Spatial Analysis of our awards  – Summary of research findings 

Introduction and Summary
Commissioned by UnLtd, Tom Hales
 conducted a spatial analysis of UnLtd’s award making. The research used visualisation techniques, graphical analysis, and complementary cartographic and graphical representations to investigate patterns in UnLtd’s award making relative to Indices of Multiple Deprivation and Demographic variables.  This paper summarises the key research findings
.
Since being formed in 2002:

· UnLtd distributed a total of approximately £7.8 million Pounds; and

· made over 2200 awards across the UK. 

Most applicants and award winners were from the most deprived communities.  For example, across the UK, 40% of level one award winners lived in the top 20% most deprived areas.  Half of these award winners lived in the top 10% most deprived areas.  This indicates that UnLtd awards reached the most disadvantaged communities.
  Table One presents a regional breakdown of level one awards.  Level two awards follow a similar pattern.
	
	Percentage of award winners who live in the most deprived areas within each region

	Region 
	< 1% most deprived 
	< 5% most deprived 
	< 10% most deprived 
	< 20% most deprived 
	Total top 20%

	London 
	2
	8
	8
	21
	40

	England
	2
	10
	10
	19
	40

	Wales
	4
	5
	5
	18
	33

	Northern Ireland
	7
	3
	10
	7
	28

	Scotland 
	4
	8
	7
	8
	27


Table One) Awards by region and deprivation
Specific research questions 
UnLtd aims to support social entrepreneurs in disadvantaged communities and in deprived areas.  In this context, the research explored five key questions:

1. What are the Deprivation Indices of the areas that UnLtd’s applicants and awardees come from?
2. What proportions of applicants are from the most and least deprived areas?
3. What can be said about UnLtd’s award winners? Do awards reach the most deprived areas, those in ‘most need’?
4. Based on the combination of Deprivation Indices and Demographic Variables, are there any recognisable ‘market segments’ (groups that seem most receptive and represented) in UnLtd’s award making?
5. Are there any changes that could be made to UnLtd’s data collection and analysis techniques to be in a stronger position to answer the above questions?

Findings
With these five questions in mind, mapping data on applicants and award winners against deprivation indices and socio demographic data, indicated that:

1. Applicants and award winners came from areas with a range of levels of deprivation. 
2. The highest proportion of applications came from the most deprived areas, and the lowest proportion of applications came from the least deprived areas.  
In England, Scotland and Northern Ireland, the areas of highest deprivation tended to be in large towns and cities. This coincided with the majority of UnLtd applications, which might explain in part why the highest proportion of applications were from the most deprived areas.  
3. Mapping award winners against deprivation indices showed that through its funding, UnLtd reached award winners living in the most deprived areas, areas ‘most in need’.
London and Wales were used as case studies to investigate patterns of award making, relative to deprivation domains (income, employment, etc.) and demographic variables (age, ethnicity, housing tenure, etc.) in more detail. This revealed that:
· In line with the wider UK picture, most award winners in Wales and London lived in the most deprived areas.  However, there were slight regional variations.  In London, the highest proportion of award winners lived in the most deprived areas according to all seven domains of deprivation.
  In Wales, this was only the case for five of the seven domains.  (Housing and access to services was less of an issue amongst award winners in Wales).
· Mapping awards against demographic variables showed that award winners in London and in Wales lived in areas with high proportions of mixed ethnicity or ethnic minority groups.  Again, this was in line with the wider UK picture.
· In London, award winners also tended to live in areas with higher than average proportions of young people, and of people renting property from the council, housing association or a registered social landlord.  
4. Application decisions did not show any bias towards applications from more or less deprived areas, with a similar distribution of deprivation levels for award winners and rejected applications. 
However, there were distinct variations in both the numbers of applications received by UnLtd from different demographic groups and the proportion of applications that are successful.  Further research is needed to explore why certain groups seemed over represented (or underrepresented). 
5. The research suggested a number of relatively straight forward changes to UnLtd’s data collection.  For example, in ThankQ, it was suggested to reduce the number free text entries (as opposed to tick boxes) to increase consistency and data accuracy. 
Recommendations
The research identified a number of patterns in UnLtd’s award making, strengthening our understanding of individuals and communities reached through our funding. This in turn can inform future award making and funding strategies.  Going forward, we need to continue this work to: 
· look at the patterns that were identified in more detail and to find out underlying reasons (i.e. why are 40% of our award winners in England come from the most deprived areas compared to 27% in Scotland)?
· explore whether applicants’ demographic background (such as employment, ethnicity or education) predicts application success;  

· develop a better understanding of areas and communities that are affected by UnLtd awards (findings presented thus far referred to where award winners lived, not necessarily the areas or communities where they were active); and  

· use findings alongside the evaluation to identify implications for our award administration and management (i.e. have award winners from communities with different levels and domains of deprivation different requirements in terms of support from UnLtd)?  
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Appendix One: Data Sets used

Data analysed were drawn from the following sources:

· UnLtd’s Microsoft Access database (ThankQ) containing data on applications, awards and reported project outcomes;

· Indices of Multiple Deprivation (ODPM 2004)

· Census area statistics (ONS 2001).

Using postcode address files, data on award winners and applicants were geo coded (had geographic coordinates applied) before being mapped – using MapInfo.

� Tom conducted the research as part of his MSc in Geographical Information Science at University College London.  Thesis submitted in August 2005.


� Please refer to Appendix One for details about data sets and sources.


� Between 2002 – when first awards were made and August 2005.


� These are: income; health deprivation and disability; education, skills and training deprivation; barriers to housing and services; crime; and living environment.





