
with the average for Great Britain. Within Sussex,
Hastings, Eastbourne and Worthing have the
highest proportions – 41% of those employed in
Hastings work in public services, the 18th highest
district in Great Britain.

REAL
LIVES

AREA

% UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 16-24 YEAR OLDS
JUNE 2013

Adur

4.44

Arun

3.34

Brighton & Hove

2.7

Chichester

2.18

Crawley

3.27

Eastbourne

4.33

Hastings

6.33

Horsham

2.02

Lewes

3.51

Mid Sussex

1.2

Rother

3.92

Wealden

2.26

Worthing

3.91

SUSSEX

3.11

SOUTH EAST

2.96

GREAT BRITAIN

5.36

AREA

% EMPLOYED IN PUBLIC SERVICES 2011

Adur

26

Arun

30

Brighton & Hove

31

Chichester

34

Crawley

12

Eastbourne

40

Hastings

41

Horsham

21

Lewes

36

Mid Sussex

29

Rother

32

Wealden

26

Worthing

39

SUSSEX

29

SOUTH EAST

27

GREAT BRITAIN

28
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HEALTH DEPRIVATION, DISABILITY AND SOCIAL CARE
The health deprivation and disability measure
within the IMD is presented here, supplemented
by additional data on:
life expectancy
 Public Health Observatories’ health profiles
carers
older people living alone.
The health deprivation and disability measurexiv
considers morbidity, disability and premature
mortality. The overall health deprivation and
disability measure for Sussex is about average.

The bar chart below shows the health and disability
deprivation scores for districts in Sussex.
The orange line shows the national average.
There are a relatively high number of wards (25 out
of 215 wards) within Sussex with health deprivation
levels in the top 10% in England. The highest levels
of health deprivation are in Central St Leonard’s
ward in Hastings. In fact, all wards in Hastings and
in Brighton & Hove have deprivation above average,
as do the majority of wards in Eastbourne,
Worthing and Adur.

There are a relatively high
number of wards within Sussex
with health deprivation levels
in the top 10% in England

However, there is a mixed picture within Sussex,
with seven of the 13 districts having health
deprivation scores above (ie. worse than) the
national average. The highest levels of health
deprivation are in Hastings.

HEALTH AND DISABILITY DEPRIVATION SCORES
Worthing
Wealden
Rother
Mid Sussex
Lewes
Horsham
Hastings
Eastbourne
Crawley
Chichester
Brighton & Hove
Arun
Adur
Better than
national average
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0
Average score

Worse than
national average

Reaching Families is a parentled support group offering
advice, information,
training and support to
the parents and carers of
children with disabilities
and special needs in West
Sussex. They received a
£2,600 grant from Sussex
Community Foundation to develop information
sheets for parents, giving very localised information
for the area where they are. It costs on average
three times as much to raise a child with special
needs as other children. Reaching Families believe
there may be as many as 10,000 children with
special needs in West Sussex. Manager Brian
O’Hagan says the disability benefit reforms are
‘very scary for parent-carers’ and their ‘Holding on
to what you have’ benefit workshops are proving
very popular. Other workshops they deliver are on
challenging behaviour, helping your child sleep and
building resilience, all an indication of the kind of
pressures parents are under. “National helplines
are all well and good,” says Brian. “But what
parents really want is very relevant, local support,
preferably face-to-face.”

REAL
LIVES

LIFE EXPECTANCY
Life expectancyxv varies across Sussex from 79.1 years
in Hastings to 83.1 years in Lewes. Life expectancy in
the most deprived areas is lower than that in the least
deprived areas, even within districts. For example,
men in the least deprived areas of Brighton & Hove
will live an average of 10.6 years longer than those in
the most deprived areas of the city. The range in life
expectancy in all districts is given in the table below.

RANGE IN LIFE EXPECTANCY
BY LSOA WITHIN DISTRICTS
(IN YEARS) 2006-10

MALES

FEMALES

Brighton & Hove

10.6

6.6

East Sussex

8.2

6.2

Hastings

10.3

8.5

Rother

7.7

7.3

Eastbourne

9.7

4.6

Lewes

5.2

3.1

Wealden

3.6

3.5

West Sussex

7.2

5.3

Arun

9.9

8.5

Worthing

8.7

6.6

Adur

6.1

7.3

Horsham

5.6

7.1

Crawley

7.4

3.4

Mid Sussex

5.9

4.3

Chichester

4.4

5.1

Men in the least deprived
areas of Brighton & Hove will
live an average of 10.6 years
longer than those in the most
deprived areas of the city
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HEALTH PROFILES
The chart below presents the health indicators where
the picture in areas of Sussex is significantly worse
than the national average (based on health profiles
published by the Public Health Observatories).xvi
Data has been presented as relative to the England
average, with the average =100.

