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[bookmark: _Toc83020939]Introduction
The Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission (NIHRC) commissioned Landman Economics and Aubergine Analysis to undertake a Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) of the impact of changes in public spending in Northern Ireland between the 2010-11 and 2021-22 tax years. This report shows the projected distributional impact of changes in public spending on groups across a range of characteristics – including net income, gender and family demographics, age, ethnicity, disability status and (for the first time in a study of this type) religion. It also shows the combined impact of public spending changes and tax and welfare reforms on the final income of these groups (where final income is defined as net income plus the value of public services that can be allocated to households). 
A previous report published by NIRHC in 2019 (Reed and Portes, 2019) performed a CIA of the changes to the tax and social security system in Northern Ireland since May 2010, including all reforms planned up to the 2021-22 tax year. 
This report extends that analysis and assesses the cumulative distributional impact of changes to ‘in-kind’ public services – in particular health, social care, education, early years and preschool services, and public transport and housing.
This report takes account of policy issues and circumstances specific to Northern Ireland, in particular the fact that public spending per head is higher in Northern Ireland than the rest of the UK and the boost to public spending in Northern Ireland as a result of the confidence and supply agreement between the Democratic Unionist Party and the Conservative Party after the 2017 UK General Election. The analysis also takes account of the specific socio-economic circumstances of Northern Ireland, such as the relatively high economic inactivity rate, a higher average family size, a larger proportion of social housing properties with two or more bedrooms, and less support for childcare costs for families with pre-school children compared to other parts of the UK.
Note that this report does not include the distributional effects of additional spending specifically earmarked for Covid-19 in the Northern Ireland Department of Finance’s Budget publications for 2020-21 and 2021-22. Instead, the economic impact and distributional implications of Covid-19 for Northern Ireland will be covered in a separate report to be published soon after this one.

[bookmark: _Toc83020940]Methodology
This report uses the Landman Economics public spending model, which combines data on trends in aggregate public spending (broken down into different spending categories) with survey micro-data on the usage of public services by individuals and households. 
Data on spending in the financial years 2010-11 to 2019-20 (inclusive) are supplied from HM Treasury’s Public Expenditure Statistical Analyses (PESA) publication (HMT 2016, 2021). Spending plans for Northern Ireland for 2020-21 and 2021-22 are taken from the Northern Ireland Department of Finance’s Budget documentation (DoF 2020, 2021).  
This report analyses spending trends from 2010-11 up to 2021-22, with additional analysis of changes in public spending across three discrete time periods: (a) 2010-11 to 2016-17 (broadly speaking, the period of austerity, where public spending was falling in real terms); (b) 2017-18 to 2019-20 (the aftermath of the 2017 UK election and the deal between the Conservative Party and the DUP, and the associated boost to public spending in Northern Ireland); (c) 2020-21 and 2021-22 (post December 2019 UK election, covering the UK’s departure from the EU).
Not all public services are included in the Landman Economics public spending model – only those which can reasonably be allocated to households based on survey data on service usage (‘allocatable services’).  These comprise health, social care, education (including schools, further education and higher education), early years services transport and social housing. 
We have compared changes in spending per head on each public service with a baseline scenario in which spending on each service in case terms rises in line with the GDP deflator (an index measure of growth in prices across the whole UK economy, including producer as well as consumer prices). 
The Landman Economics model uses the Understanding Society (USoc) dataset to measure service use by individuals and households across all the types of public services used in the model. Two other datasets, the Family Resources Survey (FRS) and the Living Costs and Food Survey (LCF) are used to provide data on the distributional impacts of changes to direct and indirect taxation, and benefits, tax credits and the rollout of Universal Credit, so that we can present a combined analysis of the distributional impact of tax, social security and other public spending changes. 
This report presents distributional analysis according to the following characteristics of benefit units[footnoteRef:1] in the micro-date: [1:  A ‘benefit unit’ comprises a single adult or an adult couple plus any dependent children] 

