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TAGRA REMOTE AND RURAL SUBGROUP 

Paper TRR05 – Urban rural categories
Use of urban rural categories in the NRAC formula
The NRAC formula uses urban rural categories within the hospital services unavoidable excess costs adjustment to identify how the cost of providing services varies with geography.

Ten urban rural categories are used. These are the eight-fold Scottish Government Urban Rural Classification with the ‘Very Remote Small Towns’ and ‘Very Remote Rural Areas’ classifications further expanded to distinguish between mainland and islands.

The split of population between these different categories is shown in the table below.

Percentage of each NHS Board’s population in each urban-rural category as at 2005
	Health Board
	Urban rural categories *
	All

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5a
	5b
	6
	7
	8a
	8b
	 

	Ayrshire & Arran
	-
	58%
	19%
	3%
	-
	-
	17%
	2%
	-
	1%
	100%

	Borders
	-
	26%
	19%
	5%
	-
	-
	41%
	9%
	-
	-
	100%

	Fife
	-
	61%
	17%
	-
	-
	-
	22%
	-
	-
	-
	100%

	Greater Glasgow & Clyde
	80%
	13%
	4%
	-
	-
	-
	3%
	-
	-
	-
	100%

	Highland
	-
	20%
	7%
	7%
	12%
	2%
	13%
	9%
	26%
	3%
	100%

	Lanarkshire
	39%
	39%
	10%
	-
	-
	-
	12%
	0%
	-
	-
	100%

	Grampian
	35%
	11%
	15%
	4%
	-
	-
	25%
	9%
	1%
	-
	100%

	Orkney
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	32%
	-
	-
	-
	68%
	100%

	Lothian
	58%
	21%
	10%
	2%
	-
	-
	8%
	1%
	-
	-
	100%

	Tayside
	38%
	26%
	11%
	-
	-
	-
	21%
	4%
	0%
	-
	100%

	Forth Valley
	-
	70%
	10%
	-
	-
	-
	18%
	1%
	0%
	-
	100%

	Western Isles
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	31%
	-
	-
	-
	69%
	100%

	Dumfries & Galloway
	-
	28%
	18%
	5%
	-
	-
	28%
	21%
	-
	-
	100%

	Shetland
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	30%
	-
	-
	-
	70%
	100%

	Scotland
	38%
	29%
	10%
	2%
	1%
	1%
	14%
	3%
	2%
	1%
	100%


Note: "-" indicates zero, "0%" indicates less than 0.5%.

Source: NRAC Final Report, Table 6.3.
* Key to categories
1 = Large urban areas.



5b = Island very remote small towns.

2 = Other urban  areas.



6 = Accessible rural areas.

3 = Accessible small towns.


7 = Remote rural areas.

4 = Remote small towns.



8a = Mainland very remote rural areas.

5a = Mainland very remote small towns.

8b = Island very remote rural areas.

Approach under the Arbuthnott formula
The previous Arbuthnott formula used a board level adjustment, based on road kilometres per head of population, to adjust for remoteness. It was recognized that this was a simplistic approach, and in particular the following concerns were raised:

· Whether it properly treated boards with a mixture of urban and rural areas;

· Lack of detail below board level.
In addition to this, when NRAC updated the work it was found that the relationship between remoteness (as measured by road kilometres) and cost was not stable over time. In particular, outpatient costs and inpatient cost from 2002 were found to decline as remoteness increased, although day case costs (see Annex A).
Alternatives considered as part of the NRAC review
The alternative approaches considered by NRAC included:

· Discrete measures of remoteness – urban rural classification;

· Continuous measures of remoteness, e.g. drive team to nearest settlement, or settlement size;
· Location factors – index measuring how construction tenders differ in price by Local Authority.
Analysis by NRAC found that no one approach was superior across the different care programmes. After some discussion, NRAC agreed to use the ten category urban rural classification across all hospital care programmes, as it was felt that a common approach would make the adjustment simpler and more transparent.
Iain Pearce

Health Analytical Services Division

Health Finance and Information

Scottish Government
ANNEX A – HOSPITAL COSTS AND RURALITY OVER TIME
The following tables (taken from NRAC Technical Report E) show the correlation between hospital costs and rurality over time, for inpatients, day cases, and outpatients. Only day cases appear to be consistently more expensive in rural areas. Inpatient costs appear to have been higher in rural areas between 1998 and 2001 but lower between 2002 and 2004. Outpatient costs appear to be consistently lower in rural areas.

