Fairness for Families:
Tackling child poverty in Islington
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Executive Summary

Findings

· A significant proportion of Islington’s children aged 0-19 are living in poverty – we estimate between 35-45% based on the available data. This equates to around 15,000 to 17,000 children. Around half of these are living in severe poverty.
· Child poverty is widespread across Islington – with all wards having a significant proportion of children living in households whose income is below the 60% median. The spatial distribution broadly reflects the pattern of social housing in Islington.
· Households with certain characteristics are over-represented in local child poverty figures namely those:

· Headed by a lone parent 
· With three or more children 
· With a disabled family member 
· Black and minority ethnic (BME) groups, particularly Black Africans 
· Living in overcrowded accommodation 

· Living in rented social housing 

· The cost of bringing up a child is likely to exceed family incomes – particularly for those in social housing, lone parents and larger families.
· The overall impact of welfare reform on child poverty is difficult to predict.  However, the changes (ranging from the Household Benefit Cap to reforms to disability benefits to freezing annual inflation-based increases in the value of benefits) will reduce incomes for many workless families, especially those unable to move into work.  This could entrench existing relative poverty and also increase levels of absolute and severe poverty.

Recommendations

· Children in poverty are largely living in workless households. Efforts to tackle child poverty will therefore need to focus on supporting parents into work. We need to help parents find work that pays – but as parents move into work, we will need to review the position to ensure that poverty has not simply moved from workless to in work families.
· However, work alone will not eradicate child poverty – we need to tackle the underlying causes and factors associated with child poverty – early years, health, education and skills, engagement in crime – if we are to break the cycle of poverty.
· Although poverty is widespread, efforts targeted at social housing estates would allow us to reach more families in poverty.
· We need to address the barriers faced by those families who are over-represented in child poverty figures – low skills and poor English, lack of affordable and flexible childcare, caring needs for family members and mental and physical health issues.
· With the squeeze on family budgets, we need to explore measures to build financial capability and access affordable finance to help meet the rising costs of living. This could include support to avoid fuel poverty, food poverty and potential homelessness, together with financial support at pressure/transition points or times of crisis.
1. Introduction 

Purpose of the Child Poverty Needs Assessment 

The aim of this document is to provide a greater understanding of the scale and distribution of child poverty in Islington, which households/families are more affected and the wider factors associated with growing up in poverty. It is part of a wider evidence base set out on the Islington Evidence Hub, which explores in more detail a range of challenges and issues faced by Islington and its residents.

Islington has already done a great deal of research around child poverty. This Needs Assessment builds upon a previous analysis of child poverty undertaken in 2011, refreshing the data and context to provide our formal Child Poverty Needs Assessment. The evidence we set out in this document has been used to inform the development of our Child Poverty Strategy.

Why is child poverty our business?
Children growing up in poverty have worse life outcomes

Some 3.5 million children in the UK – over a quarter of all children – currently live below the poverty line.
 This has a devastating impact on their lives. Children in poor households are more likely to die at birth or in infancy than those born into richer families. They are more likely to be left behind in education. By the age of three, poorer children are estimated to be, on average, nine months behind children from more wealthy backgrounds. They are almost twice as likely to live in bad housing. Children in poverty also miss out on experiences that are part of growing up – going on school trips, having friends round to tea, going on holiday – and this could lead them to feel excluded from their peer group.

Child poverty costs the country and places additional demand on our services

There is a clear economic as well as a moral case for addressing poverty. In 2013 a report estimated that child poverty costs the UK at least £29 billion each year.
 Of this, £20.5 billion is a direct cost to government resulting from additional demand on services and benefits, as well as reduced tax receipts. The same report estimated the annual cost of child poverty for each local authority – approximately £142 million for Islington.

We have a legal duty to tackle child poverty

The Child Poverty Act 2010 imposes a legal duty on current and future governments to tackle child poverty, to produce a national child poverty strategy and to work towards four UK-wide targets around reducing child poverty by 2020.

The Act also places a duty on local authorities and named partners to 'cooperate with a view to reducing and mitigating the effects of child poverty in their areas'. Local authorities are required to prepare and publish a local child poverty needs assessment and to develop and consult upon a joint child poverty strategy setting out how they will work together to mitigate the impacts of child poverty.

2. Defining and measuring child poverty

Defining poverty

There are a number of ways of defining and measuring child poverty, ranging from ‘severe’ income poverty (whereby families struggle to afford essentials like food and fuel) to measures that go beyond household income to define poverty in terms of a range of socio-economic factors.

However, ‘relative’ poverty is the standard measure across Europe and captures the extent to which the incomes of the poorest families are keeping pace with those of the rest of the population.

Each household’s income, adjusted for family size (or ‘equivalised’), is compared to median average income (i.e. the ‘middle’ income: half of all households have incomes above the median and half have incomes below). 60% of the median income is the ‘poverty line’; households below that line are said to be in poverty.  By comparing it with the median average, relative poverty measures compare those on low incomes with what might be considered a ‘normal’ income.  As middle incomes move up and down, so too does the 60% threshold.
The official measure of child poverty

The government’s measure of child poverty and the one upon which local authorities are measured and compared is based on the concept of relative poverty and is as follows:

The proportion of children living in families in receipt of out of work (means-tested) benefits or in receipt of tax credits where their reported income is less than 60 per cent of median income (before housing costs).

This is calculated as:

The number of children in families in receipt of either out of work benefits or tax credits where their reported income is less than 60 per cent median income divided by the total number of children in the area

For the purposes of this measure, and for our Child Poverty Needs Assessment, we are looking at all children aged 0-19.

Measuring child poverty at a national level

Official information about the numbers of people living in poverty in the UK comes from the annual Households Below Average Income survey (HBAI). This provides information on the standard of living of UK households, focusing on the lower part of income distribution.

The most recent HBAI survey  was published in June 2013 and covers 2011-12. It shows that 20% (2.6 million) of children across the UK were living in households below 60% median income, before housing costs (BHC) and 29% (3.8 million) after housing costs (AHC).
The tables below give the monetary value of both median income and 60% median income BHC and AHC.

	Households Below Average Income Survey:  median and 60% median income before housing costs (BHC)

	
	Median income per week
	Median income, per person per day
	60% Median income per week
	60% Median income, per person per day

	Couple, two children
	£654
	£23.36
	£392
	£14.00

	Lone parent, two children
	£513
	£24.43
	£308
	£14.66


	Households Below Average Income Survey:  median and 60% median income after housing costs (AHC)

	
	Median income per week
	Median income, per person per day
	60% Median income per week
	60% Median income, per person per day

	Couple, two children
	£594
	£21.21
	£357
	£12.75

	Lone parent, two children
	£440
	£20.95
	£264
	£12.57


NB: Median income before housing costs includes such things as earned income and income replacement benefits, but also includes housing benefit (paid to meet rent) and benefits paid to meet mortgage interest. In a high housing cost area such as London, the AHC measure is arguably a better indication of disposable income once all mandatory costs have been met.

The welfare reforms, which include various caps and restrictions on housing benefit and the imposition of an overall benefit cap mean that the income nominally available for daily living expenses under the median income after housing costs measure will, in reality, have to be diverted to meet some or all of the housing costs unmet by benefits. This is discussed on more detail in Section 9.
Calculating child poverty at a local level

The HBAI Survey provides the picture at national and regional level. However, the sample size, when broken down to local authority level, is not large enough to provide a statistically robust figure.
So, to measure child poverty at local authority level, government uses combined proxy measures derived from tax credit and benefit data. This proxy measure counts:

· the number of children in households claiming out of work benefits 
· the number of children in households claiming working tax credits where income is below 60% median

The measure provides a number and proportion of Islington children in poverty as well as whether the household is headed by a couple or a lone parent. The denominator is provided by the number of children for whom Child Benefit is in payment.  Further household characteristics are not provided.
The most recent proxy data was extracted on 31 August 2010, before the impact of the current programme of welfare reforms.
The government has recently consulted on changing the way in which child poverty is measured and it is not known when the proxy measure based on tax credit and benefit data may be updated. The withdrawal of child benefit from higher rate taxpayers means that the denominator will no longer reflect the total number of children in the locality and this makes updating this proxy measure more difficult.

UK trends and projections

In 2009-10 there had been a 2% drop in the child poverty rate over the previous year, the largest single decline this century. The Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) attributes this decline to two factors:  increases in benefits and tax credits (up by 6.7% in real terms) and falling inflation, which tends to increase the value of benefits through the annual up-rating system. 

Now, however, with rising inflation and the ‘significant cuts to benefits, tax credits and public service spending planned in the years ahead’, the Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) projects that ‘child poverty (BHC) will rise from 2.6 million in 2010-11 to reach 2.9 million by 2013-14, with 200,000 of this change reflecting planned tax and benefit reforms by the coalition government.’
  