Brighton & Hove has the largest range of health
issues where indicators are significantly worse
than the national average. These include self-harm,
sexual health, alcohol and drug use, and skin cancer.
The number of injuries and deaths caused by road
accidents is higher than average across Sussex,
with East Sussex being the worst affected.
There is no consistent approach to presenting more
general data on mental health across Sussex.

HEALTH PROFILE INDICATORS
Road injuries and deaths

Early deaths: cancer

Smoking-related deaths
Acute sexually
transmitted infections
Drug misuse
Hospital stays for
England average

alcohol related harm

West Sussex
Hospital stays for

East Sussex

self-harm

Brighton & Hove

Incidence of
malignant melanoma
Obese adults

Adults smoking

Smoking in pregnancy
Alcohol-specific
hospital stays (under 18)
0
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Rother and Arun have
the highest proportions
of older people
living alone

SOCIAL CARE
The table below presents data on those providing
care.xvii 10% of the population of Sussex are providing
some care. This is in line with the England and
Wales and South East averages. Almost 2% (35,000
people) are providing more than 50 hours unpaid
care a week.

AREA

NUMBER
PROVIDING
NO UNPAID
CARE 2011

OLDER PEOPLE LIVING ALONE

NUMBER PROVIDING
UNPAID CARE
HR/WEEK 2011
0-19

20-49

50+

Adur

54,233

4,472

835

1,642

Arun

132,964

10,771

1,976

3,807

Brighton & Hove

249,402

16,401

2,850

4,716

Chichester

101,307

8,924

1,195

2,368

Crawley

96,695

6,378

1,418

2,106

Eastbourne

88,894

6,678

1,261

2,579

Hastings

80,812

5,708

1,321

2,413

Horsham

117,659

10,133

1,233

2,276

Lewes

86,001

8,000

1,197

2,304

Mid Sussex

125,878

10,375

1,306

2,301

Rother

79,327

7,279

1,250

2,732

Wealden

132,228

11,872

1,716

3,099

Worthing

93,761

7,268

1,319

2,292

SUSSEX

1,439,161

114,259

18,877

34,635

SOUTH EAST

7,787,397

577,114

96,883

173,356

ENGLAND &
WALES

50,275,666

3,665,072

775,189

1,359,985

Almost 35,000 people in
Sussex are providing more
than 50 hours unpaid care
a week

The table below presents data on those over 65
living alone.xviii Those over 65 in Brighton & Hove
and Hastings are less likely to be living alone than
in other parts of Sussex. Rother and Arun have the
highest proportions of older people living alone.

AREA

NUMBER OF
HOUSEHOLDS
WITH ONE
PERSON AGED
65+ 2011

TOTAL
HOUSEHOLDS

% OF
HOUSEHOLDS
WITH ONE
PERSON AGED
65+

Adur

4,461

26,957

17%

Arun

12,230

66,706

18%

Brighton &

14,468

121,540

12%

Chichester

8,612

49,848

17%

Crawley

4,468

42,727

10%

Eastbourne

7,731

45,012

17%

Hastings

5,404

41,159

13%

Horsham

7,456

54,923

14%

Lewes

6,854

42,181

16%

Mid Sussex

7,421

57,409

13%

Rother

8,084

40,877

20%

Wealden

9,562

62,676

15%

Worthing

7,460

47,044

16%

SUSSEX

104,211

699,059

15%

SOUTH EAST

449,969

3,555,463

13%

ENGLAND &
WALES

2,903,930

23,366,044

12%

Hove
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EDUCATION, SKILLS
AND TRAINING

AREA

% OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING
5 GCSES A*-C (including
English/Maths) 2010/11

Adur

47

Arun

51

Brighton & Hove

54

The education deprivation measure considers
level of education, skills and training in relation to
children and young people and to adults. Sussex
is less deprived than average on the education
deprivation index.

Chichester

57

Crawley

56

Eastbourne

57

Hastings

50

Four districts within Sussex have levels of education
deprivation above the national average, although
only two of these – Hastings and Adur – are
significantly more deprived than average. The bar
chart below shows the education deprivation scores
for districts in Sussex, with the red dotted line
indicating the national average.

Horsham

68

Lewes

62

Mid Sussex

65

Rother

63

Wealden

65

Worthing

59

Fourteen wards within Sussex have education
deprivation levels in the worst 10% in England, with
Hollington ward in Hastings being the most deprived.

SUSSEX

58

SOUTH EAST

60

GREAT BRITAIN

58

The education deprivation measure within the
IMDxix is considered, alongside specific information
on secondary level attainment.