· Quintile of net household income;
· Type of benefit unit (single working age adult without children, working age couple without children, lone parent, couple with children, single pensioner, couple pensioner);
· Number of children (no children, one, two, three or more);
· Average age of adults (18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, 65-74, 75+);
· Ethnicity/nationality (White British, White Irish, Black and Minority Ethnic (BAME));
· Number of functional disabilities experienced by adults in the benefit unit (not included in the LCF data);
· Religious affiliation (Catholic, Presbyterian, Church of Ireland, Other/mixed Protestant, Other/mixed Christian, Other/no religion; not included in the FRS or LCF data). 
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Aggregate and comparative results
This report compares public spending per head of population (both in aggregate, and by service category) in Northern Ireland with equivalent data for England, Scotland and Wales to show comparative trends across the four countries. The results show that:
· Overall public spending per head is higher in Northern Ireland than in England, Scotland and Wales. Since 2010 spending per head in Northern Ireland has fallen relative to Scotland and Wales, but not relative to England. 
· Spending per head has also been more volatile in Northern Ireland over the period 2010-11 to 2019-20 than in the other three countries of the UK. 
· Since 2010, health spending per benefit unit in Northern Ireland has increased by around 25 per cent.  Most of this increase occurs after 2017-18, and planned increases for 2020-21 and 2021-22 are especially large. Note that the effects of Covid are not fully considered here, however. 
· Overall patterns of social care spending in NI show a shift from elderly people to disabled (working age) people and families and children (especially looked-after children). 
· Schools funding per benefit unit in NI was significantly below the levels for the other three UK countries for most of the 2010-20 period, but is planned to rise by around 20% between 2019-20 and 2021-22, which would return real-terms spending (allowing for changes in the number of schoolchildren) to approximately where it was in 2010-11. 
· Over the last decade there has been a substantial decline in further and higher education funding per BU in Northern Ireland (as in England and Wales), consistent with a reduction in student support and increases in HE tuition fees in all three countries. 
· There was a pronounced decline in social housing expenditure per BU in Northern Ireland between 2010-11 and 2019-20 (around 65%) - a worse outcome than for any other country in the UK. 
· Analysis of transport spending in N Ireland shows higher road spending per head and lower rail spending than elsewhere in the UK. 
[bookmark: _Toc83020942]Distributional aspects of changes to public spending in Northern Ireland between 2010-11 and 2021-22
· Overall, average spending per benefit unit increased for all five net income quintiles, with the largest increase in the fourth (second to top) quintile (around £750 per year) and the smallest increase in the second from bottom quintile (around £80 per year). The main spending areas driving this overall impact are health spending (which increased substantially across the income distribution) and spending on social housing (which decreased substantially, but this affected the bottom two quintiles more than the other quintiles, and had hardly any impact on the top quintile). 
· Spending changes between 2010-11 and 2017-18 had a negative impact, which was biggest in the lowest two quintiles of the income distribution and smallest in the top quintile. However, taken together the increases in spending between 2017-18 and 2019-20 and the planned spending increases for 2020-21 and 2021-22 outweigh the earlier spending cuts and lead to positive overall impacts of spending changes in real terms for each quintile. 
· By benefit unit, the total gain from changes in spending is largest for male single pensioners (approximately £1,500 per year) and pensioner couples (around £1,300 per year). Lone parents are the only benefit unit type who lose out on average from spending changes between 2010-11 and 2021-22 (by around £300 per year). 
· Overall, the total average impact of changes in spending is more positive the fewer children the benefit unit has. Childless benefit units gain an average of over £50 per year compared to around £400 for families with one child and £150 for two-child families. Families with three or more children lose around £70 per year from the spending changes on average. This pattern is mainly driven by substantial losses for families with three or more children between 2010-11 and 2017-18. 
· The pattern of gains from spending changes by age group is mainly driven by health spending, which has a much bigger positive impact for pensioners than for young adults. Overall, benefit units where the average age of the adults is under 25 lose out from the combined spending changes (by around £600 per year on average) whereas benefit units where the average age of the adults is 65 or older gain (by around £1,100 per year on average). 
· 18 to 24 year olds gain much less on average from spending increases after 2017-18 than other age groups do. 
· The overall distributional impact of public spending changes by service category and by time period is very similar for benefit units who identify as White British and for those who identify as White Irish. The pattern of impacts by service category for BAME benefit units is different (although the overall impact is similar across all three groups). 
· The pattern of distributional impacts by number of functional disabilities in the benefit unit is dominated by the increases in health spending. Benefit units with four or more functional disabilities have average gains of over £3,000 per year from the health spending increases compared to just over £500 per year for non-disabled benefit units. These differences arise because benefit units with a larger number of disabilities are more likely to use health services.
· The overall distributional impacts of changes in public spending for Catholic benefit units and the largest two Protestant denominations by sample size (Presbyterian and Church of Ireland) are very similar. 
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Combined distributional impacts of public spending and tax and social security measures
It is important to note that the direct tax effects do not include the impact of the 1.25 percentage point increases in employee, self-employed and employer National Insurance Contributions announced in September 2021 because these will only take effect from April 2022. Our forthcoming report on the distributional impact of the Covid-19 pandemic and its consequences for public spending will include an analysis of the impact of these NICs increases. 
Our main results are as follows:
· Spending on public services has a redistributive effect, narrowing the distribution of final income (which includes disposable income plus the value of public services received by households) compared to the distribution of disposable income on its own. 
· Overall, the impact of tax and social security changes combined with other public spending changes is regressive across most of the income distribution. The second household income quintile loses just under 5 per cent of final income from the changes overall, while the fourth quintile sees average gains of around 1.5 per cent of final income. These effects are due to a combination of regressive changes to benefits and tax credits and an increase in regressive indirect taxation since 2010. Reductions in direct taxes have the biggest positive impact in the middle of the income distribution. 
· Lone parents fare much worse from the combined changes to tax, social security and public spending than any other benefit unit type. Once Universal Credit is fully rolled out, they are forecast to lose just under 11% of final income on average. By contrast, couple pensioners and male single pensioners gain around 3 per cent of final income on average from the combined changes. 
· The impact of changes to taxes and social security combined with other public spending is approximately zero for childless benefit units, with average losses increasing as the number of children in the family increases. Families with 3 or more children experience average losses of just over 6% of final income. 
· The largest losses from the combined changes by age group are for the youngest group (average age of adults under 25), who lose over 5% of final income on average. By contrast, benefit units where the average age of adults is 65 or over gain around 1.5 per cent of final income on average. 
· The overall impacts of the changes to tax, social security and other public spending are zero for White British benefit units, slightly negative for White Irish Benefit units (average losses of about 0.5 per cent) and more negative for BAME BUs (average losses of about 1.5 per cent). 
· There is no strong relationship between the number of functional disabilities in the BU and the overall impact of the combined changes on final income. For disabled groups, the average increases in other public spending are approximately balanced out by average losses from changes to benefits and tax credits and the Universal Credit rollout. 
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The right to many of the specific public services featured in this report is protected by the ECHR and the international human rights system. The United Kingdom is a State Party to the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), which includes references to the right to public services (including health, education and housing).  
Overall, the two most disadvantaged groups from changes in spending since 2010 are lone parents, and younger adults (particularly those aged 18-24). While the changes in spending have been skewed towards pensioners and away from young people, there are specific categories of spending where pensioners have lost out (particularly social care spending on the elderly, which has reduced per BU and per care recipient). 
The analysis of changes in public spending in this report suggests that in some areas of public spending – particularly housing, social care for the elderly, and further and higher education – reductions in spending have reinforced the impact of the social security reductions, because the impact is disproportionately felt by  groups who have already lost out from the effects of the tax and social security package, in particular lone parents and families with children. For other groups, for example people with disabilities, spending increases, particularly on health, may partially offset the impact of the cuts.
This raises significant human rights concerns, in that there does not seem to have been any assessment of the interaction between reductions in public services and reductions in social security payments, and the likelihood that some groups will be disadvantaged disproportionately by both.  In particular, changes in both public spending and social security payments seem to have a pronounced age gradient; that is, they disadvantage younger households, particularly young adults and families with children, while protecting (in relative terms) those above pension age. 
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Mitigating the negative impacts of public spending changes
We recommend that the Northern Ireland Executive:
· Significantly mitigate the disproportionate negative impacts on poorer households and protected groups of changes to the tax and welfare system and cuts to spending on specific public services such as housing, transport and social care for the elderly. 
· Focus mitigation measures particularly on groups that have been badly affected by the combined impact of tax, social security and other public spending changes since 2010 – for example, lone parent families and adults aged under 25.
Take into account in the future spending plans the likely impact on protected groups and the impacts for poorer households and protected groups who have lost out from changes since 2010.
Require that future Budget plans from the Department of Finance are accompanied by an equality impact assessment (EIA). The EIAs should incorporate a CIA of the impact on protected groups, showing how distributional impacts vary across groups; analyse and explain any major disparities in outcomes that adversely impact protected groups; and take into account the impacts for poorer households of further changes in spending. 
Publish a detailed explanation of the process by which they will ensure that the Spending Review and spending plans are fully compliant with section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998; demonstrating that any regressive measures are temporary, necessary, proportionate and non-discriminatory and do not undercut a core minimum level of protection and put in place any mitigating measures required to safeguard people’s rights.
Ensure that these analyses by each government are publicly accessible and subject to meaningful scrutiny by the Northern Ireland Assembly, the public and protected groups that may be adversely affected by the decisions.
Improving data for impact assessments of public spending changes
In order to improve the quality of data for CIAs on public spending, we recommend that the Northern Ireland Executive (working with the UK Government where necessary): 
· Makes available more information on the usage of various public services in Northern Ireland, including on social care services; Sure Start; legal aid services; publicly funded recreational facilities (for example, museums and galleries, parks etc.); and fire services. 
· Improve the quality and availability of data on children’s usage of health services. 
· Publish more detailed analysis where data are collected on protected characteristics and take steps to redress this omission where they are not. 
· Where data are lacking for particular groups, e.g. people from ethnic minorities in Northern Ireland, increase, boost or pool samples as necessary.
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1	Introduction
The Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission (NIHRC) commissioned Landman Economics and Aubergine Analysis to undertake a Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) of the impact of changes in public spending in Northern Ireland between the 2010-11 and 2021-22 tax years. This report shows the projected distributional impact of changes in public spending on groups across a range of characteristics – including net income, gender and family demographics, age, ethnicity, disability status and (for the first time in this context) religion. It also shows the combined impact of public spending changes and tax and social security reforms on the final income of these groups (where final income is defined as net income plus the value of public services that can be allocated to households). 
A previous report published by NIRHC in 2019 (Reed and Portes, 2019) performed a CIA of the changes to the tax and social security system in Northern Ireland since May 2010, including all reforms planned up to the 2021-22 tax year. 
This report extends that analysis and assesses the cumulative distributional impact of changes to ‘in-kind’ public services – in particular health, social care, education, early years and preschool services, and public transport and housing.  The authors previously conducted a similar analysis for the Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC) using data for England, Scotland and Wales (Reed and Portes, 2018) but this is the first time to our knowledge that distributional analysis of the impact of spending on public services has been performed in Northern Ireland.
The report is structured as follows. Chapter 2 gives background and context to changes in public spending in Northern Ireland since 2010-11. Chapter 3 explains the methodology behind the Landman Economics public spending model and how we model the distributional impact of changes to public expenditure, as well as the types of spending that are included. Chapter 4 presents some statistics on the overall size of changes to public spending in Northern Ireland and how the overall pattern of spending compares with the other countries of the United Kingdom. Chapter 5 looks at the detailed distributional impact of the public spending changes on households in Northern Ireland according to their position in the income distribution and a range of other characteristics such as ethnicity, disability, age and demographic type. Chapter 6 combines the distributional results from the previous chapter with an updated analysis of the distributional impact of tax and social security reforms since 2010 to show the overall impact of all reforms on final income (defined as net income plus the value of public services received by each household). Chapter 7 looks at the implications of changes in public spending and taxation for human rights in Northern Ireland. Finally, Chapter 8 offers conclusions and policy recommendations for the Northern Ireland Executive and for the UK Government. 
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[bookmark: _Toc83020948]2.1 	What is ‘cumulative impact assessment’?
As defined in the reports produced by Landman Economics and Aubergine Analysis for the EHRC (Portes and Reed 2018; Reed and Portes, 2018, Reed and Portes, 2019), “cumulative impact assessment” refers to a process for modelling the combined retrospective or forecasted impact of a range of tax, welfare and spending policies on households and individuals in a particular country or region using microsimulation modelling and survey data. Impact is measured in terms of changes in net income and/or the value of public services received by households and individuals. The word cumulative in the title refers to the consideration of the combined impacts of several reforms, policy changes, or increases or decreases in spending on specific services.  However, the modelling techniques can also be used to look at the impact of any chosen subset of policy changes. Chapter 3 explains the methodology used in this report; Appendix A to the report includes full technical details of the modelling procedure. 

[bookmark: _Toc83020949]2.2 	The Northern Ireland Context
Northern Ireland differs from the rest of the UK in some key respects. In particular, it is both poorer than the UK average and, crucially, substantially more reliant on public spending than the rest of the UK. As shown Figure 2.1, in 2019-20 (that is, before the impact of the pandemic) identifiable public spending in Northern Ireland was higher than in any other UK country or region, and about 21% higher than the UK average (Brien, 2020).  


Figure 2.1. Total identifiable public spending per person, by country and region, 2019-20
 
Source: HMT (2020), Table A.1b

The implication is that the impact on individuals and households of changes to public spending and social security has the potential to be larger in Northern Ireland than in most if not all of the rest of the UK. This subsection gives an outline of some of the key relevant features of the Northern Ireland socio-economic and policy context. 

[bookmark: _Toc83020950]Public spending in Northern Ireland
The majority of public spending in Northern Ireland is either incurred directly by central government (in particular, social security spending, which is the largest single component of government expenditure) or funded by the block grant provided by the central government under the Barnett formula, meaning that the amount is (broadly) fixed as a proportion of overall spending in England, but the Northern Ireland Executive has flexibility over the allocation of spending within that total.  Despite this flexibility, most of this spending is in fact allocated on broadly similar lines in all four countries, with health and education spending being by far the largest single component. 
This implies that aggregate spending trends in Northern Ireland have followed broadly similar trends to those elsewhere in the UK, with spending on social security driven primarily by changes to the UK-wide social security system, with the exceptions described below; and changes to the aggregate level of spending on other services driven by those in the UK as a whole, in particular, from 2010 onwards  the government’s austerity programme, which has seen substantial reductions over the first half of the 2010s in departmental spending in England (both in real terms and as a percentage of GDP) and therefore, through the operation of the Barnett formula, in Northern Ireland.  The nature of the Northern Irish political system – which effectively mandates a coalition government representing Northern Ireland’s different political traditions – also means that substantial reallocations of spending are rare. 
However, spending has also been affected by political developments. Following the 2017 UK general election, the confidence and supply agreement between the Conservative government and the Democratic Unionist Party secured significant additional financial support from central government to Northern Ireland, boosting spending levels. At the same time, the suspension of the Northern Ireland Executive between January 2017 and January 2020 meant that decisions on the allocation of spending had to be taken by civil servants rather than democratically elected politicians, meaning that there was an element of policy stasis. More recently, there has been a rise in political tensions relating to the implementation of the Northern Ireland Protocol of the UK’s Withdrawal Agreement with the EU.    



[bookmark: _Toc83020951]Socio-economic profile
Northern Ireland has specific socio-economic characteristics which distinguish it from the rest of the UK. The most important of these are as follows: 
· The employment rate – the proportion of working age people in paid work -– is significantly lower in Northern Ireland than in the rest of the UK, taken as a whole.  Labour Force Survey (LFS) data for April to June 2021 show that the employment rate for adults aged between 18 and 65 (inclusive) for Northern Ireland was 72.2%, compared to 76.3% for the UK as a whole, and lower than any other UK country or region. 