[image: image1.png]Table 9.5 Inpatient costs (£) per case by year and NHS Board ranked by rurality

lBoard F;g??,g(;\g 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 (2003'2"1‘333&9)
G 37 | 1467 1483 1619 1624 1600 1810 1986 2%
Loth 54 |135 1332 1478 2035 2009 2134 2228 63%
lLan 62 | 1460 1497 1642 1672 1625 2090 2337 50%
Fife 69 | 1286 1411 1471 1547 1601 1834 1979 1%
Fv 83 | 1318 1463 1505 1570 1891 2013 2140 19%
lhaa 95 | 1348 1350 1581 1593 1717 1807 2044 3%
hac 98 | 1323 1260 1452 1581 1572 1731 2206 52%
[ray 130 | 1564 1443 1575 1813 1798 1813 2139 31%
ram 153 | 1188 1218 12386 1537 1763 1813 2,005 60%
for 200 | 12909 1608 1697 1707 1869 2275 2,021 8%
bsc 303 | 1435 1473 1567 1604 1787 1845 2505 50%
igh 366 | 1361 1420 1631 1814 1945 1835 2,205 45%
1 454 |1889 1801 2318 27 - . 60%
het 476 |1408 1586 1682 1108 1172 412 754 B1%
e 500 | 135 1576 1748 1640 2010 1992 2315 8%
t(au) 030 064 062 014 004 042 049 057
(excl WIB) 008 028 039 010 037 007 031 009





[image: image2.png]Table 9.6 Daycase costs (£) per case by year and NHS Board ranked by rurality

lBoard F;Z?‘:V'B’(;‘g 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 (zooacglsaqgga 29
G 37 | 219 290 286 321 248 280 473 32%
Loth 54 |312 34 515 704 ee1 s 738 97%
lLan 62 |25 215 233 377 30 30 378 57%
Fife 69 |272 200 325 348 451 458 568 83%
Fv 83 | 314 307 403 331 513 496 605 7%
haa 95 | 251 250 284 333 372 s 459 71%
hac 98 | 311 209 375 441 64 736 444 102%
[ray 130 | 330 306 366 456 573 607 747 110%
ram 153 | 364 374 370 457 513 543 467 37%
fBor 200 | 249 261 401 521 746 839 835 229%
bsc 303 | 306 404 441 458 496 742 1,001 145%
igh 366 | 278 206 269 422 357 570 637 1%
1 454 | 467 488 s s05 - - 760 59%
het 476 |60 687 828 963 752 807 928 2%
k 500 | 434 o665 575 647 581 o74 618 18%
t(au) 068 077 066 060 041 060 058 006
(excl WiB) 004 018 006 018 017 05 060 066





[image: image3.png]Table 9.7 Outpatient costs (£) per case by year and NHS Board ranked by rurality

lBoard F;Z??,Srgos 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 (zooaC&"??SZa 89)
E9 37 274 214 287 291 3% 426 433 57%
lLoth 54 198 200 346 316 203 424 544 138%
lLan 62 157 13 147 308 301 189 209 36%
Fife 69 179 197 219 238 310 255 255 36%
Fv 83 208 286 300 322 331 202 399 6%
haa 95 182 133 231 282 312 339 380 128%
lhac 98 172 191 232 235 234 27T 29 58%
[ray 130 | 139 119 191 222 211 266 336 133%
(Gram 153 | 210 204 28 239 274 240 293 20%
lBor 200 | 174 88 211 246 273 128 165 “19%
bac 303 | 13 158 161 249 205 233 415 119%
igh 366 | 195 208 184 245 244 330 334 65%
] 454 | 145 s 84 2 - - 75 400%
IShet a6 | 243 280 77 208 128 207 258 10%
loric 500 | 120 135 152 70 131 186 134 14%
) D029 012 064 057 08 042 003 017
I (exct wis) 033 015 051 048 062 039 024 013





Page 1 of 4
5th May 2011