3. A pen picture of Islington
Islington – the people

Islington is an inner London borough with a population in 2011 of 206,100 people (104,700 women; 101,400 men).
 This is an increase of 30,000 (17%) from the last Census in 2001.
Almost 40% of this increase is accounted for by a growth in the population born in the European Union but outside of the UK and Ireland (11,500 people, 73% increase). The number of people born in non-EU countries increased by 10,400 (25% increase), while the number of people born in the UK increased by 9,600 (8% increase).
Islington’s population has become more ethnically diverse over the past ten years, with less than half (48%) of residents being White British in 2011 compared to 57% in 2001. This percentage is now slightly higher than the London average (45%) and much lower than the England average (80%).

There is a higher proportion of single people in Islington (60%) compared to London (44%) and England (35%). This proportion has increased from 54% in 2001.

There are significant levels of population churn, particularly among single adults under thirty. There are relatively more single people and lone parent households in Islington, with fewer older people and fewer children and young people than in other comparable boroughs.  

In total, there are currently about 41,800 children and young people aged 0-19 living in Islington, accounting for just over one fifth of the local population.
 

The population of children and young people is among the most diverse of all population groups in the borough; 67% are from BME groups. Locally, it has been estimated that 10% of Islington’s child population belongs to communities that originally arrived as refugees. 

Islington – the place

Islington is the second smallest London borough – approximately six miles long by one mile wide. The busy A1 runs through the borough north to south effectively dividing the borough in two. There are a number of transport hubs providing good access to other parts of London and the southeast.
The borough is densely populated, with an average density of 13,871 people per square kilometre, more than double the London average and more than 30 times the national average.
 Only 13% of the borough’s land is green space, the second lowest proportion of any local authority in the country.
In 2011 there were 98,200 household spaces in Islington of which 93,600 had at least one usual resident.  The most common types of housing tenure in Islington are social rented housing from the council and private rented housing from a landlord/letting agency (27% and 26% of all households respectively). 28% of households own their home with a mortgage/loan or outright. Private renting increased by 85% in Islington between 2001 and 2011, while outright ownership increased by 19%. In contrast, social renting and mortgage-owned housing have decreased by 17% and 9% respectively.
4. Children and families in Islington

Islington is home to 41,800 children aged 0-19. Of those nearly 30% (12,289) are of pre-school age, 27% (11,456) are of primary school age and 43% (18,045) are of secondary school age.
 The following charts show the 2011 Census age breakdown of Islington 0-19s and compare the 0-19s share of the population with London and England:
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Source: ONS 2011 Census

As shown, children (0-19s) are a smaller proportion of the overall population in Islington than in London and England. 20-29s, also shown, are a much higher proportion in Islington.  30-44s are also a larger proportion in Islington than in London and England (on average).
About 2,800 children are born in the borough each year
 and many others move in to the borough, often from overseas. Births are already starting to rise and are expected to increase by 4% between 2008 and 2018 and Islington’s total population is projected to grow.

Ethnicity of Islington 0-19s

Islington’s children aged 0-19 break down as follows (2011 Census):
	Ethnicity
	0-19s
	%
	Ethnicity
	0-19s
	%

	White: British
	15,990
	38.3%
	Asian/Asian British: Other
	946
	2.3%

	Black/Black British: African
	4,747
	11.4%
	Mixed: White & Black African
	868
	2.1%

	White: Other
	4,163
	10.0%
	Asian/Asian British: Chinese
	610
	1.5%

	Black/Black British: Other
	2,595
	6.2%
	Other: Arab
	553
	1.3%

	Mixed: White & Black Caribbean
	2,288
	5.5%
	White: Irish
	508
	1.2%

	Asian/Asian British: Bangladeshi
	1,936
	4.6%
	Asian/Asian British: Indian
	481
	1.2%

	Black/Black British: Caribbean
	1,852
	4.4%
	Asian/Asian British: Pakistani
	177
	0.4%

	Mixed: Other
	1,712
	4.1%
	White: Gypsy or Traveller
	34
	0.1%

	Other: Any other
	1,253
	3.0%
	BME*
	25,800
	61.7%

	Mixed: White & Asian
	1,077
	2.6%
	Total
	41,790
	


* Defined here as all 0-19s not in the White British group.
Additional ethnicity breakdowns are available from Islington’s local administrative data, suggesting that, for example: over 2,300 (7%)
 of Islington 0-19s are Somali; over 2,100 (7%) are of Turkish, Turkish Cypriot or Kurdish  origin (possibly covered in the White Other Census category).
  Some 19% (7,247) of Islington’s children have English as an additional language.

5. Scale of child poverty in Islington

Incomes in Islington are highly polarised. Over 15% of households have an income in excess of £60,000 a year, while a similar proportion has an income below £15,000, well below the national median income. 
Latest official figures: HMRC data snapshot – 31 August 2010

As outlined above, combined data from the DWP and HMRC provides a snapshot of child poverty at local level, combining information about children in families on some out of work benefits (income support and income-based Jobseekers’ Allowance) with families claiming Working Tax Credits and Child Tax Credits, where their taxable income is below the 60% median income poverty line.
 The latest data available indicates that:
· 15,745, or 41.4%, of children in Islington are living in poverty. This is the second highest level of child poverty in the country, second only to Tower Hamlets
· Of the 15,745 children living in poverty, 86% (13,545) are in workless households and only 14% (2,200) are in low income working households
The table below shows a breakdown of Islington children in poverty compared to England:
	Children in IS/JSA families
	Children in families receiving WTC and CTC, and income <60% median income
	Children in families receiving CTC only, and income <60% median income
	Children in families in receipt of CTC (<60% median income) or IS/JSA 
	% of Children in ‘Poverty’

	Under 16
	All Children
	Under 16
	All Children
	Under 16
	All Children
	Under 16
	All Children
	Under 16
	All Children

	England       1,661,510 
	        1,872,070 
	  136,490 
	  177,550 
	  268,320 
	  317,710 
	     2,066,320 
	    2,367,335 
	21.1%
	20.6%

	Islington             11,815 
	            13,545 
	        610 
	         785 
	     1,180 
	     1,415 
	         13,610 
	        15,745 
	40.9%
	41.4%


Income Deprivation among Children Index (IDACI)

The Government also produces the Income Deprivation among Children Index (IDACI). This measures the proportion of children under 16 living in low income households.
 This indicates that:

· Nearly half (48.6%) of Islington children live in income deprived families – the second highest proportion of any local authority in England

The IDACI figures are based on 2008 data so do not reflect the economic crisis and the implementation of welfare cuts. However, the ranking is consistent with more recent HMRC data.
Islington Local Data
We have used local housing benefit (HB) and council tax benefit (CTB) data, combined with other sources of local information, to give a more complete picture of child poverty across the borough.
 Housing and Council Tax benefits can be claimed by people whether they are in work or not. Council tax is payable by people in most types of housing and it therefore includes owner-occupiers as well as people who pay rent. Because they are both means-tested benefits, people who are better off are excluded from the data. This data therefore provides valuable information about the income of less well-off local families. 

The national measure of child poverty is the number of children living in families below 60% median income before housing costs are taken into account. In a high-rent area like Islington, ignoring housing costs distorts the real experience of need. Use of HB/CTB data allows us to take account of unavoidable expenses such as rent and council tax. It enables us to look at a family’s real income and relate that to the poverty line, considered after housing costs and other fixed charges like council tax.
Our HB/CTB data for 2010 indicates that:

· 39% (14,867) of all children in Islington are in families on out of work benefits

· 15.2% (5,746) are in working families on incomes low enough to qualify for HB/CTB, of which 6% have household incomes below the poverty line
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Source: Islington Local Data (2010)
· 6,462 households with children are workless, and 11,151 are working
The following chart and table breaks down workless, low income and working households by household type.
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	Households by parental status
	Workless
	Workless %
	Low income
	Low income %
	Working
	Working %

	Lone parent
	3,022
	47%
	1,080
	39%
	2,757
	25%

	Two parents
	3,440
	53%
	1,694
	61%
	8,394
	75%

	Grand Total
	6,462
	100%
	2,774
	100%
	11,151
	100%


 Source: Islington Local Data 

Note that Islington’s Local Data is broadly consistent with that published in the latest HMRC Revised child poverty measure.

Campaign to End Child Poverty – mid-2012 child poverty estimates 

The HMRC data, and our own local data, is based on 2010 figures. In February 2013 the Campaign to End Child Poverty published new figures providing a child poverty map of the whole of the UK, and mid-2012 estimates of child poverty at local level.
These figures used tax credit data to give the percentage of children on low incomes in local authorities, parliamentary constituencies and wards across the UK. They also use regional trends in worklessness to estimate recent changes in the number of children who are in poverty because their parents have lost their jobs, to update the local tax credit data which is more than two years old.