· The lower employment rate for Northern Ireland reflects not higher unemployment (unemployment is lower in Northern Ireland than the UK average) but high levels of economic inactivity. In particular, the economic inactivity rate for disabled people of working age is much higher in Northern Ireland than in the rest of the UK. The Summer 2021 LFS shows that for adults aged between 18 and 65 who are disabled according to the 2010 Equality Act definition of disability, the inactivity rate in Northern Ireland is 60.7 per cent compared to 42.5 per cent across the rest of the UK. 

· The rate of child poverty in Northern Ireland, measured using the relative Before Housing Costs (BHC) or After Housing Costs (AHC) measures, is similar to that in Scotland, but lower than in England or Wales (Save the Children, 2021). 

· The average family size is larger in Northern Ireland than in the rest of the UK. Office for National Statistics show that 21.4% of families in Northern Ireland have three or more children, compared to 14.7% of families in the UK as a whole (ONS, 2016a). 

· Northern Ireland’s social housing stock has a larger proportion of properties with two or more bedrooms than the rest of the UK. Analysis by the Northern Ireland Housing Executive (NIHE) found that 88% of NIHE properties, and 68% of other housing association properties, have two or more bedrooms. Overall, less than a fifth (18%) of self-contained social housing stock in Northern Ireland has only one bedroom. However, single working-age applicants make up 45% of the social housing waiting list, and a similar proportion of housing applications (Northern Ireland Housing Executive, 2018). The social housing stock is also highly segregated by religious community background, with around 90% of social housing estates being single identity (Murtagh, 2016). 

· Northern Ireland’s broader demographics differ somewhat from the UK; the Northern Irish population is somewhat younger (and fertility rates are higher), and considerably less likely to have been born abroad.  This has implications for demand for education and health services.

The combination of high levels of overall government spending, low levels of employment, high levels of disability, and a somewhat younger population has implications for how changes to spending, especially on social security and key public services, impact different groups.   
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There are also some specific features of the policy context in Northern Ireland which distinguish it from the rest of the UK: 

· The equality duties framework in Northern Ireland is different from the rest of the UK, which is covered by the Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) established by the Equality Act 2010. In Northern Ireland, the relevant legislation is section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 (Equality Commission for Northern Ireland, 2010). In particular, this has resulted in a lower level of protection for people who are disabled in Northern Ireland than is available elsewhere in the UK. The Equality Commission for Northern Ireland has recommended reform of disability equality legislation to address legislative gaps in protection for disabled people in Northern Ireland and guarantee disabled people effective legal protection against discrimination (Equality Commission for Northern Ireland, 2012). 

· Unlike the other UK countries, Northern Ireland does not as yet have an anti-poverty strategy currently in place. This was the subject of a UK High Court ruling following a judicial review of the Northern Ireland Executive’s failure to publish a strategy (Judiciary NI, 2015)). The Executive commissioned an Expert Panel report to inform the development of such a strategy, which was published in December 2020 (DfC, 2020); the Executive is currently considering the report.  

· There is less support with childcare costs for working families in Northern Ireland than in other UK countries. Although the Working Tax Credit (and where introduced, Universal Credit) systems provide support with childcare costs for low income working families, and Tax Free Childcare provides some childcare subsidy for higher income working families, Northern Ireland does not provide 30 hours of free childcare for working parents of 3 and 4 year olds (whereas England, Scotland and Wales do provide free childcare for these groups)[footnoteRef:2]. Statistics from the Family Resources Survey show that 37% of households in Northern Ireland pay for the childcare they use compared to 25% in Wales, 33% in Scotland and 36% in England (NIC-ICTU 2019).  [2:  Box 4.1 in Chapter 4 of this report provides more detail on the differences in free childcare provision across the four UK countries. ] 
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In our earlier report (Reed and Portes 2019) we focused on the impact of changes to the tax and social security system. We analysed changes announced or legislated between May 2010 and March 2019 that were scheduled to be implemented by the financial year 2021–22. 
In the report, we set out the key features of those changes for the UK as whole, noting that for the most part, the tax and social security systems in Northern Ireland operate in a similar fashion to England, Scotland and Wales. However, we also identified some features of the introduction of the reforms which are specific to Northern Ireland; and the package of mitigation measures agreed in 2015. Full details are set out in the report. 
We analysed the impact of these changes by a number of characteristics: income (specifically, household income decile), disability, the presence of children in the household (and the number of children), the gender and age of adults in the household, and the employment status of adults in the household. Our key findings were:  
Changes to tax and spending were regressive across most of the household income distribution; the biggest average total losses from the reforms were in deciles 2 and 3 of the household income distribution (about £900 per year, 4% of net income for the second decile). There were average gains for households in deciles 7 to 9, and small losses in the top decile. The main driver was that poorer households are more reliant (on average) on benefits and tax credits – and these have been subject to substantial real terms cuts since 2010.  Tax changes primarily benefited those on middle and upper incomes, except at the top of the income distribution.
Households with at least one disabled child (according to the core FRS disability definition) experienced average losses from the reforms of around £2,000 per year. By contrast, households with adults and children but no disabled adults or children, lost an average of around £50 per year. Households with greater numbers of functional disabilities experienced greater average losses from the reforms. 
Households with children experienced much larger losses as a result of the reforms than households without children. Losses are especially dramatic for lone parent households, who lose around £2,250 on average – equivalent to almost 10% of their net income.
Households with three or more children were particularly badly affected by the benefit and tax credit reforms with overall average losses of around £2,575, compared to average losses of £50 for households with one child.
Women lost more on average from the direct tax and social security measures than men, mainly because they are more likely to be receiving benefits and tax credits than men.
The key drivers of these changes were the benefit freeze, which has particularly large impacts for households with children, and especially lone parent households, and the two-child limit.  Overall, our results imply an increase in relative child poverty (before housing costs) of eight percentage points and adult poverty by just over one percentage point. Unsurprisingly, given the discussion above, our results were qualitatively similar to those for England, Scotland and Wales, somewhat mitigated by the specific arrangements put in place for Northern Ireland and the mitigations package. 
We also made a number of policy recommendations, directed at the Northern Ireland Executive, the UK Government and, in addition, specific recommendations concerning survey datasets in Northern Ireland. Our most important recommendations concerned a renewed and expanded mitigation package, to be introduced on the expiry of the original 2015 package in March 2020.  Given political developments in Northern Ireland, our recommendations were not progressed, and instead the original mitigation package was extended; however, the impact of the pandemic and the government’s response means that the current context has changed substantially. 
 


[bookmark: _Toc83020954]2.5	Potential impact of Covid-19
The detailed data covered in this report go up to 2019-20, and so feature the start of the first Covid-19 lockdown but do not cover most of the Covid-19 pandemic. Covid-19 has had a substantial impact on public spending and the public finances in Northern Ireland as elsewhere in the UK due to the introduction of the Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme (CRJS) (furlough) scheme, a Self-Employment Income Support Scheme (SEISS), and also the increase in spending on test-and-trace capacity, vaccines, protective equipment, and so on. There is also a potential indirect effect of Covid-19 via additional spending needs for health and social care, and perhaps other categories of spending as well, as a result of the impact of Covid-19 on population health in the short and long-term (e.g. increased hospitalisations, and “long Covid”). 
As explained in Chapter 3, this report does not include the distributional effects of additional spending specifically earmarked for Covid-19 in the Northern Ireland Department of Finance’s Budget publications for 2020-21 and 2021-22. Instead, the economic impact and distributional implications of Covid-19 for Northern Ireland will be covered in a separate report to be published soon after this one.




[bookmark: _Toc83020955]3	Methodology and Data
The Landman Economics public spending model combines data on trends in aggregate public spending (broken down into different spending categories) with survey micro-data on the usage of public services by households. This chapter gives an overview of both these types of data and the methods used to model the distributional impacts of public spending using the data sources. We also consider the strengths and weaknesses of the modelling methodology. 

[bookmark: _Toc83020956]3.1 Aggregate Spending data

[bookmark: _Toc83020957]Data sources
The model uses aggregate public spending data from two sources, as follows:
· Data on spending in the financial years 2010-11 to 2019-20 (inclusive) are supplied from HM Treasury’s Public Expenditure Statistical Analyses (PESA) publication (HMT 2016, 2021). For Northern Ireland, the particular tables used are Tables 10.4 and 10.8, which show identifiable expenditure on services by ‘sub-function’ in total, and per head of the population. The ‘sub-function’ classification is based on the United Nations’ COFOG (Classifications of Functions of Government) definition and is explained in more detail below. 

· Spending plans for Northern Ireland for 2020-21 and 2021-22 are taken from the Northern Ireland Department of Finance’s Budget documentation for 2020-21 and 2021-22 (DoF 2020, 2021). Appendix A of this report includes more detail explaining how budget departmental settlements are mapped onto spending by functional area. 
In addition to the spending data, the model uses data from the Office for National Statistics on population by age group (including recorded population changes between 2010 and 2020 and population projections for the years 2021 and 2022) to enable the adjustment of the spending plans for Northern Ireland from the PESA data to take account of changes in the relevant population in each country. Appendix B of this report includes more detail explaining which population age subgroups are used to adjust spending per head in each functional area of spending.  

[bookmark: _Toc83020958]Choice of timeframe
This report produces estimates of distributional impacts up to 2021-22 (the current fiscal year at the time of writing). This reflects the current state of knowledge. The UK Government’s autumn 2020 Spending Review published overall planned spending totals at the UK level for 2022-23 and 2023-24 but only provided detailed departmental spending plans for 2021-22. A full three-year spending review is planned for autumn 2021 but is not yet published. In line with the Westminster Government, The Northern Ireland Executive has published detailed spending plans for 2021-22 in its 2021 Budget but has not published plans for future years. 
The analysis in this report looks at spending trends since 2010, with additional analysis of changes in public spending across three discrete time periods: 
(a) 2010-11 to 2016-17 (broadly speaking, the period of austerity, where public spending was falling in real terms);
(b) 2017-18 to 2019-20 (the aftermath of the 2017 UK election and the deal between the Conservative Party and the DUP, and the associated boost to public spending in Northern Ireland);
(c) 2020-21 and 2021-22 (post December 2019 UK election, covering the UK’s departure from the EU). 