At secondary level, Sussex performs in line with
the England average for educational attainment
and slightly worse than that for the South Eastxx.
However, results vary within Sussex, with Adur,
Hastings and Arun all significantly below the
Sussex average.

EDUCATION DEPRIVATION SCORES

national average

Arun
Wealden
Rother
Mid Sussex
Lewes
Horsham
Hastings
Eastbourne
Crawley
Chichester
Brighton & Hove
Arun
Adur
0

5

Source: LA Summaries ID 2010
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BARRIERS TO HOUSING
AND OTHER SERVICES
– RURAL COMMUNITIES

Whitehawk Inn is based in a
neighbourhood of profound
social and economic
deprivation in Brighton
and the people who use
their services have limited
access to mainstream
services. It supports over 750
disadvantaged young people and
adults each year into learning and employment.
Around 50% of their learners are not qualified to
the recognised Level 3 which is the Government
benchmark for employability and a considerable
number also lack the ‘soft’ skills required to
be successful in interview and the work place.
“People are expressing anxiety about recent and
upcoming changes to benefits, especially the
effect on them financially,” says Director Frances
Duncan. Sussex Community Foundation has
funded Whitehawk Inn’s Stepping Stone scheme
which is a mixed package of study support, IT
skills and numeracy and literacy, together with
childcare and other short courses.

REAL
LIVES

The barriers to housing and services measure within
the IMDxxi is considered, together with specific
information on housing affordability, homelessness
and access to services, such as schools, GP, post office
and shops.
The barriers to housing and services measure
considers physical and financial accessibility to
housing and other key local services. Lack of access
to housing includes those who cannot afford to enter
owner occupation, live in overcrowded homes or
are classed as homeless. People who have to travel
long distances to access key local services are also
considered as disadvantaged.
The overall barriers to housing and services measure
for Sussex is very high by national standards. Sussex
is ranked 8 out of 47 sub-regions on this measure,
putting it in the 20% most deprived sub-regions.
Within Sussex, 11 districts have a higher than
average level of barriers to housing and services.
The map shows the position of districts within
Sussex. The areas with very dark shading have
higher levels of housing deprivation on this measure.

BARRIERS TO HOUSING AND SERVICES
 0 – 20% (most deprived)
21 – 40%
41 – 60%
61 – 80%
81 – 100% (least deprived)

CRAWLEY
WEALDEN
HORSHAM
CHICHESTER

ROTHER
LEWES
HASTINGS

ARUN
ADUR

EASTBOURNE

Source: LA Summaries ID 2010
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The picture is complex. In rural areas, the issue
may be about access to affordable housing and to
services. In the urban centres, the measure will
be affected by homelessness.
The wide geographical distribution and low
population density of communities in rural areas also
has cost implications, both for the people that live
there and those seeking to deliver services to them.
These costs are generally referred to as the ‘rural
premium’ and have a direct effect on the provision of
both public and private sector services in rural areas.
In turn, this can lead to either additional costs or the
loss of opportunities for countryside dwellers.
The cost of providing services to rural areas tends to
rise in line with the degree of rurality – that is, the
more isolated and rural the location, the greater the per
capita cost of service delivery. In some circumstances,
certain services are not provided at all, as the gap
between the cost of provision is seen as exceeding the
profits to be recouped or benefits obtained.
Similarly, the costs to rural dwellers in accessing
services can be higher than those in urban areas.
This is due to the higher prices charged for services
as a consequence of the higher costs associated with
providing them. It may also be due to services not

Based in Eastbourne, the
East Sussex Hearing Resource
Centre (ESHR) provides
volunteer-led outreach
support to hearing-impaired
people living in East
Sussex. The group reaches
about 9,500 deaf, deafened,
hard-of-hearing and deafblind
people on a regular basis, most of whom are older
people. “Most of our users are in the large coastal
town, such as Hastings and Eastbourne, but the
people with the greatest need are those in rural
areas,” says John Leonard of ESHR. “We tend to
meet retired agricultural workers on low pensions,
poorly educated and, from using farm machinery,
are deaf or otherwise physically disabled. They
lack information and access to generally available
services. Lack of public transport compounds their
disadvantage. Our Outreach Bus is converted
to a classroom for sign language and lip-reading
classes, hearing tests, advice and information.
It is acclaimed by many as ‘a godsend’.” Sussex
Community Foundation most recently funded ESHR
to pilot an ear maintenance project in Eastbourne.