The measure is of income before housing costs, as with the national measure, not taking account of the impact of high rent or mortgage payments. 

NB: This is not a direct measure of exactly how many children are in poverty based on the official definition. These figures should therefore not be used for direct comparisons with official national and regional figures but they do provide a more up-to-date estimate of child poverty at a local level. 

The 2012 estimates provided by the Campaign to end Child Poverty indicate that:

· 13,051, or 34%, of all children in Islington are living in poverty

· Islington has the 6th highest level of child poverty in the UK
	Rank (highest level)
	Local Authority
	% children in poverty 2012
	% children in poverty 2011

	1
	Tower Hamlets
	42%
	52%

	2
	Manchester
	38%
	40%

	3
	Middlesbrough
	37%
	34%

	4
	Derry
	35%
	36%

	5
	Belfast
	34%
	35%

	6
	Islington
	34%
	43%

	7
	Glasgow City
	33%
	35%

	8
	Liverpool
	33%
	34%

	9
	Newcastle upon Tyne
	33%
	31%

	10
	Hartlepool
	33%
	30%

	11
	Nottingham
	32%
	35%

	12
	Knowsley
	32%
	32%

	13
	Newham
	32%
	37%

	14
	Strabane
	32%
	31%

	15
	Barking and Dagenham
	31%
	35%

	16
	South Tyneside   
	31%
	28%

	17
	Hastings
	31%
	28%

	18
	Birmingham
	31%
	34%

	19
	Westminster
	30%
	38%

	20
	Hackney   
	30%
	39%


Although the methodology is not comparable with the official data, it does provide a more up to date estimate that is broadly the same.

Severe child poverty
Children are defined as living in severe poverty if they are living in a household with an equivalised income below 50% of median Before Housing Costs which also experience material deprivation. The table below sets out what 50% below median income means in real terms:

	Households at median income and those at severe poverty line 

	
	Median income per week
	Median income, per person per day
	50% Median income per week
	50% Median income, per person per day

	Couple, two children
	£631
	£22.54
	£316
	£11.29

	Lone parent, two children
	£495
	£23.57
	£248
	£11.81


Source: HBAI 1994/5–2011/12, DWP (2013)
Research for the charity Save the Children has made an estimate of the proportion of children living in severe poverty in each local authority area by linking the information in the HBAI survey with other government data. This research suggests that:

· 21% (6,000) of Islington children are living in severe poverty - 19th worst area for severe child poverty in England and 11th worst in London
  

From local HB/CTB data we know that the majority of Islington children living in poverty (and 39% of all Islington children) are living in households on out-of-work benefits. The table below compares the median and 50% median incomes with the amount of benefits these family would be getting.
	Households at median income, severe poverty line and workless:

	
	Median income per week
	Median income, per person per day
	50% Median income per week
	50% Median income, per person per day
	Out of work benefits per week *
	Out of work benefits per person per day

	Couple, two children
	£631
	£22.54
	£316
	£11.29
	£247.94
	£8.85

	Lone parent, two children
	£495
	£23.57
	£248
	£11.81
	£209.49
	£9.97


* Excluding housing benefit

The out of work benefits figures exclude HB whereas the median income/50% median income shown is Before Housing Costs have been deduced (so they include housing benefit).
	Scale of Child Poverty: Findings and Conclusions 

· A significant proportion of Islington’s children aged 0-19 are living in poverty – we estimate between 35-45% based on the available data
· This accounts for around 15,000 children, although our local data would put the figure at around 17,000
· Around half of these children are living in severe poverty

· Children in poverty are largely living in workless households – efforts to tackle child poverty will therefore need to focus on supporting people into work
· With so many children in severe poverty, our strategy must also look for ways to support families to cope with the everyday costs of bringing up children to ensure they have access to basic necessities and a decent standard of living




6. Distribution of child poverty across Islington
Latest official figures: HMRC – 31 August 2010

· Poverty is widespread across Islington – all wards have a significant proportion 
· Finsbury Park, Bunhill, Holloway and Caledonian wards have the highest levels – but even Highbury East has over one in four children living in poverty
	Ward
	No children in poverty
	% in poverty

	Finsbury Park
	1,475
	49.2%

	Bunhill
	1,085
	48.2%

	Holloway
	1,245
	46.5%

	Caledonian
	1,130
	45.4%

	Canonbury
	1,080
	44.0%

	St Peter's
	925
	43.6%

	Tollington
	1,170
	42.4%

	Mildmay
	1,130
	42.4%

	Hillrise
	1,085
	41.7%

	Clerkenwell
	700
	41.5%

	Barnsbury
	825
	40.3%

	St Mary's
	745
	38.8%

	Highbury West
	970
	36.6%

	St George's
	840
	35.7%

	Junction
	740
	34.6%

	Highbury East
	605
	27.5%


· All wards had seen a reduction in child poverty between 2008 and 2010, although some wards have seen more significant change over the period and in some cases rankings have changed
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Source:  Revised local child poverty measure, HMRC (2008-10).

Income Deprivation among Children Index (IDACI)

Data from IDACI has been aggregated to create a basic ward level analysis for Islington. Holloway ward has the highest level of child poverty measured by IDACI, with 61% of children living in the ward in poverty. Three other wards have over half their children in poverty by this measure: Bunhill (56%), Finsbury Park (53%) and Caledonian (53%). Highbury East ranks lowest in Islington, but even here three in ten children are living in poverty. The IDACI data broadly consistent with HMRC’s child poverty data.
	Ward
	Average IDACI Score

	Holloway
	0.61

	Bunhill
	0.56

	Finsbury Park
	0.53

	Caledonian
	0.53

	Mildmay
	0.49

	Canonbury
	0.48

	Tollington
	0.48

	Hillrise
	0.48

	Clerkenwell
	0.47

	St Peter's
	0.46

	St Mary's
	0.46

	Barnsbury
	0.43

	Junction
	0.42

	Highbury West
	0.40

	St George's
	0.38

	Highbury East
	0.30


Local data
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We have also used HB/CTB data to map the distribution of child poverty across the borough. This highlights the wide distribution of child poverty across the borough.   
[image: image5]
This reflects the unusual pattern of social housing in the borough, with relatively high numbers of council-owned street properties as well as estate-based council properties owned.
If the same data is mapped by density, concentration reflecting the higher occupation density of estate-based dwellings is revealed.
[image: image13.png]Islington Children Living on
Out of Work Benefits
by Lower SOA August 2010

FINSBURY PARK

Number of Children by LSOA
W 137030 (39)
B 80137 @0
3 270 09

NOT FOR REPRODUCTION
T map is dortod fom Ordnanc Survey matorial wih tho pormision of Ordnance Survey on boha of the Contrllor of Hor Majosty's Stationary

office © Crown copyright. Unauthonsed teproducton nfinges Ciown Copytight and may lead 1o proseculion ofclproceedings. (LA1000021551) (2010)



[image: image14.png]



[image: image6]
	Distribution of child poverty: Findings and Conclusions

· Child poverty is widespread across Islington – with all wards having a significant proportion of children living in households whose income is below the 60% median
· The spatial distribution broadly reflects the pattern of social housing in Islington

· Efforts to tackle child poverty will need to be accessible across the borough rather than targeted at specific areas
· However, a focus on key social housing estates would allow easier access to large numbers in poverty


7. Families most at risk
The HBAI survey shows that children are much more likely to live in poverty if they are in a family:

· headed by a lone parent

· with three or more children

· with a disabled family member

· headed by a black or minority ethnic parent, especially someone of Pakistani, Bangladeshi or Black non-Caribbean origin

· living in overcrowded accommodation

· living in social housing

Clearly, not all children living in households with these characteristics experience poverty, but their chances of so doing are that much higher if they do. 
A recent study which looked at multiple risk factors in terms of young children’s development found that 80% of children in low income households experienced at least one risk and nearly half lived with two or more risks. The study also demonstrated that the greater the number of risks experienced by the child, the greater the problems that the child will face during their lifetime.

We have looked at each of these risk factors in turn for Islington to establish whether the evidence corresponds with national research. We linked our Housing Benefit/Council Tax Benefit data from 2010 and to other local administrative data on children and families to allow us to understand the prevalence of some these risk factors locally.
Families headed by a lone parent

Nationally, 50% of children in lone parent households are living in poverty compared to 24% in two parent families. Much of this is due to high levels of worklessness and the amount of out of work benefits available.