[bookmark: _Toc83020959]Services included in the model
Not all public services are included in the Landman Economics public spending model – only those which can reasonably be allocated to households based on survey data on service usage (‘allocatable services’). The included services are as specified in Table 3.1 below. 


Table 3.1. Classification of the Functions of Government (COFOG) of services and inclusion status in the Landman Economics public spending model
	COFOG classification
	Included in model
	Not included

	1. General public services*
	None
	All

	2. Defence
	None
	All

	3. Public order and safety 
	3.1 Police services**
	3.2 Fire-protection services
3.3 Law courts
3.4 Prisons

	4. Economic affairs
	4.5 Transport
	4.1 General
4.2 Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting
4.3 Fuel and energy
4.4 Mining, manufacturing and construction
4.6 Communication
4.7 Other industries

	5. Environment protection
	None
	All

	6. Housing and community amenities
	6.1 Housing development
	6.2 Community development
6.3 Water supply 
6.4 Street lighting

	7. Health
	Medical services
	Medical research
Central and other health services

	8. Recreation, culture and religion
	None
	All

	9. Education
	9.1 Pre-primary and primary education
9.2 Secondary education
9.3 Post-secondary non-tertiary education
9.4 Tertiary education
	9.5 Education not definable by level
9.6 Subsidiary services to education


	10. Social protection
	Social service components of all sub-categories
	Transfer payment components of all sub-categories***


Note: table omits R&D and n.e.c. (not elsewhere classified) components of all COFOG categories to save space. None of these are included in the model. 
* “General public services” include expenditure on executive and legislative components of government (such as the Northern Ireland Executive) and foreign economic aid.
** Police services are included in analysis of aggregate public spending in Chapter 4 but not distributional analyses in Chapter 5 because the police service use variable in the Understanding Society micro-data is not detailed enough to give an accurate picture of the distributional impact of police spending in Northern Ireland. See Section 3.2 for more details. 
*** Note that transfer payments – which are a key component of social protection spending – are included in the Landman Economics tax-transfer model used in Reed and Portes (2019) rather than the Landman Economics public spending model. In Chapter 6 of this report, we include the distributional impact of changes to transfer payments (and changes to the tax system) alongside the impact of changes to other public spending, to show the overall impacts of tax and spending policies. 

Analysis of Table 10.4 of the PESA data shows that in Northern Ireland, these ‘allocatable services’ accounted for around 75% of total public spending in the 2019-20 tax year when combined with the transfer spending payments included in the Landman Economics tax-transfer model used for the cumulative impact assessment of tax and social security reforms in Reed and Portes (2019). The remaining 25% was composed of services such as defence and environmental protection, the benefits of which cannot be straightforwardly assigned to particular types of household. To the extent that most of the non-allocated spending, like defence, can reasonably be assumed to be general “public good” spending, benefiting all citizens, this exclusion is unlikely to affect the results materially.

[bookmark: _Toc83020960]The choice of baseline scenario
We have compared changes in spending per head on each public service with a baseline scenario in which spending on each service in cash terms rises in line with the GDP deflator. The GDP deflator is an index measure of growth in prices across the whole UK economy, including producer as well as consumer prices. Thus, the baseline scenario in this model is a scenario in which spending per head on public services stays constant in real terms. The model measures the distributional impact of increases – or cuts – in spending against that baseline. 
It is important to note here that a baseline scenario where spending on public services stays constant in real terms is a much lower rate of growth than the long-run historical average over the last 70 years, which is for total public spending to rise roughly in line with real GDP (with some short-term variations)[footnoteRef:3]. Most of the time, real GDP is growing (ie nominal GDP grows faster than the GDP deflator. This in turn means that the long-run tendency is for public spending to increase in real terms. For example, over the time period we are focusing on in this report, real GDP is forecast to grow by just over 20% between 2010-11 and 2021-22 (OBR, 2021).  [3:  The table on ‘Public Finances since 1900’ produced by the Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR, 2021) shows that spending was between 34% and 47% of GDP in every year between 1946-47 and 2019-20 inclusive. In 2020-21 spending rose to 52% of GDP, mainly due to the temporary sharp fall in GDP during the Covid-19 pandemic.] 

Measured against a baseline scenario where spending on services is constant as a share of GDP, our analysis would show large-scale cuts to most services (and therefore large losses to individuals and households).  From a long-run historical perspective, this would be the most appropriate comparison. However, we have chosen the constant real-term spending benchmark for this analysis since it is consistent with our treatment of the baseline scenario for benefit levels and tax thresholds in our previous CIA study of the cumulative impact of tax and social security reforms in Northern Ireland (Reed and Portes, 2019), which assumed that benefit levels and tax thresholds were held constant in real terms in the baseline scenario. Our earlier analysis of the distributional impact of public spending changes for England, Scotland and Wales (Reed and Portes, 2018) also used a constant real-terms spending baseline. The use of an alternative baseline such as nominal GDP growth would not change the relative impacts between different groups; it would simply show larger losses (or smaller gains) for all groups.

[bookmark: _Toc83020961]3.2 	Survey data on service use
The Landman Economics public spending model uses survey data at the individual and household level on the use of various public services to establish the pattern of use of those services across the household income distribution and various protected characteristics. Previous versions of the Landman Economics public spending model used a range of different datasets to measure service use across different public services, including the Family Resources Survey, Health Survey for England and the National Travel Survey. The latest version of the Landman Economics model uses the Understanding Society (USoc) dataset to measure service use across all of the types of public services included in the model. This avoids the need to use regression-based methods to impute service use for health and transport services, which were not included in the FRS and had to be matched from other datasets using regressions from health surveys for each country and the National Travel Survey respectively. It also allows us to analyse how impacts vary between households of different religious backgrounds (this is an improvement on the FRS, which does not include a religion variable in the standard version of the dataset). Appendix A of this report provides full details of the service use variables used in the USoc dataset. 
The analysis in this report uses the most recent two waves of USoc (Waves 9 and 10). Only two waves are used because prior to Wave 9, some of the most important service use variables (such as health and social care) had not been introduced into the USoc dataset.

[bookmark: _Toc83020962]3.3 Protected characteristics of benefit units
The primary unit of analysis for the distributional analysis in this report is the benefit unit. Each benefit unit in the USoc data comprises a single adult or an adult couple aged 18 or over, together with dependent children aged 0 to 18 years old (if any). This is the same definition that the UK Department for Work and Pensions uses as the unit of assessment for Universal Credit and other means-tested transfer payments. 
The distributional analysis of the impacts of public spending in this report uses seven different breakdown variables: 
1. Position of benefit unit in the household income distribution:  using quintiles of the equivalised net household income distribution. 
2. Benefit unit type: dividing benefit units into single adults and adult couples, working age adults and pensioners, and whether the benefit unit includes dependent children or not. Single adult benefit units are also divided into men and women. 
3. Number of children in the benefit unit: divided into childless benefit units, one-child families, two-child families, families with three or more children.
4. Age group: based on the age of the adult in the benefit unit (for one-adult benefit units) or the average age of the couple (for two-adult benefit units). Categories: under 25, 25 to 34, 35 to 44, 45 to 54, 55 to 64, 65 to 74, 75 and over. 
5. Ethnicity/nationality of the adults in the benefit unit: White British, White Irish, and Black and Minority Ethnic (BAME)[footnoteRef:4].  [4:  Benefit units with an adult couple where one adult identifies as White British and the other identifies as White Irish are allocated to the White Irish group. Couple benefit units where one adult identifies as BAME and the other adult identifies as White British or White Irish are allocated to the BAME group.  ] 

6. Number of functional disabilities among adults in the benefit unit: the USoc data has information on 12 types of functional disabilities that adults might have[footnoteRef:5]. For each benefit unit in USoc, we sum the number of functional disabilities for the adult (or adults) in the benefit unit to produce a disability ‘score’ classification ranging from no disabilities up to five or more disabilities. This is used as a proxy for severity of disability and allows a more detailed analysis of the distributional effects of public spending by disability status than a binary “disabled/non-disabled” classification would do. [5:  The twelve functional disabilities in the USoc questionnaire are: mobility (moving round at home and walking); lifting, carrying or moving objects; manual dexterity (using your hands to carry out everyday tasks); continence (bladder and bowel control); hearing (apart from using a standard hearing aid); sight (apart from wearing standard glasses); communication or speech problems; memory or ability to concentrate, learn or understand; recognising when you are in physical danger; physical co-ordination (e.g. balance); difficulties with own personal care; and other health problem or disability. ] 

7. Religious affiliation of adults in the benefit unit: This is categorised using a five-way classification as follows: 
a) Catholic;
b) Presbyterian;
c) Church of Ireland;
d) Other/mixed Protestant (including other Protestant denominations, plus couples where one adult is Presbyterian and the other adult is Church of Ireland);
e) Other/mixed Christian (including couples where one adult is Catholic and the other adult is Protestant);
f) Other (including other religions and adults who do not identify as religious). 
Unfortunately it is not possible to provide a more detailed breakdown for non-Christian religions because the sample size of adults in the USoc Wave 9 and 10 data for these categories is too small.  
 