REAL
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being provided at all locally and so people being
forced to either absorb the costs of travelling to access
them in other places or not utilise them at all.
The table on page 25 shows the Sussex wards that
are ranked in the top 10% most disadvantaged
wards in the country on the IMD housing score.
Many of the top-ranked wards are located within
Wealden and Chichester.
Given that there is significant deprivation of this
type within Sussex, it is useful to explore aspects
of this in more detail.

DISADVANTAGE RELATED TO HOUSING
Information related to housing affordabilityxxii is
presented below. This reflects difficulty of access
to owner-occupation, expressed as a proportion of
households aged under 35 whose income means that
they are unable to afford to buy a property. This
shows that the South East is more disadvantaged
than England and the situation in Sussex is worse
than the South East average in relation to housing
affordability. Within Sussex, housing is least
affordable in Arun, followed by Brighton & Hove
and Adur.

AREA

% OF HOUSEHOLDS AGED UNDER 35
UNABLE TO AFFORD TO BUY A PROPERTY

Arun

83

Brighton & Hove

82

Adur

80

Worthing

80

Eastbourne

78

Lewes

77

Rother

77

Crawley

76

Hastings

76

Chichester

74

Mid Sussex

74

Wealden

73

Horsham

70

SUSSEX

77

SOUTH EAST

71

ENGLAND

68

BARRIERS TO HOUSING AND SERVICES:
WARDS IN THE TOP 10% MOST DEPRIVED IN THE COUNTRY
WARD

DISTRICT

SUSSEX RANK

NATIONAL RANK

Hartfield

Wealden

1

35

Bury

Chichester

2

125

Framfield

Wealden

3

234

Chiddingley and East Hoathly

Wealden

4

240

Danehill/Fletching/Nutley

Wealden

5

255

Rusper and Colgate

Horsham

6

257

Nuthurst

Horsham

7

274

Crowhurst

Rother

8

276

East Dean

Wealden

9

313

Funtington

Chichester

10

317

Kingston

Lewes

11

403

Harting

Chichester

12

172

Eastern Rother

Rother

13

179

Frant/Withyham

Wealden

14

484

Stedham

Chichester

15

507

Alfriston

Wealden

16

516

Heathfield East

Wealden

17

538

Wisborough Green

Chichester

18

548

North Mundham

Chichester

19

570

Rogate

Chichester

20

628

Easebourne

Chichester

21

639

Walberton

Arun

22

640

Cross in Hand/Five Ashes

Wealden

23

657

Brede Valley

Rother

24

664

Marsham

Rother

25

676

Itchingfield, Slinfold and Warnham

Horsham

26

705

Plaistow

Chichester

27

764

Sovereign

Eastbourne

28

772

Buxted and Maresfield

Wealden

29

816
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Another relevant issue is homelessnessxxiii and
information on this is presented in the table below.
Within Sussex, Brighton & Hove and Crawley have
the highest numbers and rates of homelessness.

AREA

HOMELESSNESS
NUMBERS
2012-13

HOMELESSNESS
RATE PER 1,000
HOUSEHOLDS
2012-13

Brighton & Hove

506

4.29

Crawley

157

3.49

Arun

129

1.82

Horsham

123

2.16

Hastings

98

2.45

Wealden

82

1.30

Lewes

51

1.16

Mid Sussex

50

0.89

Chichester

45

0.88

Rother

42

1.00

Adur

37

1.32

Eastbourne

29

0.62

Worthing

9

0.18

ENGLAND

21

2.37

DEPRIVATION RELATED TO GEOGRAPHICAL
ACCESS TO SERVICES
The tablexxiv below presents information on proximity
to GP, post office, primary school and local shop
or convenience store. (Average road distance in
kilometres weighted by population).
This shows that Sussex is average when compared
to the South East and England. However, within
Sussex there is wide variation. Chichester is the
most disadvantaged district in terms of access to
services followed by Wealden, Rother and Horsham.
At a ward level, differences are more pronounced.
The map below shows ward-level data for the
distance to a shop.
Seven wards are ranked as being in the top
10% most deprived in the country on the ‘distance
to shop’ indicator and five wards are more than
7 kilometres from a shop. These are Bury and
Harting wards, within both Chichester, and
Alfriston, Chiddingly and East Hoathly and
Danehill/Fletching/Nutley wards, all in Wealden.