HMRC official child poverty statistics for Islington

These include a breakdown of children in poverty by family type and show that:
· In Islington, 78% of children in poverty were in lone parent households
	Children in IS/JSA families
	Children in families receiving WTC and CTC, and income <60% median income
	Children in families receiving CTC only, and income <60% median income
	Children in families in receipt of CTC (<60% median income) or IS/JSA 
	% of Children in ‘Poverty’

	Couple
	Lone parent
	Couple
	Lone parent
	Couple
	Lone parent
	Couple
	Lone parent
	
	All Families

	2,430
	11,115
	695
	90
	375
	1,040
	3,500
	12,245
	
	41.4%


Census 2011
· Of Islington’s 8,600 lone parent households, 4,817 (56%) are not in employment and 1,991 (23%) are in part-time work.
· The percentage not in employment is notably higher than London (48%) and England (41%).
Local administrative data
· Over 55% (11,306) of all households with children are on housing and/or council tax benefit, but a far higher proportion of these are headed by lone parents than the population as a whole: 59% (4,036) of lone parent households on HB/CTB compared with 37% (5,045) of the couple households.
 
Families with three or more children

HMRC data on children in families shows that:

· Those children in Islington with two or more siblings are markedly more likely to be in workless or low income households:  
	Children in families in receipt of CTC (<60% median income) or IS/JSA 

	

	1 child
	2 children
	3 children
	4 or more children

	3,795
	5,215
	3,460
	3,275


Our own local data indicates that:

· 42% (15,948) of Islington children live in households with three children or more.
 

· 52% of families with 3 or more children are workless, 18% are on low income
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       Source: Islington Local Data
	Families with 3 or more children
	Number
	%

	Workless families
	2,192
	52%

	Low income families
	773
	18%

	Working families
	1,264
	30%

	Total 
	4,229
	100%


Families including a disabled parent or child

Disability affecting a parent or child can be expected to be a cause of poverty in a significant number of families. Poverty will be reinforced by disability for a number of reasons, including: additional costs faced because of disability; greater barriers to entering work because of disability affecting a parent; or greater barriers to entering work because of the need for specialist child care for a disabled child.
Neither government data nor local HB/CTB data has comprehensive information about the incidence of disability in households with children. However, we do know that:  

· 20% of the households with child dependants in Islington have at least one adult with a long-term illness or disability.

· 16.5% (6,260) of Islington children live in households claiming Employment and Support Allowance or Incapacity Benefit.

· 3.3% of children aged 0-15 (1,244 children) are disabled – approximately half of these children are in workless households and are eligible for free school meals. One third of them live in a households headed by a lone parent.
 
Families headed by a black or minority ethnic parent

National research shows that Black, Black British, Pakistani and Bangladeshi families have a greater risk of relative poverty than other groups.

However, the national data does not include breakdown of ethnicity at local authority level. 

We know from the Census and from our own local administrative data that the population of Islington children and families is ethnically diverse. While local child ethnicity data is not comprehensive, where we do have records we found that having an ethnicity other than White British can be shown to carry a higher risk of being in a workless or low income working household – and therefore of being in poverty.  

· Black and minority ethnic (BME) groups are over-represented in local child poverty – for example, 24% of children 0-19 living in poverty are Black African, but this group only accounts for 13% of 0-19s in the Census.

The following table shows 2010 Local Data breaking down 0-19s in poverty by ethnicity (where known) against the Census 0-19 ethnic profile of the borough.  Whilst this is not a scientifically accurate comparison, it does suggest:

· An over-representation of BME groups in local child poverty overall 

· An over-representation of 13% for Black African 0-19s

· Significant variations within the broad overall BME category, e.g. with an over-representation for Bangladeshis but not for other Asian groups
	Ethnicity (Local Data categories)
	% of 0-19s in workless households*
	% 0-19s in low income working households
	% of all 0-19s in poverty
	% of 0-19s in the 2011 Census
	% Under- or over-represented in child poverty**

	White British
	22.1%
	18.6%
	21.1%
	38.3%
	-17.1%

	Other White
	10.8%
	12.7%
	11.3%
	11.3%
	9.1%

	Turkish/Turkish Cypriot
	6.7%
	7.4%
	6.9%
	N/A
	N/A

	Kurdish
	2.1%
	2.4%
	2.2%
	N/A
	N/A

	Bangladeshi
	6.1%
	12.6%
	7.9%
	4.6%
	3.3%

	Asian
	2.7%
	4.2%
	3.1%
	3.8%
	-0.7%

	Black Caribbean 
	7.4%
	6.0%
	7.0%
	4.4%
	2.6%

	Black Somali
	7.6%
	7.6%
	7.6%
	N/A
	N/A

	Black African
	18.4%
	11.2%
	16.4%
	11.4%
	12.7%

	Black Other
	0.8%
	1.6%
	1.0%
	6.2%
	-5.2%

	Chinese
	0.2%
	0.5%
	0.3%
	1.5%
	-1.1%

	Mixed
	10.0%
	9.2%
	9.8%
	14.2%
	-4/4%

	Other
	5.1%
	5.8%
	5.3%
	4.3%
	0.9%

	Total BME
	77.9%
	81.4%
	78.9%
	61.7%
	17.1%


* Where ethnicity is known.  In Islington’s Local Data, ethnicity is available for over 80% of children.
** The Census does not break down the 0-19 age group by the three ethnic groups highlighted.

Families living in overcrowded accommodation

Islington has a high level of overcrowding in its housing.  

Overcrowding has a number of different definitions, including that used for statutory over-crowding and more recent variations. Locally, the bedroom standard, which sets the number of bedrooms a household needs dependant on the number, age and sex of the household members, is the preferred measure. By that measure, as of 4 October 2013 there were:

· 3,615 overcrowded households registered on the local authority housing register of which:

· 1458 were Islington council tenants

· 428 were tenants of other social landlords

· 1729 households had other tenures

· Of all overcrowded households, 439 were considered to be severely overcrowded (i.e. deficient of two or more bedrooms) of which:
· 215 are Islington council tenants
· 75 are tenants of other social landlords
· 149 households have other tenures

The figures do not provide a breakdown by economic status or ethnicity but previous analysis of other local data sets in 2010 told us that there were:

· 3,272 overcrowded households as of 1 April 2010, of which 224 were considered to be severely overcrowded

· Of the 5,038 children in overcrowded accommodation, 56% (2,810) lived in workless households, 18% (903) in low income households and 26% (1,325) households not claiming benefits
· Black African households constitute a far higher proportion of overcrowded households overall than their share of the overall population – 24% of overcrowded households (Black African and Black Somali combined) compared with 6.1% of the overall population (2011 Census).
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Source: Islington Local Data
Note: children with unknown ethnicity are not included the chart above.
Families living in social housing

Social housing is housing let at a level below market rent on a secure basis to people in housing need. It is provided by local councils and not for profit organisations operating as Registered Social Landlords (RSLs).
A national survey shows that over 18% of households in England live in social housing
 and that particular groups are over-represented in social housing – lone parents, older people, people from BME communities and people with a long term limiting health condition or disability.

The survey found that 66% of social housing tenants were not working – 31% were retired, 29% were sick or looking after someone who is sick and 6% were unemployed.

Our own local data tells us that:

· Islington has 42.1% of its housing stock in the social rented sector, compared with 18% in England and 24% in London 
· Around three quarters of workless or in work families living in poverty are in social rented accommodation, whereas private renting households account for less than 15%

	Households that are most affected: Findings and Conclusions

The following households in Islington are over-represented in local child poverty:

· Headed by a lone parent – 78% of the children 0-19 living in poverty in Islington are in lone parent households
· With three or more children – according to local data, 56% of Islington children in poverty live in households with three or more children (of which 75% live in workless households)
· With a disabled family member – 20% of the households with child dependants in Islington have at least one adult with a long-term illness or disability

· Black and minority ethnic (BME) groups are over-represented in local child poverty – for example, 24% of children 0-19 living in poverty are Black African, but this group only accounts for 13% of 0-19s in the Census
· Living in overcrowded accommodation – workless and low income families account for the majority of those living in overcrowded accommodation
· Living in rented social housing – the majority of workless or in work families living in poverty are in social rented accommodation
If we are to reduce child poverty, we need to address the barriers faced by these groups – low skills and poor English, lack of affordable and flexible childcare, caring needs for family members, etc.


8. Costs of bringing up a child
The Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG) report The Cost of a Child in 2013 (CPAG) shows that the cost of bringing up a child is increasing much faster than incomes, especially for those living in poverty, and that the number of children in poverty is also rising. The report, jointly funded by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, found that in 2013 parents were struggling more than ever to provide a decent standard of living for their families.

Key findings include:

· It cost a minimum of £148,000 in total – around £160 per week – to raise a child to the age of 18 and meet his or her minimum needs. (Figures averaged for a child across all ages and including childcare costs and housing.)

· The minimum necessary cost for raising a child rose by 4% in 2013, while the minimum wage rose by 1.8%, average earnings by 1.5%, benefits for families and children by just 1% and child benefit did not increase at all.
· The value of both child benefit and child tax credits relative to the costs of raising a child decreased from 2012 to 2013. Many low-income families also saw cuts in housing support with the introduction of changes such as the ‘bedroom tax’ and benefit cap.