[bookmark: _Toc83020963]3.4 Strengths and weaknesses of the modelling methodology
In our view, the methodology used in the Landman Economics public spending model has the following strengths:
· Spending data for the period 2010-11 to 2019-20 are based on actual PESA spending information from Tables 10.4 and 10.8, while the data on planned spending for 2020-21 and 2021-22 are based on the Northern Ireland Department of Finance’s budget documentation. 
· Service use is based on actual survey data on usage.
· For the first time, the estimates from the model are based on a single dataset (Understanding Society) rather than several different datasets. This avoids issues which can cause problems when using more than one dataset in models (for example, when definitions of protected characteristics vary across datasets).
The model has the following methodological issues and potential weaknesses: 
· The model assumes that the distributional impact on service users of a change in spending on a given public service is equal to the change in spending per head on that public service allocated to that group of service users. In other words, public services are valued by end users according to the amount being spent on the service. This ignores changes in the value of public services to the user that result from factors other than the amount spent. For example, in health the range of treatments available, or the way a given service is delivered, might have impacts on the quality of the service which are not necessarily driven by spending. An alternative approach would be to measure changes in public service quality using metrics that are more directly related to the end user experience of using the service (such as data on user satisfaction, or measures of service quality). However, this alternative approach is not possible in the UK because user satisfaction and/or service quality measures are not typically available in survey-based micro-data. 
· Some services which could in principle be allocated to households are omitted from the model due to a lack of micro-data on service use (e.g. fire services, legal aid). 
· For some services in England, Scotland and Wales, decisions about the precise mix and extent of services are made at local council level. It is not possible to include local council-level spending decisions in the model for two reasons. First, the Understanding Society dataset does not contain local council identifiers; and second, we do not have a database of spending categories and amounts at local council level (which would be very time-consuming to construct). However, this is less of a problem in Northern Ireland because service areas such as education, social care and housing are administered by Northern Ireland-wide bodies outside the jurisdiction of local councils. 
· The model does not distinguish between current spending (i.e. day-to-day spending on running services such as the wages of public sector employees, administration costs and so on) and capital spending (i.e. investment in buildings and equipment), which may have very different time paths in terms of their impact on service users. 
· Most of the results from the model are presented at the benefit unit level (which is the same as the household level for most benefit units). For the most part, it would be technically possible to use micro-data to model the use of public services at the individual rather than the benefit unit level. However, there are two problems with this approach. First, there are conceptual problems concerning how to divide spending between individuals: for example, should the adult or the child be modelled as benefiting from childcare services? Second, the USoc survey data on receipt of public services for children are not as detailed as for adults for some services (particularly health, social care for disabled children, and transport) and this makes it difficult to produce accurate allocations of these services. 
Despite the methodological issues, we are confident that the public spending model used in this report gives as accurate a picture of the distributional impacts of public spending changes as is possible given currently available data. 

[bookmark: _Toc83020964]3.5 	Data used for distributional analysis in Chapter 6
Chapter 6 of this report presents results showing the distributional impact of changes to spending on public services combined with the distributional impact of reforms to the tax and social security systems in Northern Ireland since 2010. The tax and social security results are an updated version of those published in the 2019 report for NIHRC, Cumulative impact assessment of tax and social security reforms in Northern Ireland (Reed and Portes, 2019). As with the 2019 report, the tax and social security analysis uses the Family Resources Survey to model the impact of reforms to direct taxes and social security, and the Living Costs and Food Survey to model the impact of indirect tax reforms. While the Understanding Society data does contain the information on incomes, labour market status and personal characteristics necessary to model direct tax and social security measures, the Landman Economics tax-transfer model is not currently set up to use the USoc data in modelling[footnoteRef:6].  [6:  The next major update of the Landman Economics tax-transfer model, scheduled for 2022, will include Understanding Society as one of the supported datasets. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc83020965]Family Resources Survey
The Family Resources Survey (FRS) is an annual survey of around 20,000 households per year in the UK, collected on a tax-year basis (UK Data Archive, 2017). The FRS is a repeated cross-sectional survey rather than a panel survey: it interviews a new set of households each year rather than conducting repeat interviews with the same set of households over a number of years. 
The FRS is widely acknowledged as the best source of data on individual, family and household gross incomes and disposable incomes (incomes after payment of direct taxes and transfer payments) in the UK. For this reason, the FRS is used for the UK Government’s detailed statistics on the income distribution (Households below average income, or HBAI) (DWP, 2021). 

[bookmark: _Toc83020966]Living Costs and Food Survey
The Living Costs and Food Survey (LCF) is an annual survey of households (Bulman, 2017) which has been conducted on a tax-year basis since 2015–16 (prior to 2015, the survey was conducted on a calendar-year basis). Like the FRS, the LCF is a repeated cross-sectional survey rather than a panel survey, involving interviews of a new set of households each year rather than repeat interviews with the same set of households over a number of years. The LCF also contains data on individual, family and household gross incomes and disposable incomes. The LCF also collects data on expenditure on goods and services at the household level, using a combination of individual expenditure diaries completed over the two-week survey period, and additional questions about recurring regular expenditures (for example, utility bills, rent and mortgage payments). This means that the LCF is suitable for modelling the distributional effects of indirect taxes (for example VAT and excise duties). 
[bookmark: _Toc83020967]Sample size and data pooling
Because of the relatively small size of the Northern Ireland data samples in the USoc, FRS and LCF datasets it is necessary to pool more than one wave of data to produce a usable sample size for the analysis. Table 3.2 shows a comparison of the number of waves used in each dataset, the time period that the waves cover, the number of household observations in each dataset, the outcome variables which each dataset is used for, and the protected characteristics variables included in each dataset. USoc is the only dataset which includes the full set of protected characteristics used in the analysis in this report. The FRS does not include religious affiliation, while the LCF does not include disability, British/Irish national identity or religious affiliation data. 


Table 3.2. Comparison of sample size and protected characteristics: Understanding Society, Family Resources Survey and Living Costs and Food Survey
	Dataset
	USoc
	FRS
	LCF

	Number of waves used
	2

	3
	8

	Time period covered (inclusive)
	2017-2019
	2016/17 to 2018/19
	2011/12 to 2018/19

	Number of observations: households
	2,547
	5,868
	1,972

	Outcome variable
	Public spending
	Direct taxes, social security
	Indirect taxes

	 Breakdown characteristics included: 
	
	
	

	Household net income
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Benefit unit type
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Number of children
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Age group
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Ethnicity
	Yes
	Yes
	No*

	Disability
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Religious belief
	Yes
	No
	No


Notes: * LCF does include an ethnicity variable but it does not include a British /Irish national identity question 


[bookmark: _Toc83020968]4 	Aggregate and comparative results
This chapter compares public spending (both in aggregate, and by service category) in Northern Ireland with equivalent data for England, Scotland and Wales to show comparative trends across the four countries. Because the four countries have different population size, trends are shown per head of population (in Section 4.1) and then per benefit unit (in subsequent sections) to make comparisons between countries easier. 

[bookmark: _Toc83020969]4.1	Overall spending per head 
Figure 4.1. Average annual spending per head for the countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2019-20

Source: Landman Economics analysis of HMT PESA data (2010-11 to 2019-20)
Figure 4.1 shows that total public spending per head in Northern Ireland is higher than Scotland, which is in turn higher than Wales, with spending per head in England substantially lower than in the other three countries of the UK. In 2010-11 spending per head in Northern Ireland was approximately 24 per cent higher than in England, 10 per cent higher than in Wales, and 6.5 per cent higher than in Scotland. By 2019-20 the gap between Northern Ireland and Scotland was much smaller, with spending per head only 3% higher in Northern Ireland than in Scotland. The gap between Northern Ireland and Wales had also closed slightly (to 8 per cent) but the gap between Northern Ireland and England remained around 24 per cent. 
Figure 4.2 shows average annual spending per head for each country indexed so that spending is equal to 100 in 2010-11 for each country. This makes it easier to see changes in spending per head for each country from a common starting point. The figure shows that spending per head in Northern Ireland fell by just over 2 per cent between 2010-11 and 2013-14, recovered slightly in 2014-15 and then fell at a faster rate between 2014-15 and 2017-18. At the lowest point, in 2017-18, spending per head in Northern Ireland was 7 per cent below the 2010-11 level. After 2017-18 spending per head increased. This increase corresponds with the additional resources for Northern Ireland agreed between the Democratic Unionist Party and Theresa May’s Conservative Government following the June 2017 UK General Election which produced a hung parliament and led to a ‘confidence and supply’ agreement between the Conservative Party and the DUP. However it is worth noting that spending per head increased in all four UK countries after 2017-18, although the increase in spending was fastest in Northern Ireland. 
Compared to the other three UK countries, the pattern of spending in Northern Ireland was more volatile between 2014-15 and 2019-20, with a much bigger decline between 2014-15 and 2017-18, followed by a faster rise in 2018-19 and 2019-20. 


Figure 4.2. Average annual spending per head for the countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2019-20 (indexed: 2010-11 = 100)

Source: Landman Economics analysis of HMT PESA data (2010-11 to 2019-20)

[bookmark: _Toc83020970]4.2 Population growth
Figure 4.3 shows that total population grew in all four countries of the UK between 2010-11 and 2021-22, but the growth was fastest in England (at around 8 per cent over the whole time period), around twice the rate of growth of Scotland and Wales). Northern Ireland’s population growth rate was just under 6 per cent, faster than Scotland and Wales but slower than England. The per-head and per-benefit unit spending figures in this report adjust for growth of the relevant population age group in receipt of each service. For some services (such as health and public transport) this is the whole population (i.e. all age groups); for others (e.g. pre-school and school education, social care for the elderly) the population total in the relevant age group is used. Appendix B of the report explains in detail which age subgroup is used for each spending category, and contains comparative graphs for each age subgroup across the four UK countries. 

Figure 4.3. Population for each country of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22 (indexed: 2010-11 = 100)

Source: ONS (2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2020a, 2020b, 2020c); NISRA (2020). 

[bookmark: _Toc83020971]4.3 Spending on each public service

This subsection shows trends in spending for each category of public service included in the Landman Economics public spending model. These were constructed using the following methodology: 
· Results for 2010-11 to 2019-20 are taken from the PESA dataset. For 2020-21 and 2021-22 the results are taken from spending plans announced by the UK Government (for England) or the relevant devolved government or administration (for Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales). Spending plans are shown as dotted lines in Figure 4.5 (and the other graphs of spending by public service category in this Chapter), while historical spending outturns are shown as unbroken lines. 
· Figures are presented on a per-benefit unit basis rather than per head. This is because the Landman Economics model uses the benefit unit (defined in Section 3.3 above) as the basic unit of analysis, because some public services (e.g. education and childcare) can’t be easily allocated to individuals in a family. In practice the pattern of spending changes over time is very similar whether benefit units, households or individuals are used as the unit of analysis.