DISTANCE TO SHOP INDICATOR

Source: LA Summaries ID 2010
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 0 – 20% (most deprived)
21 – 40%
41 – 60%
61 – 80%
81 – 100% (least deprived)

SUSSEX WARDS RANKED IN TOP 10% MOST DEPRIVED IN COUNTRY
WARD

DISTRICT

SHOP PROXIMITY KM 2010

SUSSEX RANK

NATIONAL RANK

Bury

Chichester

7.8

1

166

Harting

Chichester

7.3

2

216

Alfriston

Wealden

7.2

3

221

Chiddingly and East Hoathly

Wealden

7.2

4

227

Danehill/Fletching/Nutley

Wealden

7.1

5

230

Plaistow

Chichester

6.5

6

310

Wisborough Green

Chichester

6.3

7

331

CRIME
The crime deprivation measure considers the rate of
recorded crime for four major crime types: violence,
burglary, theft and criminal damage. The overall
crime deprivationxxv score for Sussex is low by
national standards.
Hastings is the only district within Sussex to have
above average levels of crime deprivation - see chart
below. All of the wards within Hastings have higher
crime deprivation than average, with the highest
levels of crime deprivation being in Castle ward.
Ten Sussex wards are ranked in the top 10% most
deprived wards in the country on crime deprivation.
Three of the top-ranked wards are within Hastings
while the rest are from a combination of districts.

WARD

DISTRICT

IMD
SUSSEX
CRIME
RANK
AVERAGE
SCORE
2010

NAT.
RANK

Castle

Hastings

1.35

1

92

Central St Leonards

Hastings

1.11

2

235

Ham

Arun

0.98

3

378

Gensing

Hastings

0.97

4

395

River

Arun

0.88

5

538

Hailsham East

Wealden

0.84

6

613

Regency

Brighton & Hove

0.79

7

682

West Green

Crawley

0.77

8

734

Central

Worthing

0.76

9

756

Queen’s Park

Brighton & Hove

0.72

10

820

When considering only violent crime,xxvi the rate
in Brighton & Hove is significantly worse than the
national average.

LIVING ENVIRONMENT
The living environment score is designed to measure
the quality of people’s immediate surroundings,
both within and outside the home. The score
combines the ‘indoors’ living environment which
measures the quality of housing and the ‘outdoors’
living environment which contains measures
relating to air quality and road traffic accidents.
Overall, the score takes into account housing in
poor condition, houses without central heating, air
quality and road traffic accidents.
Sussex is ranked 17 out of 47 sub-regions on the
living environment deprivation score.xxvii Five of
the districts in Sussex have levels of environment
deprivation above the national average, with
Brighton & Hove being the most deprived, followed
by Hastings, Worthing, Adur and Eastbourne.
27 wards have environment deprivation scores in
the top 10% in England. Of these 27 wards, Regency
ward in Brighton is the most deprived.
Looking specifically at external environment,
there are two aspects to this: air quality and road
traffic accidents.
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AIR QUALITY
Air qualityxxviii in Sussex is better than the averages for the South East
and England. There are a small number of ‘hot spots’ as shown by the
map and table below.

 0 – 20% (most deprived)
21 – 40%
41 – 60%
61 – 80%
81 – 100% (least deprived)

ROAD TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS
When considering health data above, road traffic accidents were identified
as a health priority. The map below shows road traffic accidents xxix at
ward level, with a number of areas being significantly affected.
The table on page 29 presents the 14 wards in the top 10% of country on
this measure. Regency ward in Brighton & Hove is 13th in the country.

 0 – 20% (most deprived)
21 – 40%
41 – 60%
61 – 80%
81 – 100% (least deprived)
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS IN THE TOP 10% OF THE COUNTRY
WARD

DISTRICT

TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS PER
000 / 2010

SUSSEX RANK

NATIONAL RANK

Regency

Brighton & Hove

2.6

1

13

St. Peter`s and North Laine

Brighton & Hove

2.3

2

28

Rye

Rother

2.3

3

36

Central Hove

Brighton & Hove

2.2

4

46

Central St Leonards

Hastings

2.2

5

48

River

Arun

2.1

6

65

Queen`s Park

Brighton & Hove

2.0

7

84

Sidlesham

Chichester

2.0

8

87

Old Hastings

Hastings

1.9

9

104

Devonshire

Eastbourne

1.9

10

113

Castle

Hastings

1.8

11

135

Central

Worthing

1.7

12

196

West St Leonards

Hastings

1.7

13

214

Kingston

Lewes

1.6

14

321

Regency ward in Brighton
& Hove is 13th worst
in the country for road
traffic accidents
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KEY ISSUES
ACCESS TO HOUSING AND SERVICES
 Deprivation related to housing and services in
Sussex as a whole is higher than the national
average. Sussex is in the 20% most deprived
sub-regions for this measure.
 11 districts have higher than the average levels
of deprivation related to housing and services,
with Eastbourne being the worst affected. At a
ward level, Hartfield in Wealden district has the
highest levels of deprivation of this type and is
ranked 35th nationally.
 Arun is the most deprived district in terms of
housing affordability, followed by Brighton &
Hove and Adur.
 The rate of homelessness is higher in Sussex
than the rest of the South East, with Brighton
& Hove and Crawley being the areas with the
highest recorded rates of homelessness
 Chichester is the most disadvantaged district in
terms of access to services, followed by Wealden,
Rother and Horsham. Seven wards in Sussex
are ranked in the top 10% most deprived in the
country on the ‘distance to shop’ indicator and
five wards are more than 7kms from a shop. Two
of these are within Chichester district and three
within Wealden district.

HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE
 Although Sussex is average overall compared
to national data, there is a very mixed picture
within Sussex. Just over half of districts have
health and disability deprivation worse than the
national average
 All wards in Hastings and in Brighton &
Hove have health deprivation worse than the
England average, as do the majority of wards in
Eastbourne, Worthing and Adur.
 There is significant variation in life expectancy
within areas. The greatest range is in Brighton
& Hove, where men in the least deprived areas
will live an average of 10.6 years longer than
those in the most deprived areas.
 Particular health issues affecting Sussex include
alcohol and drug use, self-harm, road injuries
and deaths.
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 10% of the population are providing some unpaid
care, with 2% (almost 35,000 people) providing
more than 50 hours unpaid care per week.

LIVING ENVIRONMENT
 Sussex is ranked 17 out of 47 sub-regions on the
living environment deprivation score.
 At a district level, Brighton & Hove is most
deprived on living environment, followed by
Hastings, Worthing, Adur and Eastbourne.
 Parts of Brighton & Hove are ‘hot spots’ for both
air quality and road traffic accidents. Regency
ward in Brighton & Hove is the 13th worst in the
country for road traffic accidents (and 2nd worst
in Sussex for air quality). St Peter’s and
North Laine ward in Brighton & Hove has the
worst air quality in Sussex.

OTHER ISSUES
 Hastings is the only district more deprived than
the national average on income.
 When considering employment deprivation,
Sussex is less deprived than the national
average. However, employment deprivation
within Hastings is widespread, with most wards
within Hastings more deprived than the national
average. In addition, 41% of those employed
in Hastings work in public services, the 18th
highest district in the country.
 Overall, Sussex is less deprived than average
in relation to education, skills and training.
However, within Sussex, Hastings and Adur are
more deprived than average.
 The overall crime deprivation score for Sussex is
low by national standards. Hastings is the only
district within Sussex to have above average
levels of overall crime deprivation, although
Brighton & Hove does have above average levels
of violent crime.
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5 CONCLUSIONS
The over-arching messages of this report are that Sussex is a great place to live
if you can afford it and that disadvantage is not just about deprived places but
also deprived people, wherever they are living in Sussex.
It shows conclusively that there is serious deprivation in Sussex, comparable to
the most deprived inner city areas. In some areas, two-thirds of children are living
in poverty. There are high proportions of older people living alone and in poverty.
The health of people in Sussex is surprisingly poor and the disparity in life
expectancy between the poorer and wealthier areas is concerning. Sussex has
some of the highest levels of homelessness in the South East. Public, private and
voluntary sector services are much more thinly spread in rural areas and those
who can afford it will travel to take up the services they want but those without
transport are even more isolated.
These issues urgently need to be addressed. The groups we fund tell us that they
are dreading the impact of the current economic situation, reduction in government
funding and changes to the benefits system on those living on low incomes.
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BUILDING STRONG
COMMUNITIES
Currently, we fund community groups on the basis
of excellence: the quality of the project for which they
seek funding and the wider qualitative benefits to
the communities where they operate. Our grants go
to a diverse range of community groups, carrying out
a huge range of grassroots work. We don’t just give
grants to projects addressing deprivation and lack
of opportunity in areas of obvious disadvantage.
We take an holistic approach to community cohesion,
drawing people and communities together, helping
people and neighbours to make themselves more
resilient to the changes taking place around them.
We want to use the findings in this report to
inform the further development of our grant-giving
programme to ensure we are travelling in the
right direction.
Some of the issues our communities face may seem
too large and long-standing to be addressed just by
charitable-giving.So, the role of local and national
government bodies and the private sector in
addressing them is essential.
At Sussex Community Foundation, we can’t
change deep-rooted and structural disadvantage
but we can invest in the people and groups that
are working to mitigate the huge pressures that

deprivation brings and to address the problems
faced by their communities.
Much can be done to address local needs
by supporting those working at the heart of our
communities to make Sussex a great place to
live for everyone.
We believe that a network of flexible, local
community responses is the best way of addressing
the issues faced in both urban and rural areas.
A thriving network of local community groups not
only supports those in immediate need but gives
people opportunities to volunteer and participate
locally. It is only by supporting a community itself
to be strong and supportive that we can create
long-term solutions.