· At the same time, working families had to contend with rapidly increasing childcare costs (which increased by 5.9% from 2012 to 2013) while many non-working families were required to pay Council Tax.

· Minimum wage families faced a growing shortfall for the spending their children need. Families working full time on the national minimum wage had only 83% (couples) and 87% (lone parents) of the minimum income needed to support their families.

· Families receiving out-of-work benefits faced even greater shortfalls of income. Couple families received only 58% of the income required to cover minimum costs, while lone parents got 61%.

	
	Couple parents
	Lone parent

	All additional costs
	First child
	Second child
	Third child
	Fourth child
	First child
	Second child
	Third child

	Total cost over 18 yrs
	£159,721.00
	£136,490.00
	£147,327.00
	£130,700.00
	£178,229.00
	£144,291.00
	£130,690.00

	Average per year
	£8,873.00
	£7,583.00
	£8,185.00
	£7,261.00
	£9,902.00
	£8,016.00
	£7,261.00

	Average per week
	£170.17
	£145.42
	£156.97
	£139.25
	£189.89
	£153.73
	£139.24

	Excl. rent, childcare and Council Tax
	First child
	Second child
	Third child
	Fourth child
	First child
	Second child
	Third child

	Total cost over 18 yrs
	£84,707.00
	£78,837.00
	£82,308.00
	£75,611.00
	£96,243.00
	£85,717.00
	£80,959.00

	Average per year
	£4,706.00
	£4,380.00
	£4,573.00
	£4,201.00
	£5,347.00
	£4,762.00
	£4,498.00

	Average per week
	£90.25
	£84.00
	£87.70
	£80.56
	£102.54
	£91.33
	£86.26


In 2007/8, median average gross income for households in social housing was £10,900, compared with a median average of £23,320 across all housing tenures.
 Over 44% of households in social housing have an income of less than £10,000 per annum while only 7% have an income above £30,000 a year.

	Costs of bringing up a child: Findings and Conclusions

· In Islington, where three quarters of households living in poverty are in social rented accommodation – and many in lone parent households and/or with three or more children – the cost of bringing up a child is likely to exceed their incomes, particularly once the benefit cap is implemented 

· This is a risk of deeper, more entrenched poverty, and the potential for families to move towards absolute, as opposed to relative poverty

· Our strategy needs to look at how we can support families to manage their budgets, and explore the potential to provide financial support at pressure points in family lives 



9. Impacts of welfare reform 

For most of Islington’s residents in poverty, household income to meet both living costs and priority bills (such as rent and Council Tax) derives, either wholly or partly, from benefits or tax credits. Households in poverty are, therefore, particularly vulnerable to changes in welfare policy, basic commodity inflation and changes to social housing provision.

This section looks at how they are likely to affect child poverty. 

The impacts of welfare reform and wider economic or labour market trends on child poverty locally are – based on the available data – difficult to measure and predict, both overall and in relation to particular groups. Local data is limited and subject to long time lags (the latest official child poverty data is for 2010). Impacts also vary across groups: major reforms produce winners and losers, e.g. lone parents vs couples, workless vs in work parents, part-time vs full-time workers. Conclusions on the degree and nature of the impact can also vary depending on the definition of child poverty applied (e.g. relative vs absolute, 60% median vs ‘severe’ poverty). Within these limitations, the following summary draws mainly upon national level analysis and local data on specific benefit changes where impact can be analysed with reasonable confidence.

Welfare reform: key changes and impacts, 2008-15

Of the numerous changes to the country’s benefits system being implemented in the period 2008-15, the following will have a particular impact on families living in poverty and therefore, potentially, on child poverty overall (in order of date implemented): 

· Changes to Lone Parent Income Support (2008-12)

Since 2008, the eligibility rules for this benefit have changed so that by 2012 parents of children aged five or older can no longer claim. This has resulted in a reduction of almost 50% in the Lone Parent Income Support (IS) claimant count in the last five years, from over 5,500 to about 2,900.

The consequence is that large numbers of parents will either: (a) move from Lone Parent IS to Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA), in which case they will have access to more intensive employment support but also an increased job search requirements and an increasingly strict sanctions regime
 or (b) move off benefits altogether.

Although it represents a major structural shift in the way parents interact with the benefits system, it is difficult to predict what impact the new regime will have on child poverty. The number of children living in households claiming out-of-work benefits went down in 2009-11, but there is no robust (local) data on whether the households moving off benefits went into work and/or moved out of poverty.

· Changes to sickness and disability benefits (2008 and 2013)

The key changes are: 

· All working age Incapacity Benefit (IB) claimants are being re-assessed for Employment Support Allowance (ESA). This process began in 2008. There are currently over 12,000 IB or ESA claimants in Islington (of which 4,800 are still on IB).

· All working age Disability Living Allowance (DLA) claimants will be re-assessed for Personal Independence Payment (PIP) – and the DLA budget will be cut by 20% starting in April 2013. There are currently 7,900 claimants.

· IB to ESA: based on the WCA decisions to date, around 22% of IB claimants will be rejected for ESA and are likely to be transferred to Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) or to move off benefit altogether – over 2,500 people in Islington.
  As with lone parents, the transition to JSA brings with it more comprehensive job search support, which is positive. On the other hand, the JSA sanctions regime is stricter than IB’s and is getting stricter. Since 2010, there has been more than a doubling in the number of sanctions applied and a 50% increase in sanctions as a proportion of all JSA claimants.

· DLA to PIP: due to the 20% cut in spending on disability benefits overall, it is very likely that a significant number of claimants (probably over 2,000) will be rejected for PIP or receive a lower award on the new benefit. Where they also claim IB/ESA claimants are at risk of losing both benefits. The DLA claimant group overlaps significantly with IB/ESA: of almost 8,000 DLA claimants, over 6,000 also claim IB/ESA. A large proportion of the people at risk are claiming due to mental health problems.

We do not have reliable data on the number of children living in households with sickness and/or disability claims. However, we do know that a higher proportion of working age residents (9%) are claiming sickness and/or disability benefits in Islington than any other London borough.
  
The 2011 Census also confirmed that 4,260 of the 20,950 (20%) Islington households with child dependants have at least one adult with a long-term illness or disability – the second-highest proportion in London.
 This suggests that changes to sickness and disability benefits will have an impact on a significant number of households with children.  Some families will lose income when transferred from IB to JSA; these same families may also lose out if their applications for PIP are rejected.

· Local Housing Allowance (LHA) caps (April 2011)

Local Housing Allowance (LHA): restrictions on the amount of Housing Benefit (LHA) people in private rented accommodation can claim based on an absolute cap (with no regional variation) and local market rental values.

Latest data available (January 2012-January 2013) suggests 187 households have been affected.
Private renting households account for a relatively small proportion of households in poverty (under 15%). However, those affected by these caps and opting to remain in their properties will need to get by on a lower income.

· Changes to annual benefits uprating (2011-2015)

Uprating refers to the annual increase in the cash value of benefit payments in line with inflation. From April 2011, the uprating of most working age benefits – including LHA – is based on Consumer Price Index (CPI), rather than Retail Price Index (RPI). RPI inflation is historically higher than CPI inflation so the change will reduce the value of benefits year on year.

On top of this, the uprating of benefits has been frozen – to only 1% in 2014-15 and 2015-16. This effectively breaks the link between rising costs (including housing costs) and benefit entitlement. It will affect all out-of-work benefit claimants and in work tax credit claimants. Based on the latest official child poverty figures, this will affect over 13,500 children in workless households and almost 1,400 children in working households.

The Institute of Fiscal Studies (IFS) has argued that uprating based on CPI will have a significant, on-going impact on child poverty nationally and locally.
 On top of this, the 1% freeze is equivalent to an additional 4% cut in real terms.

· Housing Benefit Under-occupation deduction – the ‘bedroom tax’ (April 2013)

Cut of 14% or 25% in Housing Benefit for people ‘under-occupying’ socially rented properties, i.e. people with spare bedrooms.

Data is available on 1,240 households currently subject to the Under-occupancy deduction. Of these, 250 are households with child dependants, of which 180 are lone parent households and 70 are couples. 104 were in rent arrears effective September 2013.

Rent arrears amongst those opting to ‘stay and pay’ (i.e. to remain in their properties and make up the shortfall in Housing Benefit themselves) are a concern in the long term.  This is another factor adding to the financial pressure under which welfare reform is placing families.

· Changes to Council Tax support (April 2013)

From April 2013, Council Tax Benefit was abolished and replaced with local Council Tax support schemes across the UK. At the same time, the budget for support was cut by 10%. 
As a result, 20,400 Islington residents have either been charged Council Tax for the first time or are now billed more than in previous years.
Most families claiming out-of-work benefits will be affected and this group will constitute a fairly large proportion of the 20,400 affected. Taken in isolation, the impact of this change may not be significant (bills may be for as little as £1-2 per week). However, for families already living on very low incomes, this adds to the cumulative income reductions resulting from welfare reform.