[bookmark: _Toc83020972]Health

Figure 4.5 Health spending per benefit unit in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: Landman Economics analysis of HMT PESA data (2010-11 to 2019-20), Department of Finance (2020, 2021), Scottish Government (2021), Welsh Parliament Senedd Research (2020, 2021), HM Treasury (2020).  

Health spending per benefit unit has increased in all four countries of the UK between 2010-11 and 2019-20. The increase was faster in Northern Ireland than in the other three countries of the UK. In 2010-11, spending per benefit unit (BU) in Northern Ireland was roughly the same as in England. By 2019-20, spending per BU in Northern Ireland was higher than for any other UK country. The overall increase in spending per BU over this period in NI was just under 13 per cent. 
Spending plans for 2020-21 and 2021-22 in Northern Ireland show substantial further increases in health spending. A further 12 per cent increase in health spending is planned over these two years. This is a faster rate of increase than in any other UK country (although Scotland and Wales also plan substantial real terms increases). 
It is important to note that the spending totals here exclude money specifically allocated to Covid-19 (for vaccines, testing etc) but do not take account of the effects of reallocation of the NHS budget to address the short or long-term consequences of Covid-19 (e.g. increased hospitalisations, increased prevalence of chronic health conditions due to “long Covid”, etc.) Once additional NHS needs arising from Covid-19 are taken into account, it is not clear whether spending on pre-existing health conditions will rise or fall over 2020-21 and 2021-22. We address this issue in our forthcoming report for NIHRC on the consequences of the Covid-19 pandemic for public spending in Northern Ireland. 
Additionally, it is important to note that assessing health spending relative to GDP, i.e. taking the baseline as spending fixed as a proportion of GDP rather than a fixed amount in real terms, would show a different pattern for health spending. This is illustrated in Figure 4.6 below which graphs health spending in real terms (indexed to the GDP deflator, in blue) and also relative to GDP (in green). Between 2010-11 and 2019-20, real GDP was growing, and growing faster than the growth in health spending in Northern Ireland. This contrasts with the historical experience; since the establishment of the NHS, health spending has generally increased relative to GDP.   By 2017-18, health spending is about 10 per cent lower relative to GDP than in 2010-11. Health spending grew faster than GDP between 2017-18 and 2019-20, but was still around 5 per cent lower in 2019-20 (relative to GDP) than in 2010-11. After 2019-20 very unusual circumstances apply, in that GDP fell due to the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic, and this means that health spending is projected to grow faster relative to GDP than in real terms over these two years.  Appendix C contains an analysis of spending per benefit unit across each of the service categories featured in this chapter showing the difference that indexing against GDP rather than the GDP deflator makes to the measured trends in spending on each service. 
Figure 4.6 Health spending per benefit unit in Northern Ireland in real terms (GDP deflator) and relative to GDP, indexed 2010-11=100, 2010-11 to 2021-22
 
Source: health spending data as for Figure 4.5. Nominal GDP and GDP deflator data taken from OBR (2021). 

[bookmark: _Toc83020973]Social care
Social care consists of three different spending streams: (a) social care spending for disabled people (working age adults and children), (b) social care spending for the elderly (classified as adults aged 65 and older in the data), (c) social care spending for families (comprising spending on children in care homes, foster care homes and social workers plus children’s services such as Sure Start, but not childcare or pre-school education spending (which is in the ‘early years’ category below). Figures 4.7, 4.8 and 4.9 show trends in spending per benefit unit for each of these three spending streams respectively. 


Figure 4.7 Social care spending for disabled under-65s per benefit unit in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 4.5
Figure 4.7 shows that social care spending for disabled people in Northern Ireland increased overall by around 25 per cent between 2010-11 and 2021-22. The increase was fastest between 2014-15; spending plans for Northern Ireland after 2019-20 show a slight decrease. Spending also increased substantially in Scotland and Wales over the period covered by the graph, but this was not the case in England, where spending fell sharply between 2011-12 and 2014-15 followed by a slight recovery in subsequent years. 


Figure 4.8 Social care spending for the elderly per benefit unit in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 4.5
Figure 4.8 shows that based on PESA data between 2010-11 and 2019-20, the overall trend in social care expenditure for the elderly per benefit unit is significantly downwards. Spending plans for Northern Ireland (as for Scotland and England) show a decrease over the spending plans period after 2019-20. For Wales a substantial increase in funding is planned (which would leave spending per benefit unit in Wales slightly higher in real terms in 2021-22 compared to 2010-11). The reduction in elderly social care spending per BU in Northern Ireland is around 15 per cent which is a smaller decrease than England (28 per cent) or Scotland (21 per cent) but still substantial. 
Overall spending per BU on elderly social care in 2021-22 will be higher in N Ireland than the other UK countries. Recent research by the Institute for Government (Atkins et al, 2021) comparing the social care systems across the four countries of the UK suggests that the higher level of social care spending in Northern Ireland is partly because there are a larger number of care recipients relative to the size of the total elderly population. In 2020, 0.7 per cent of the overall adult population in Northern Ireland was in a residential care or nursing home compared to around 0.4 per cent in England, Scotland and Wales (Atkins et al 2021, Figure 4.6 p48). Northern Ireland also provided a higher number of average care hours per person per week than the other three countries (Atkins et al 2021, Figure 4.7 p49).   
Overall, the reduction in real terms spending on social care on the elderly across all four countries of the UK is concerning given the increase in social care needs identified in surveys of the social care sector. For example, the National Audit Office (2021) projects a 57 per cent increase in the number of adults aged 65 and over requiring care by 2038 in England compared with 2018. This compares to a projected increase of 29% in the number of adults aged 18 to 64 requiring care over the same period. We were unable to find comparable projections of social care needs for Northern Ireland, but it seems likely that future increases in care needs in Northern Ireland will follow a similar upward trajectory to England. 

Figure 4.9 Social care spending on family services in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 4.5

As shown in Figure 4.9, spending per benefit unit on family services shows some increase between 2010-11 and 2019-20 in all four countries of the UK. In Northern Ireland, spending increased by about 22 per cent over this period. The spending plans for 2020-21 and 2021-22 show a slight fall in Northern Ireland, slight increases in England and substantial increases for Wales and Scotland. 
Figure 4.9 shows that the level of funding for family care services in Northern Ireland (when measured per BU across the whole population) is lower than in the other three countries. Once again it is not clear whether this reflects differences in spending per family receiving care, or is just due to differences in the relevant population of care recipients in each country. 
Data from the Northern Ireland Department of Education shows that Sure Start funding increased between 2013-14 and 2018-19, which contrasts with substantial funding cuts to Sure Start programmes in England (Department of Education 2020; Cattan et al, 2019). However, Sure Start is only a relatively small proportion of the total “family services” budget as measured in the PESA data. 
The current version of Landman Economics public spending model does not model the distributional impacts of changes in family care services, for two reasons. First, the USoc micro-data does not include interviews with children in institutional care settings, and second, for services such as Sure Start, the USoc data does not contain any data on who receives them. 
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Figure 4.10 Public spending on pre-schools, nurseries and other childcare for children aged under 5 in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 4.5

As shown in Box 4.1 below, entitlements to free childcare for 3 and 4-year-olds (and 2-year-olds in disadvantaged families) are significantly more generous in England, Scotland and Wales than in Northern Ireland. Accordingly, the PESA data graphed in Figure 4.10 show that spending per BU on early years is lower in Northern Ireland than England, and much lower than Scotland. However, the data also suggest that early years spending is higher in Northern Ireland than in Wales. Given the relative generosity of the free childcare entitlement in Wales compared to Northern Ireland, it is likely that the differences between Wales and Northern Ireland in Figure 4.10 reflect issues with the reporting framework that the Welsh Government uses to supply data to PESA.
The overall pattern of early years spending per benefit unit in Northern Ireland is fairly flat, with spending between £55 and £65 per benefit unit in all of the years featured in Figure 4.10. 
Box 4.1. Free childcare entitlements in Northern Ireland compared to England, Scotland and Wales
England
Families in England with 3 and 4-year-old children are entitled to 15 hours per week of free childcare per child for 38 weeks of the year (corresponding to the school terms). An extended offer of up to 15 additional hours per week of free childcare per child is available to families of 3 and 4-year-old children whose parents work and who earn less than £100,000 per year. In addition, roughly the 40% of most disadvantaged families (e.g. those in receipt of Universal Credit with incomes of £15,400 per year or less after tax, not including benefit payments) with 2-year olds can claim up to 15 hours per week of free childcare. 
Northern Ireland
In Northern Ireland, parents of 3- and 4-year-olds can apply to receive 12.5 hours of free early education per week. This scheme is much more rigid than England’s offer; the entitlement must be taken over 2.5 hours per day, 5 days a week during term time. 
Scotland
Scotland offers 600 hours per year of free ‘early learning and childcare’ to all 3- and 4-year-olds. This works out to about 16 hours per week, 38 weeks of the year. From August 2021, entitlement has increased to 1,140 hours per year (30 hours per week if taken in term time). Scotland also offers free early learning and childcare to disadvantaged 2-year-olds. Eligibility depends on whether the family receives certain benefits, and is generally more targeted than in England, covering roughly the 25% most disadvantaged children. 
Wales
The ‘childcare offer’ in Wales provides working parents with a mix of funded childcare and early education for 3- and 4-year-old children. Children can receive up to 30 hours per week under this scheme for up to 48 weeks a year, with at least 10 of these hours provided through schools as ‘early education’. Different local authorities offer different amounts of early education. Some 2-year-olds in disadvantaged ‘Flying Start’ areas can get free part-time childcare, which covers 2.5 hours a day for 39 weeks. 
Source: Farquharson (2019)
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Figure 4.11 Public spending on schools in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 4.5

Figure 4.11 shows that spending per benefit unit on schools in Northern Ireland was significantly below the other three UK countries in most years between 2010-11 and 2019-20. Between 2010-11 and 2019-20, spending per BU declined by 6 per cent although the pattern was fairly volatile, with spending rising in some years and falling in others. 
The spending plans for Northern Ireland for 2020-21 and 2021-22 show a substantial increase in funding per benefit unit of over 20 per cent. This would return real-terms spending (allowing for changes in the number of schoolchildren) to approximately where it was in 2010-11. 
Spending plans for the other countries show a very large increase for Scotland but small declines for England and Wales. It is worth noting that the Scottish Budget’s education funding plans include a commitment to “invest over £30 million to support our schools to mitigate the impacts of Covid on the learning experiences of our children and young people” (Scottish Government 2021, p92).  
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Figure 4.12 Public spending on further and higher education in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 4.5