The best community solutions
come from within the community.
We want to ensure the report’s
findings influence the way we
make a difference to the hidden
needs of Sussex. We will continue
to support people to build strong
and resilient communities –
wherever they are in Sussex
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APPENDIX

DEFINITIONS, SOURCES
& REFERENCES
The findings in this report are drawn from the 2010 Index of Multiple Deprivation
(IMD) scores for very small geographical areas (‘lower layer super output areas’
or LSOAs). There are 32,482 LSOAs in England. The overall IMD score for an
LSOA combines deprivation indicators across seven distinct domains: income;
employment; health and disability; education, skills and training; barriers to
housing and services; crime; and living environment. This section explains how
the IMD are collated and defined.

DEFINITIONS
A. INCOME DEPRIVATION DOMAIN
This domain measures the proportion of the
population in an area that live in income-deprived
families. The definition of income deprivation adopted
here includes both families that are out of work and
families that are in work but who have low earnings
(and who satisfy the respective means tests).

The indicators
A combined count of income deprived individuals per
lower layer super output area (LSOA) is calculated
by summing the following five indicators:
 adults and children in Income Support families
 adults and children in income-based
Jobseeker’s Allowance families
 adults and children in Pension Credit families
 adults and children in Child Tax Credit families
(who are not claiming Income Support, incomebased Jobseeker’s Allowance or Pension Credit)
whose equivalised income (excluding housing
benefits) is below 60% of the median before
housing costs
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 asylum-seekers in England in receipt of
subsistence support, accommodation support,
or both
The combined count of income-deprived individuals
per LSOA forms the numerator of an income
deprivation rate which is expressed as a proportion
of the total LSOA population.

B. EMPLOYMENT DEPRIVATION DOMAIN
This domain measures employment deprivation
conceptualised as involuntary exclusion of the
working-age population from the world of work.
The employment-deprived are defined as those who
would like to work but are unable to do so through
unemployment, sickness or disability.
Worklessness is regarded as a deprivation in its
own right and not simply a driver for low income.
Attachment to the labour market confers a number
of social and psychological advantages and it is
therefore important to measure the deprivation
experienced by people who are detached from the
labour market.

The indicators
A combined count of employment deprived
individuals per LSOA is calculated by summing
the following seven indicators:
 claimants of Jobseeker’s Allowance (both
contribution-based and income-based),
 women aged 18-59 and men aged 18-64
 claimants of Incapacity Benefit aged 18-59/64
 claimants of Severe Disablement Allowance
aged 18-59/64

The indicators
 years of potential life lost: an age- and sexstandardised measure of premature death
 comparative illness and disability ratio: an ageand sex-standardised morbidity/ disability ratio
 acute morbidity: an age- and sex-standardised
rate of emergency admission to hospital
 mood and anxiety disorders: the rate of adults
suffering from mood and anxiety disorders

 claimants of Employment and Support Allowance
aged 18-59/64 (those with a contribution-based
element)

D. EDUCATION, SKILLS AND TRAINING
DEPRIVATION DOMAIN

 participants in New Deal for 18-24s not claiming
Jobseeker’s Allowance

This domain captures the extent of deprivation
in education, skills and training in an area. The
indicators fall into two sub-domains: one relating to
children and young people and one relating to adult
skills. These two sub-domains are designed to reflect
the ‘flow’ and ‘stock’ of educational disadvantage
within an area respectively. That is, the children and
young people sub-domain measures the attainment
of qualifications and associated measures (flow),
while the skills sub-domain measures the lack of
qualifications in the resident working-age adult
population (stock).

 participants in New Deal for 25+ not claiming
Jobseeker’s Allowance
 participants in New Deal for Lone Parents aged
18 and over (after initial interview)
The combined count of employment-deprived people
per LSOA forms the numerator of an employment
deprivation rate which is expressed as a proportion
of the working-age population (women aged 18-59
and men aged 18-64) in the LSOA.

C. HEALTH DEPRIVATION AND
DISABILITY DOMAIN
This domain measures premature death and the
impairment of quality of life by poor health. It
considers both physical and mental health. The
domain measures morbidity, disability and premature
mortality but not aspects of behaviour or environment
that may be predictive of future health deprivation.
Health deprivation and disability is included as
one of the seven domains because ill health is an
important aspect of deprivation that limits a person’s
ability to participate fully in society. Because it is
generally accepted that the risk of ill health and
death becomes greater as a person ages and that this
increase is not seen as socially unjust, this domain
aims to capture unexpected deaths or levels of ill
health by using age- and sex-standardised data.
This means that the expected levels of health in a
small areas, given their age and sex composition, are
compared, rather than the absolute levels of health.