· Household Benefit Cap (September 2013)

The introduction of a Household Benefit Cap limiting the total amount of benefits a household can receive to £500 (for couples and households with children) or £350 (for single adults without children). 

According to current data, around 675 households will be affected by the Benefit Cap in Islington.
 By definition, families with children, and particularly those with three or more children, are worst-affected by this policy. Around 1,700 children live in the affected households.

This policy has the potential to impact significantly on child poverty – not perhaps on the headline relative poverty measure (most of the affected households are already in poverty by that measure), but certainly in terms of absolute and severe poverty.
 Beyond these official measures, the real impact on the ability of families to sustain their tenancies and pay for essentials is likely to be significant.

· Universal Credit (March 2014 for new claimants)

Universal Credit (UC) will consolidate six key working age benefits in a single payment and transition claimants from (usually) fortnightly to monthly payments. By default, Housing Benefit will be paid direct to claimants rather than to landlords.

In the context of the 2010-15 changes overall, the financial impact of UC is fairly modest.
 The initial financial impact on claimants is also unlikely to be significant, with some households actually receiving more in benefits. The more important issues – in terms of child poverty for the long term – are:

· Whether the new regime increases work incentives – or increases them enough – for workless parents to make a dent in the structural problem of parental worklessness.

· The risks associated with UC’s monthly, direct payments regime, which requires claimants – many of whom will never have been in this position – to budget and pay their rent on a monthly basis.

Work incentives: 

· UC removes the ‘perverse incentive’ not to work inherent to the current benefits regime: in some cases, people moving into work lose a high percentage (e.g. over 80%) of their earned income as benefits are withdrawn. UC withdraws benefits more gradually as earnings increase, making a move into work more worthwhile.

· This increases the incentive to transition into work and particularly to part-time work – potentially a key first step into the labour market. This will apply to lone parents, a group which constituted 82% of the workless child poverty in 2010.
· One criticism of UC has been that while it increases the incentive to work part-time, it does not adequately increase the incentive to move on to full-time work, largely due to the higher childcare costs associated with longer working hours.

· The overall impact of UC on work incentives is not as significant as the impact of cuts to benefits: the on-going reduction in the value of workless benefits is likely to be the biggest single factor pushing people to seek employment.

· There is also risk that changes to work incentives overall will not be adequate to change behaviour for many people who have been out of work for a long time, may not have the right skills for work and may have multiple barriers to employment, ranging from high childcare and transport costs to lack of experience and mental health issues.

· The simplification which UC initially promised (combining a number of benefits in one single payment) could be positive - helping people to better understand their entitlement, remove misperceptions around in-work entitlement and thus remove a perceived barrier to work. However, the localisation of Council Tax support and its exclusion from UC undermines this potential gain to an extent.

Monthly payments, direct payments:

· A number of concerns have emerged relating to the change to monthly and direct payments under UC: Housing Benefit will go to tenants rather than to landlords. In the UC pilot areas, rent arrears have increased significantly, suggesting that, at least in the short- to medium-term, many benefit claimants, including workless households with children, will struggle with personal budgeting and in particular with paying rent.

Welfare reform: outlook for child poverty

The overall impact of welfare reform is to reduce the income levels of workless families with children – the main component of child poverty in Islington.  
UC may increase the incentive to work for some groups. However, it reduces those incentives for others and its benefits are relatively modest in the perspective of welfare reform overall. Its most notable advantage – one that the council and its partners could exploit in terms of promoting parental employment – is that it makes starting some kind of work more worthwhile.

However, particular welfare reform changes (e.g. the Benefit Cap and changes to disability benefits) and the cumulative impact of others (especially lower annual increases of most working age benefits) carry a significant risk of hardship for some families in Islington – many of which will be affected by several of the changes above.

Most of these families are in relative poverty already but, whether they are forced to move out of Islington or not, their incomes are likely to be squeezed and there is a genuine risk that they will be unable to afford essentials and maintain a decent standard of living.

It is not clear whether these changes will push ‘official’ (i.e. living at below 60% of median income) child poverty up in Islington. Nationally, according to IFS, the context is that relative and absolute child poverty are set to increase over the period 2009-20:
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This modelling takes into account most of the 2010-15 welfare reforms and a predicted upward trend in wages growth although, significantly, the 1% freeze on uprating is not included.

Given Islington’s historically high comparative child poverty and worklessness rates, and consequently the significant impact of welfare reform in the borough, it seems intuitive that this picture will be replicated locally. However, a number of factors suggest that, even if we assume that the IFS national forecast is broadly accurate, local trends may not follow a similar trajectory:

· If cuts to benefits combined with on-going increases in the cost of living in London result, over time, in poorer families leaving the borough, this is unlikely to move them out of poverty but does remove them from Islington’s child poverty – if they are not replaced by families on similarly low incomes. Thus ‘official’ child poverty may increase nationally while falling in Islington – and possibly London overall.

· Economic recovery and a return to real wages growth is likely to disproportionately benefit those higher up the income distribution more than those on workless benefits.  This long-term trend could therefore entrench the existing relative (60% of median) poverty of families living in the borough – as the better-off move further away from those on low incomes – rather than increasing the number of families and children meeting that definition.

· Out-of-work benefit claimant counts are going down overall in Islington.  Lone parents account for much of the overall reduction.
 Due to lack of robust data, the destinations of parents signing off benefits are not known. We have data for 2011 on children living in households claiming workless benefits, but until updated child poverty statistics are released covering the in work component, we will not know whether the significant benefit off-flows seen have translated into people moving into work and, if so, whether they have moved out of poverty as a result.
	Impact of welfare reforms: Findings and Conclusions

· It is too early to assess the impacts of welfare reform on child poverty in Islington
· With increased work incentives, it is possible that more parents will move into employment, thus raising their income. However, low paid/part time work may mean they are only marginally better off

· Our strategy will need to help parents find work that pays – but as parents move into work, we will need to review the position to ensure that poverty has not simply moved from workless to in work families

· Certain welfare reforms – e.g. the Benefit Cap and changes to disability benefits – will further reduce disposable incomes for low income families and could increase levels of severe poverty
· We will need to find ways to support families to meet the costs of basics such as food and fuel in order to avoid absolute poverty




10. Factors associated with child poverty 
We know from national research that those in poverty suffer worse outcomes than the rest of society – they are more likely to be unemployed, have poor health, live in poor housing conditions, have low educational attainment and skills, and be engaged in or live in an area characterised with crime. These factors feed a cycle of poverty and a dependency on benefits and support services. 

In this section we briefly consider the key factors associated with families in poverty – both underlying causes and impacts:

· Housing and living environment

· Employment and skills

· Early years and education 
· Health and wellbeing

Under each heading we’ve highlighted some of the key facts and challenges, taken from information on the Islington Evidence Hub and from other research. Each issue is covered in more detail on the Evidence Hub which can be found at http://evidencehub.islington.gov.uk.

The Evidence Hub brings together a wide range of information about Islington and its population, including housing, crime, education, employment and the local economy in Islington as well as the current and future health, wellbeing and social care needs of local adults, children and young people.

As well as detailed factsheets, key strategies and action plans setting out what the Council and its partners are doing to tackle each issue are also available. 
The Child Poverty Strategy will need to both inform and also endorse policy and activity in these parallel strategies to ensure a coordinated approach to tackling the cause and mitigating the impacts of child poverty. 
Housing and living environment
The Council is in the process of developing a new Housing Strategy for the next five years (2014-19) based on identified need. Key issues include:
Affordable housing

· Islington is one of the most densely populated and expensive places to live in London. At the same time, the borough accommodates some of the most deprived wards in the UK. The result is a shortage of good quality, genuinely affordable housing and a significant unmet housing need 

· The average house price in Islington is £504,780 compared to the London average of £375,068 (June 2013). This means that for many families the only affordable housing is social housing. The Council has a target to deliver 2,000 new affordable homes by 2015
· 26% (24,000) of homes in Islington are privately rented. This has almost doubled in the last 10 years (Census 2011).
· 42% of homes in Islington are provided for rent from the council or housing associations (Census 2011) 
· There are around 40,000 social housing properties – 25,000 of these are council homes. 

· Properties are allocated to people according to need with factors such as homelessness, overcrowding and welfare adding priority to an application. There is not enough supply to meet demand – there are around 19,000 applications on the Housing Register (‘waiting list’) whereas only around 1,100 council properties become available to let each year.
· 40% of council owned homes have one bedroom and there is a particular need for more family-sized homes. A growing number of small households (especially young people) have limited income and need suitable affordable housing. We need to boost the supply of new housing but also make best use of our existing housing to help meet the diverse needs of the borough.