The PESA data from 2010-11 to 2019-20 graphed in Figure 4.12 show substantial declines in further education (FE) and higher education (HE) funding per BU in Northern Ireland, Wales and England, with the largest decline in England. This is consistent with the reduction in student support and increases in HE tuition fees in all three countries. By contrast, in Scotland funding has increased slightly, reflecting Scotland’s decision not to introduce tuition fees for domestic students. In Northern Ireland, combined HE and FE funding per benefit unit is planned to be 36 per cent lower in 2021-22 compared to 2010-11. 
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Figure 4.13 Public spending on social housing in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 4.5
Note: social housing expenditure excludes support for tenants through Universal Credit and Housing Benefit, but the impact changes to these benefits is included in the results shown in Chapter 6 of this report. 
Figure 4.13 shows a substantial decline in social housing expenditure per benefit unit in Northern Ireland, of around 65 per cent between 2010-11 and 2019-20. By contrast, in Scotland and Wales there were substantial increases in expenditure over the same period. In England there was a sharp decline between 2010-11 and 2011-12 followed by relatively flat spending between 2011-12 and 2019-20. 
The spending plans for Northern Ireland show a flat trend in planned expenditure on social housing for 2020-21 and 2021-22 compared to 2019-20. 


[bookmark: _Toc83020978]Transport

This section shows trends for each component of transport spending: roads (in Figure 4.14), buses (Figure 4.15) and rail (in Figure 4.16). The three components of transport spending have very different distributional profiles. Spending on buses is distributionally progressive, as poorer households are more likely to use buses than richer households. By contrast, richer households are more likely to use the train than poorer households – mainly because a significant proportion of rail users are work commuters. The distributional profile of journeys by car (which we use as a proxy for the distributional impact of road transport in this report) is slightly skewed towards richer households but not by as much as for train journeys. 

Figure 4.14 Public spending on roads per benefit unit in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 4.5
Figure 4.14 shows that between 2010-11 and 2014-15, road spending per BU was much higher in N Ireland than the other three UK countries, but fell by around 50 per cent over this period. Between 2015-16 and 2017-18 spending was roughly comparable with Scotland, and higher than Wales and England. Spending on roads in Northern Ireland increased in 2018-19 and is projected to increase further in 2020-21 and 2021-22. This contrasts with flat or falling planned expenditure on roads per BU in Scotland and Wales (but rising planned expenditure in England). 

Figure 4.15 Public spending on buses and local public transport per benefit unit in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 4.5
Notes: ‘local public transport’ includes underground and light rail systems.
Figure 4.15 shows that public spending per benefit unit on buses fell by almost two-thirds in Northern Ireland between 2010-11 and 2015-16, from about £140 per BU to less than £50 per benefit unit. Since then there has been some recovery in spending, and modest increases are planned for 2020-21 and 2021-22 (although this would still leave real-terms spending per benefit unit below its 2012-13 level). Spending also declined in England and Wales over this time period. In Scotland, spending per benefit unit had a much flatter profile than for the other three countries over the period covered by Figure 4.15, with a slight increase in spending planned for 2020-21. 
Figure 4.16 Public spending on rail per benefit unit in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 4.5
As shown in Figure 4.16 above, spending on rail per benefit unit is significantly lower in N Ireland than in the other three UK countries. To a large extent this reflects the fact that fewer rail journeys are made in Northern Ireland per head of the population than in Great Britain[footnoteRef:7]. Rail spending in Northern Ireland fell from £90 per benefit unit to £56 per benefit unit between 2010-11 and 2013-14 before increasing gradually to £107 per benefit unit by 2019-20. Further increases are planned for 2020-21 and 2021-22.  [7:  Statistics from the Northern Ireland Department for Infrastructure (2020) show that an average of 8 rail journeys per person were made in Northern Ireland in 2019-20. This compares with 26 rail journeys per person across England, Scotland and Wales (Department for Transport, 2020). ] 

Rail spending per benefit unit also increased substantially since the mid-2010s in Scotland and Wales and has also increased between 2010-11 and 2019-20 (but at a slower rate) in England. Scotland is the only country for which large-scale increases in rail spending are planned for 2020-21 and 2021-22. 
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Figure 4.17 Public spending on police services per benefit unit in the four countries of the UK, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 4.5
Figure 4.17 shows that spending on the police per benefit unit in Northern Ireland is substantially higher than in other UK countries (although the gap in spending between N Ireland and the other countries was much smaller in 2019-20 than it was in 2010-11). Spending per benefit unit in Northern Ireland fell by almost a third between 2010-11 and 2018-19 compared to relatively flat spending patterns in the other three countries. Modest spending increases for police services in Northern Ireland are planned in 2020-21 and 2021-22. 
We do not present distributional results for the impact of changes in police spending in this report. This is for two reasons. First, there are too few individuals in the Northern Ireland USoc sample who report use of police services. The police services use variable was only introduced in Wave 10 and there are only seven individuals in Northern Ireland who report use of police services. This is too small a sample size to produce statistically valid distributional results. Second, the relationship between ‘use of police services’ and the overall benefits of the police force to individuals and households is complex, and is unlikely to be captured adequately by the USoc survey variable asking each adult whether he or she has “made use of the police service” in the previous year.
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The main findings from Chapter 4 are as follows: 
· Overall public spending per head is higher in Northern Ireland than in England, Scotland and Wales. Since 2010 spending per head in NI has fallen relative to Scotland and Wales, but not relative to England. 
· Spending per head has also been more volatile in N Ireland over the period 2010-11 to 2019-20 than in the other three countries of the UK. 
· Since 2010, health spending per benefit unit in Northern Ireland has increased by around 25%.  Most of this increase occurs after 2017-18, and planned increases for 2020-21 and 2021-22 are especially large. Note that the effects of Covid are not fully considered here, however. 
· Overall patterns of social care spending in NI show a shift from elderly people to disabled (working age) people and families and children (especially looked-after children). 
· Schools funding per benefit unit in NI was significantly below the levels for the other three UK countries for most of the 2010-20 period, but is planned to rise by around 20% between 2019-20 and 2021-22, which would return real-terms spending (allowing for changes in the number of schoolchildren) to approximately where it was in 2010-11. 
· Substantial declines in further and higher education funding per BU in Northern Ireland (as in England and Wales) consistent with a reduction in student support and increases in HE tuition fees in all three countries. 
· There was a pronounced decline in social housing expenditure per BU in N Ireland between 2010-11 and 2019-20 (around 65%) - a worse outcome than for any other country in the UK. 
· Analysis of transport spending in N Ireland shows higher road spending per head and lower rail spending than elsewhere in the UK. 

5 [bookmark: _Toc83020981]Distributional impacts of changes to public spending in Northern Ireland between 2010-11 and 2021-22
The results in this chapter show the distributional impact of changes to public spending in Northern Ireland using two different breakdowns: (a) according to the category of spending (health, social care, early years, schools, HE/FE, housing, transport), and (b) across time periods within the overall 11-year period under consideration. We identify three separate time periods: 
i. 2010-11 to 2017-18 – a period where spending on most services was falling;
ii. 2017-18 to 2019-20 – a period of increasing spending;
iii. 2019-20 to 2021-22 – the current period, where the NI Executive’s spending plans show further overall spending increases.
These distributional effects are shown using the seven different breakdown variables set out in Section 3.3 above:
· Quintile of net household income (Section 5.1);
· Benefit unit type (Section 5.2);
· Number of children (Section 5.3);
· Age of adults (Section 5.4);
· Ethnicity/nationality of adults (Section 5.5);
· Number of functional disabilities (Section 5.6);
· Religious affiliation (Section 5.7).  
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Figure 5.1 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by household income quintile, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by service category
 
Source: Landman Economics analysis of HMT PESA data (2010-11 to 2019-20), Department of Finance (2020, 2021), Scottish Government (2021), Welsh Parliament Senedd Research (2020, 2021), HM Treasury (2020).  

Figure 5.1 shows the total distributional impact of the changes to spending per benefit unit in Northern Ireland between 2010-11 and 2021-22 (including planned changes in spending in 2020-21 and 2021-22). The black line shows the total impacts. The coloured bars decompose the total impact into different categories of spending.  The first quintile is the poorest quintile of net incomes, and the fifth quintile is the richest. 
Overall, average spending per benefit unit increased for all five net income quintiles, with the largest increase in the fourth (second to top) quintile (around £750 per year) and the smallest increase in the second quintile (around £80 per year).
Looking at public service categories, the distributional impact across income quintiles in Figure 5.1 is dominated by health spending (which increases substantially in real terms across the income distribution, with the biggest cash increase of around £1,400 per year in the fourth quintile). The second-most important distributional impact in the graph is the reduction in spending on social housing, which is regressive (having the largest impact on the lowest two quintiles, with smaller impacts higher up the income distribution). Spending on further and higher education also has a negative impact – this is uneven, being particularly large in the top quintile as well as the first and third quintiles. Transport spending has a negative impact which is also uneven across the income distribution, with the largest impacts in the second and fourth quintiles. Social care and schools spending have a (relatively small) positive impact in the lowest quintile, and (very small) positive impacts further up the income distribution. The impact of early years spending changes is negligible (this is the case for all the distributional breakdowns shown in this chapter due to the relatively low spending on early years services in Northern Ireland, and the relatively minor changes to early years spending over the period). 
Figure 5.2 shows the same result for the distributional impact of total spending (the black line) as Figure 5.1, but decomposes the change in spending by time period rather than by spending category. 