The indicators
Sub-domain: children and young people
 Key Stage 2 attainment: the average points
score of pupils taking English, maths and science
Key Stage 2 exams
 Key Stage 3 attainment: the average points
score of pupils taking English, maths and science
Key Stage 3 exams
 Key Stage 4 attainment: the average capped
points score of pupils taking Key Stage 4
(GCSE or equivalent) exams
 secondary school absence: the proportion of
authorised and unauthorised absences from
secondary school
 staying on in education post-16: the proportion
of young people not staying on in school or
non-advanced education above age 16
 entry to higher education: the proportion
of young people aged under 21 not entering
higher education

Sub-domain: skills
 adult skills: the proportion of working age adults
aged 25-54 with no or low qualifications
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E. BARRIERS TO HOUSING AND
SERVICES DOMAIN
This domain measures the physical and financial
accessibility of housing and key local services.
The indicators fall into two sub-domains:
‘geographical barriers’, which relate to the physical
proximity of local services, and ‘wider barriers’
which includes issues relating to access to housing,
such as affordability.
Barriers to housing and services is included as
one of the seven domains because accessibility of
suitable housing and local amenities are significant
determinants of quality of life. People who cannot
afford to enter owner occupation, live in overcrowded
homes or are classed as homeless are deprived of
the safety and stability of a home that is appropriate
to their household’s needs. People who have to
travel long distances to access key local services are
also disadvantaged.

The indicators
Sub-domain: geographical barriers
 road distance to a GP surgery: a measure of
the mean distance to the closest GP surgery for
people living in the LSOA
 road distance to a food shop: a measure of the
mean distance to the closest supermarket or
general store for people living in the LSOA
 road distance to a primary school: a measure of
the mean distance to the closest primary school
for people living in the LSOA
 road distance to a post office: a measure of the
mean distance to the closest post office or sub
post office for people living in the LSOA

Sub-domain: wider barriers
 household overcrowding: the proportion of all
households in an LSOA which are judged to have
insufficient space to meet the household’s needs
 homelessness: the rate of acceptances for housing
assistance under the homelessness provisions of
housing legislation
 housing affordability: the difficulty of access
to owner-occupation, expressed as a proportion
of households aged under 35 whose income
means that they are unable to afford to enter
owner occupation
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F. CRIME DOMAIN
Crime is an important feature of deprivation that
has major effects on people and communities.
The purpose of this domain is to measure the rate of
recorded crime for four major crime types: violence,
burglary, theft, and criminal damage, representing
the risk of personal and material victimisation at a
small area level.

The indicators
 violence: the rate of violence (19 recorded crime
types) per 1,000 at-risk population
 burglary: the rate of burglary (4 recorded crime
types) per 1,000 at-risk properties
 theft: the rate of theft (5 recorded crime types)
per 1,000 at-risk population
 criminal damage: the rate of criminal
damage (11 recorded crime types) per 1,000
at-risk population

G. LIVING ENVIRONMENT
DEPRIVATION DOMAIN
This domain measures the quality of individuals’
immediate surroundings both within and outside
the home. The indicators fall into two sub-domains:
the ‘indoors’ living environment, which measures
the quality of housing, and the ‘outdoors’ living
environment which contains two measures relating
to air quality and road traffic accidents.

The indicators
Sub-domain: indoors living environment
 housing in poor condition: the proportion of
social and private homes that fail to meet the
decent homes standard.
 houses without central heating: the proportion
of houses that do not have central heating

Sub-domain: outdoors living environment
 air quality: a measure of air quality based on
emissions rates for four pollutants.
 road traffic accidents: a measure of road
traffic accidents involving injury to
pedestrians and cyclists among the resident
and workplace population

SOURCES
The majority of the data for this report
was taken from Local Futures, a research
consultancy that provides a geographical
perspective on economic, social and
environmental change. They provide a
range of online services, which collate data
from a vast range of public sources.
The Local Futures Group,
2nd Floor, 43 Eagle Street,
London WC1R 4AT
+44 (0)20 7440 7360
info@localfutures.com
www.localfutures.com
The two primary sources of data for this
report have been the Indices of Multiple
Deprivation and the 2011 Census.
The Indices of Multiple Deprivation
(IMD 2010), English Indices of
Deprivation, London Department for
Communities and Local Government, 2011
Census 2011, The 2011 Census for
England & Wales, London,
Office for National Statistics
Census data is being released periodically
as it becomes available. This report has
used the latest data available at time of
writing. www.ons.gov.uk/census2011
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