· It currently costs around £160 per week to rent a new build home from a housing association at a ‘social rent’. This could increase to up to 80% of private rents levels, which could be as much as £288 per week under the new ‘affordable rent’ model. The new Affordable Rent framework introduced by the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) in 2011 which will allow developing Registered Providers to: 

· Charge rents up to 80% of the market rent for new homes 

· Re-let some of their properties at up to 80% of market rent 

· Introduce fixed term tenancies for a minimum of two years although five years is the expected norm
· Increasing rents by up to 80% market rent will be unaffordable to most people living in London, particularly in inner London boroughs like Islington and is likely to have one or more of the following impacts: 

· Reduce social mobility 

· Increase housing benefit dependency 

· Increase financial hardship 

· Make it harder to deliver sustainable communities 

· A tenant living in a social housing one bedroom flat in 2010 on average paid £383.76 rent per month. An increase of 80% market rent would mean the tenant would have to pay £1,159 per month, an increase of £775.24 which would be unaffordable to someone on a low income.
Islington Council is exploring alternative development models to provide social rented homes at genuinely affordable prices.
Overcrowding 

· Overcrowding impacts upon a person's well-being and can lead to adults and children suffering from depression, stress, anxiety, poor health, deprivation, and most importantly reduces a households life chances.
· As of January 2013 there were 3,869 households on Islington’s housing register living in overcrowded housing.
· Family sized homes in the social rented sector are in particularly short supply – only 230 council properties with 3+ bedrooms were let in 2011-12. This makes it difficult to tackle overcrowding.
· The welfare reform and introduction of the spare room subsidy have created a new issue – those deemed to have a spare room will face a reduction in their housing benefit unless they move – but there is a lack of sufficient homes at an affordable rent in Islington.
Homelessness 

· 165 rough sleepers were contacted by outreach services on Islington streets (2011/12).
· 957 households we helped prevent from becoming homeless in the same period.
· 1,008 families were in temporary accommodation as at 31 March 2013, which is a 6% increase on the previous year.
· 3,481 households approached the council for housing advice between April 2012 and April 2013.
· The cost of providing temporary accommodation for homeless families was £16.7milion in 2012-13.
Fuel poverty 

People who spend more than 10 per cent of their net income on fuel are defined as living in fuel poverty.
The World Health Organisation defines adequate warmth - a recommended temperature for living rooms is 21°C and 18°C in other rooms. If households have to spend more than 10% of their income to reach this level of warmth whilst providing hot water, lighting and cooling they are considered to be fuel poor.
The Mayor of London’s definition of fuel poverty extends to those who spend more than 10% of their income after housing costs. This recognises the significantly higher cost of housing in London.

· 10.4% of all households are living in fuel poverty as they spend 10% or more of their net income on energy bills.
· This is higher in private sector households where 22% are in fuel poverty.
· Most affected are:

· Single pensioners in private sector housing
· Those with support needs included disabled and those with health conditions
· Private sector tenants
Spatial poverty
· National research has found that children living in poorer neighbourhoods do not have access to parks and green spaces in the same way as they did in the past. This is of particular concern given the higher rates of obesity amongst more disadvantaged children.

· Islington has the second lowest amount of green space of all local authorities so we need to maximise use of parks and open spaces.
Employment and skills

Local labour market

· Despite the recession, the economic climate in Islington remains relatively stable and prospects appear good, although public sector funding cuts are likely to affect many businesses and households.

· In theory, there are sufficient jobs for all local people. Figures for 2010 showed 197,000 jobs in Islington – 1.34 per working age resident (compared to 0.88 across London and 0.77 nationally).

· There is also a good level of vacancies. A recent analysis of Job Centre Plus figures found that in the 12 month period from June 2011 to May 2012 just over 15,000 vacancies in Islington were advertised, including a good proportion of entry level jobs suitable for those with no or low skills and experience. This represents the highest number since 2007-08 and is more than 10% higher than the preceding 12 month period. 

Worklessness

· Unemployment and long term dependency on benefits are the underlying cause of poverty in Islington. The borough is ranked the 14th most deprived local authority area in England (out of 354), and 5th most deprived in London, with the second highest rate of child poverty.

· Over 29% (6,100) of the Islington households with child dependents (aged 0-15) are workless, the highest % in London. Islington also has a high % of lone parents (41% of households with children), 56% of whom are out of work (ONS 2011 Census).
· DWP figures for November 2012 showed that 23,200 (15%) of  working age residents (16-64) were claiming ‘out-of-work’ benefits (mainly Jobseeker’s Allowance, Income Support and sickness benefits).
· 6,700 (4%) were claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance (DWP April 2013) which means they are required to actively seek work. 1,400 of these were 18-24 year olds (6% of all 18-24).
· Numbers on JSA are coming down but numbers on sickness or disability related benefits remain stubbornly high – in February 2013 there were 7,850 Islington residents on Employment Support Allowance and a further 4,845 on Incapacity Benefits (DWP February 2013).
Barriers to work
Parents face particular challenges to moving into work e.g. high childcare costs, lack of skills or work experience, ill health, disability, substance abuse issues, and involvement in the criminal justice system are all barriers to securing employment. Key facts include:
· Around 13,000 Islington residents are currently on sickness or disability benefits – around half of those on sickness benefits have mental health issues
· 24% of households in Islington have a person with a long term health problem or disability (22,000 households) – many of these will be claiming out of work benefits

· Feedback from Jobcentres in Islington indicates that lack of childcare which is affordable and flexible is one of the top three barriers cited by parents to securing suitable employment

· Despite high levels of deprivation, the proportion of Islington working age people with degrees (43%) is almost as high as that in Richmond (ONS 2011 Census). Highly-qualified people also constitute an increasingly high proportion of the employed population, up by about 20% in the last seven years to around 70%, compared with 55% in London and 38% in England.
· However, employment prospects for those with no or lower level qualifications seem to be getting worse: 17% (29,448) of Islington residents have no education qualifications and a further 13,943 have 1-4 GCSEs or equivalent – this is against a rise in the proportion of jobs in London which require a qualification at Level 3 or above (ONS Census 2011).
· There are 12% of households (11,500) in Islington where no one has English as their main language. This is similar to London (13%) but higher than England (4%).
Early years and education 
Links between poverty and early years
The Marmot Review found that poverty also has an impact on the earliest years.
 The review acknowledged that, of all the complex factors affecting a child’s development, ‘there is no linear causal relationship between any set of factors and educational outcomes’.
 However, factors like birth weight, post-natal depression, being read to every day, and having a regular bed time at age three:
are all likely to relate to a child’s chance of doing well at school [and] these predictors and subsequent attainment of children and young people are strongly influenced by parental income, education and socioeconomic status.  The social position of parents accounts for a large proportion of the difference in educational attainment between higher and lower achievers.
  

In a society marked by income inequality, growing up in a poor family, that is, one at the lower end of the income distribution, can serve to predict a gap both in IQ scores and Key Stage 1 outcomes:  

Only low parental education is a more important predictor of low income children’s cognitive deficits. For socio-emotional outcomes of self-esteem and behavioural problems, the income effect is proportionately larger than for cognitive outcomes [...] and as a single factor, is more important than any of the other socio-economic characteristics.
 
The importance of early intervention
· The National Children’s Bureau (NCB) report Greater Expectations (September 2013) concluded that a child from a disadvantaged poor background is still far less likely to achieve a good level of development at age four, to achieve well at school age 11 or to do well in their GCSEs at 16 compared to a child from the most well off backgrounds.

· Findings from the Millennium Cohort Study (MCS) also show the importance of early intervention. Analyses of MCS children’s development at age five suggested, as found in other studies, that persistent financial hardship undermines cognitive as well as behavioural adjustment of young children at this age and is therefore a significant risk to development. Children exposed to financial hardship (defined as being on benefits) at three interviews (ages three, five and nine) were most severely touched by its effects.

· Graham Allen's independent report – Early Intervention: The Next Steps (January 2011) - provides a persuasive argument for the benefits of an early intervention approach, calling for a continuation of cross-party co-operation to ensure that the message that the culture of late intervention is both expensive and ineffective.

· Islington has been selected as an ‘Early Intervention Place’ following the Graham Allen review and is one of the founder members of the new Early Intervention Foundation.

Childhood health

The first 21 months (from conception through to first birthday) can impact upon longer term outcomes. The ‘First 21 months’ programme aims to improve outcomes for the mother and baby across the first 21 months. Key issues to address include:

· Promoting early access to maternity services: 88% of women giving birth in Islington are booked into maternity services by the 13th week (Quarter 3 data 2011-12). We need to increase this to at least 90% of all pregnant women. Women from BME communities, particularly Black African women, vulnerable women living in deprivation, younger women (under 25) and women who are on their second or third pregnancy are the groups least likely to book into services early.
· Immunisation uptake has been increasing over time, but some children are still at risk of acquiring serious childhood infections. Some children remain unimmunised. 10% of two-year-olds are not fully immunised and 20% of five-year-olds are not fully immunised (data for September 2011–August 2012).
· Obesity can impact upon longer term outcomes. Children and young people who are obese are more likely to suffer from poor self-esteem and are less likely to socialise and do well at school. Obesity can also contribute to longer term health conditions which can affect a person’s ability to work. In 2011-12 438 reception pupils and 38% of Year 6 pupils were overweight or obese.
Early Years Foundation Stage

Frank Field's Independent Review on Poverty and Life Chances – The Foundation Years: preventing poor children becoming poor adults (December 2010) – emphasised the importance of the Foundation Years (0-5) in determining life chances. It found overwhelming evidence that children’s life chances are heavily influenced by their development in the first five years of life. The report noted that:

It is family background, parental education, good parenting and the opportunities for learning and development in those crucial years that together matter more to children than money, in determining whether their potential is realised in adult life. Later interventions to help poorly performing children can be effective but, in general, the most effective and cost-effective way to help and support young families is in the earliest years of a child’s life.
Development at foundation stage is improving but still lower than London and national averages.

· In 2011-12 60% of Reception pupils in Islington schools achieved a ‘good level of development’ in the Early Years Foundation Stage, lower than our statistical neighbours (65%), Inner London (64%) and England (also 64%). However, we are making good progress in narrowing the gap.
Teenage pregnancy

· Teenage pregnancy is strongly linked with poor social and health outcomes. Evidence shows that children born to teenage mothers are more likely to experience a range of negative outcomes in later life. They are also more likely to become teenage parents themselves, therefore perpetuating the disadvantage. Islington's teenage pregnancy rates have fallen but remain higher than the London and England rates. 
· In 2011 there were 34 pregnancies per 1,000 women aged 15-17 in Islington

· Islington’s teenage pregnancy rate is falling but is still higher than the London (29 per 1,000 women aged 15-17) and England rate (31 per 1,000)
· Five wards in Islington have teenage pregnancy rates that place them in the top 20% nationally (data for 2008-10). Finsbury Park ward has the highest number of teenage conceptions in Islington (41 per year) whilst Bunhill has the highest rate of teenage conceptions in Islington (83 per 1,000)

Educational attainment

Low attainment at GCSE limits the progression opportunities available to school leavers and may impact on their ability to access the labour market in future. 

· In the 2011-12 academic year, 53.7% of Islington school pupils achieved five GCSEs at grades A*-C including English and Maths. This was lower than in London (62.3%) and England (59.4%), but the gap has closed significantly over the last five years.
· 2012-13 results have seen an impressive increase with 63% of students gaining five or more A*-C grades including English and Maths.
· However, there will need to be a continued focus on achievement to improve chances of securing sustainable employment.
Attaining accredited qualifications by the age of 19 is likely to increase the range of labour market options available to young people. Islington has made good progress recently. 
· In 2012, 77% of Islington's school leavers had attained Level 2 by the age of 19 (5+ GCSEs or equivalent) and 50% had achieved Level 3 (2+ A-Levels or equivalent). This has narrowed the gap with comparators.
· As with GCSEs, latest A-Level results for 2012-13 have shown a significant improvement:  79% of pupils in Islington schools achieved A* to C grades, while 49 per cent were A* to B grades – representing percentage point increases of 14.9 and 11.3 respectively on last year’s results.
· Raising the Participation Age (RPA) will require young people to stay in education or training to age 18 (from 2015). There needs to be a focus on ensuring suitable options for those who are less academic or who do not perform well in a formal educational environment. 

The Council’s Education and Pathways to Employment Project is focusing on reducing youth employment and ensuring young people are equipped to fulfil their aspirations and do well in life.

Youth offending
Preventing young people from becoming involved in crime and anti-social behaviour is key to increasing their life chances. Priorities include:

· Reducing the number of young people entering the Youth Justice System

· Reducing re-offending rates

· Reducing serious youth violence, including involvement in gangs

· Preventing young people becoming involved in violent extremism.

Health and wellbeing
The relationship between poverty and poor health is confirmed in the Marmot Review of health inequalities in England. A key finding of the review was that ‘there is a social gradient in health – the lower a person’s social position, the worse his or her health [...] action on health inequalities requires action across all the social determinants of health.’ Poverty is explicitly implicated as a cause of poor health and premature death:

In England, people living in the poorest neighbourhoods, will, on average, die seven years earlier than people living in the richest neighbourhoods.  [...] Even more disturbing, the average difference between disability-free life expectancy is 17 years [...] so, people in poorer areas not only die sooner, but they will also spend more of their shorter lives with a disability.

Links between unemployment and poor health

The Marmot Review highlighted the link between unemployment and poor health. It concluded that a focus on early years, family support and education can protect children from the effects of growing up in poverty and that ‘getting people into employment is an important strategy for improving health.’

Of ten indicators developed in conjunction with the Marmot Review, Islington is significantly worse than England across the whole of the life-cycle for the following indicators:

· Male life expectancy at birth

· Female life expectancy at birth

· Children achieving a good level of development at birth

· Young people not in education, employment or training

· People in households being paid means tested benefits

The final indicator, people in households on means tested benefits, includes a range of groups including the unemployed, many lone parents and people who are not fit for work. Of these groups without employment, there were 13,200 people Islington in 2011 who reported they were in bad or very bad health, equating to 6.4% of residents. Islington has the highest percentage of people reporting they are in bad or very bad health among London boroughs and it is higher than both the London and England averages (5.0% and 5.5% respectively).

Links between health and social housing

Housing has an important role to play in shaping healthy places and helping to prevent ill health and tackle child poverty. We need to continue to improve the condition and energy efficiency of homes because of the significant impact housing has on the quality of life of residents. This priority includes a focus upon reducing poverty and child poverty, improving energy efficiency and reducing fuel poverty and helping residents into work.

Our local research (see Evidence Hub) found a link between poor health and social housing in Islington. This in turn will impact upon ability to secure work and move out of poverty:

· 22% of people living in areas with high social housing had a long term condition, compared to 9% in areas with no social housing

· Adults aged 45-64 in areas of high social housing were more likely to have a long term condition than adults aged 65+ in areas with no social housing

· 10.4% of all households are living in fuel poverty – this has an impact on family health
· 22,000 Islington residents are disabled or are living with a long-term health problem

· Smoking prevalence rises from 20% in areas with no social housing up to 28% in areas with high density of social housing

· A quarter of people living in areas of high social housing are obese, compared to a tenth in areas with no social housing

Food poverty 

Food poverty is the inability to afford or access healthy food. A recent report by the London Assembly found that food poverty is a growing crisis across London, evidenced by the increasing demand for food banks.

Feedback from the Trussell Trust, which operates food banks across London, is that food poverty in Islington is increasing – 415 people used Islington Food Banks from April–June 2013 (compared with 58 in the same period last year).
Most affected are:

· People on low incomes or who are unemployed

· Households with dependent children

· Older people, people with disabilities

· Members of black and ethnic minority groups

11. Conclusion 

Islington has an unacceptably high level of child poverty – somewhere in the region of 35-45% – affecting over 15,000 children aged 0-19. Many of these are in severe poverty. It will require a concerted and long term effort to tackle this deeply entrenched poverty which has been a feature in the borough for generations.
Although poverty is largely driven by worklessness, supporting parents into work will not in itself be enough. The issues are complex. If we are to achieve a step change, we need to tackle the underlying causes of poverty – those that prevent parents from gaining or retaining employment. We also need to break the cycle of poverty by ensuring that children and young people have the best start in life and are able to able to fulfil their aspirations and secure sustainable employment. 

Because of the complex and cross-cutting nature of child poverty, partnership working will be essential. The Council will need to work together with key statutory sector partners such as DWP, City & Islington College, schools, the NHS (including the new Clinical Commissioning Group), social landlords and the Police. Local businesses and voluntary and community sector groups will also have a key role to play. But parents themselves will need to be part of the solution – we need to support and empower parents to help themselves and their families.
This will need to include targeted support at those families facing multiple barriers through a ‘Think Family’ approach – accessing and developing a coordinated offer of support tailored to the individual needs of each family.
The rising costs of living and the impacts of welfare reform will mean that more and more families will struggle to meet everyday costs and may have to make choices between paying their rent, feeding their families or heating their homes. We need to consider how we can support low income families to prevent the risk of food poverty, fuel poverty, and homelessness if rents are not paid.
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Number of children by LSOA:


■ 137 to 380 (39 LSOAs)


■ 86 to 137 (40 LSOAs)


■ 27 to 86 (39 LSOAs)
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