Figure 5.2 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by household income quintile, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by time period
 
Source: as Figure 5.1
Figure 5.2 shows that spending changes between 2010-11 and 2017-18 had a negative impact, which was biggest in the lowest two quintiles of the income distribution, and smallest in the top quintile. In contrast, spending changes between 2017-18 and 2019-20 had a positive impact, which was fairly even across the income distribution. However, the positive impacts between 2017-18 and 2019-20 were not by themselves large enough to offset the spending cuts between 2010-11 and 2017-18. 
Planned spending changes between 2019-20 and 2021-22 will have a positive impact which is larger than the spending increases between 2017-18 and 2019-20. Taken together, the increases in spending between 2017-18 and 2021-22 outweigh the spending cuts before 2017-18 and lead to positive overall impacts of spending changes in real terms for each quintile (although the impacts for the second quintile are close to zero). 
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Figure 5.3 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by benefit unit type, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by service category

Source: as Figure 5.1
Figure 5.3 shows the total impacts of spending for each benefit unit type using black diamonds. These are decomposed into the impact for each category of spending using the coloured bars. The positive impacts of health spending are larger for pensioners than for working age benefit units (this reflects the fact that pensioners are more likely to use health services in the USoc data than working age adults).  Single couples with no children gain more from the health spending increases than lone parents or couple parents, who in turn gain more than childless single women or men[footnoteRef:8].   [8:  Note that use of children’s health services is not directly recorded in the USoc data but is indirectly recorded when parents attend GP or hospital appointments with children. Nonetheless there is likely to be under-representation of children’s use of health services in the USoc data. ] 

Cuts to social housing spending have a much larger negative impact for lone parents than for other groups, while changes to social care spending have a negative impact for pensioners but a (smaller) positive impact for working age benefit units. Transport spending cuts have a larger negative impact for couple benefit units and lone parents than single benefit units, while schools spending has a positive impact for lone parents but negligible impacts for couple parents. Cuts to spending on further and higher education have a negative impact for single childless working age people, lone parents and couples with children. This reflects the fact that some adult students are benefit units in their own right, whereas other students are dependent children in family benefit units. 
The total gain from changes in spending is largest for male single pensioners (approximately £1,500 per year) and pensioner couples (around £1,300 per year). Lone parents are the only benefit unit type who lose out on average from spending changes between 2010-11 and 2021-22 (by around £300 per year).

Figure 5.4 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by benefit unit type, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by time period

Source: as Figure 5.1

Analysis of the distributional impact of spending changes by time period in Figure 5.4 shows that the spending cuts between 2010-11 and 2017-18 had the largest negative impact for lone parents and couple parents. The increases in spending between 2017-18 and 2019-20 benefited pensioner benefit units, working age couples (with and without children) and lone parents more than they did childless single working age adults. Finally, the planned spending increases between 2019-20 and 2021-22 will benefit lone and couple parents, male single pensioners and couple pensioners more than other groups. 
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Figure 5.5 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by number of children, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by service category

Source: as Figure 5.1
Figure 5.5 shows that the impacts of health spending are slightly larger for benefit units with no children or just one child than for benefit units with two or three children. As explained above this may reflect under-reporting of use of health services by families with children in the USoc data given the structure of the questionnaire. 
Social housing has a bigger negative impact for benefit units with three or more children than for those with fewer children. This reflects the fact that benefit units with three or more children are more likely to be in social housing than those with two or fewer children (this is the case in Northern Ireland, and also in the rest of the UK). Schools spending has a small positive impact for benefit units with two children but only a very small impact for the other groups. Higher and further education spending has the biggest negative impact for BUs with one or two children, followed by BUs with three or more children, with childless adults having the smallest negative impact of any group. Meanwhile, transport spending has a larger negative impact for BUs with children than childless BUs.  
The overall profile of distributional impacts by number of children shows that the total average impact of spending is more positive the fewer number of children the benefit unit has. Childless benefit units gain an average of over £500 per year compared to around £400 for families with one child and £150 for two-child families. Families with three or more children lose around £70 per year from the spending changes on average. 


Figure 5.6 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by number of children, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by time period

Source: as Figure 5.1
Figure 5.6 shows that the impact of spending changes between 2010-11 and 2017-18 was negative for all groups, but the average loss was larger the more children in the benefit unit. Families with three or more children lost services worth over £2,800 per year on average over this period. By contrast, the impacts from 2017-18 to 2019-20 were positive and slightly larger for families with more children but the disparities by number of children were not as large as in the earlier time period. 
Planned spending increases from 2019-20 to 2021-22 also result in larger increases for families with more children but this is not enough to offset the spending cuts before 2017-18 for families with three or more children. 
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5.4	Impacts by age group

Figure 5.7 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by average age of adults in benefit unit, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by service category

Source: as Figure 5.1
Figure 5.7 shows that health spending has a clear age gradient with adults aged under 25 much less likely to use health services than other groups, and over-65s much more likely to use health services. Given the increases in overall health spending, this means that the gains from health spending are larger for benefit units with older adults in them (with the exception that 35-44 year olds have a slightly lower increase than 25-34 year olds). 
Spending on FE and HE has a particularly large negative impact for the under-25 age group (reflecting the fact that there are a lot of young adult students in this age group). The impact of cuts to social housing is negative for each age group, with the biggest impacts in the 25-34 and 55-64 groups. Changes to social care spending have a negative impact on over-65s but a positive impact for other age groups. This reflects the overall shift in the balance social care spending in Northern Ireland, with spending increasing for disabled working age adults but falling for pensioners. 
Changes to spending on schools have a small positive impact for 25-34 and 35-44 year olds but a small negative impact for 45-54 year olds. Overall, benefit units where the average age of the adults is under 25 lose out from the combined spending changes by around £600 per year on average) whereas benefit units where the average age of the adults is 65 or older gain (by around £1,100 per year on average). 

Figure 5.8 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by age group, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by time period

Source: as Figure 5.1

Figure 5.8 shows that cuts to spending between 2010-11 and 2017-18 had a bigger negative impact for age groups under 55 than for those aged over 55. The biggest negative impact was for the 35-44 age group. Subsequent spending increases between 2017-18 and 2019-20 had a fairly even positive impact for most age groups but the average gains were much smaller for the under-25s. The planned spending increases after 2019-20 also have a smaller positive impact for the 18-24 age group than other age groups. The biggest positive impacts are for 35-44 year olds and 65-74 year olds. 
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Figure 5.9 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by ethnicity and nationality, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by service category


Source: as Figure 5.1

Figure 5.9 shows that the distributional impacts by service category (and in total) for benefit units who identify as White British and White Irish are very similar. For BAME benefit units, the overall gains are slightly smaller than for the other two groups, but the composition of gains by service categories is very different. This group gains from changes to education spending whereas the impact for the other two groups is close to zero. There is also no measurable impact of housing spending changes for the BAME group, who are less likely to live in social housing, but substantial negative impacts for the White British and Irish groups. Gains from health spending are larger for the two White groups than the BAME group, likely reflecting the latter’s younger age profile. 

Figure 5.10 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by ethnicity, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by time period

Source: as Figure 5.1
Shown by time period in Figure 5.10, the average distributional impacts of changes to public spending in Northern Ireland patterns are fairly even across each ethnic group. All three groups experienced cuts to spending of similar magnitude between 2010-11 and 2017-18, followed by increases of similar magnitude after 2017-18. 
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Figure 5.11 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by disability “score”, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by service category
 
Source: as Figure 5.1
Figure 5.11 shows the impact of changes to spending broken down according to the number of functional disabilities for adults in each benefit units[footnoteRef:9].  The pattern of distributional impacts is dominated by the increases in health spending. Benefit units with at least one disability, experience much larger average gains from the increases in health spending than benefit units with no disabilities. For benefit units with three or more disabilities the gains from health spending are even larger. Benefit units with four or more functional disabilities have average gains of over £3,000 per year from the health spending increases compared to just over £500 per year for non-disabled benefit units. These differences arise because benefit units with a larger number of disabilities are more likely to use health services and in particular more likely to experience prolonged stays as hospital inpatients (which are a major component of health spending based on analysis of data on the unit costs of inpatient hospital admissions compared to GP visits and outpatient visits).  [9:  Note that the USoc data does not include detailed information on disabilities for children, so the disability classification used in this report is based on adults only. ] 

Benefit units with two or more disabilities also experience bigger reductions in housing spending than those with one disability or none, but these changes in spending are smaller than the increases in health spending and so don’t alter the overall distributional pattern very much. The impacts of other spending categories are relatively small. The biggest of these is the cuts to higher and further education spending which have the biggest impact on benefit units with no disability. 

Figure 5.12 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by disability “score”, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by time period
 
Source: as Figure 5.1
Figure 5.12 shows that the spending cuts between 2010-11 and 2017-18 had a larger negative impact for benefit units who had no disabled members (average annual losses of around £1,000) than for those with one or more disability (average annual losses ranging from £740 to £860 per year).  The spending increases from 2017-18 onwards have a bigger positive impact for disabled benefit units, and especially benefit units with three or more functional disabilities, than for those with no disabilities – this is mainly driven by increases in health spending. 
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Figure 5.13 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by religious affiliation, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by service category
 
Source: as Figure 5.1
Figure 5.13 shows that overall distributional impacts of the changes in public spending for Catholic benefit units and the largest two Protestant denominations by sample size (Presbyterian and Church of Ireland) are very similar. The main difference is that Catholic benefit units have larger negative impacts from cuts to further and higher education spending whereas Presbyterian and Church of Ireland BUs have a larger impact of cuts to social care. This reflects the different age profiles of the two groups, with Catholic BUs having a higher proportion of 18-24 year olds than Presbyterian and Church of Ireland BUs, whereas Presbyterian and Church of Ireland BUs have a higher proportion of adults aged 75 and over than Catholic BUs)[footnoteRef:10].  [10:  Specifically, 11% of Catholic BUs are in the 18-24 age group, and 10% are in the 75+ age group. For Presbyterian and Church of Ireland BUs, 8% are in the 18-24 age group, and 20% are in the 75+ age group. ] 

Looking at the other groups, there are particularly large positive impacts of health spending for benefit units in the “other/mixed Christian” category. Schools spending has a positive impact for the “other/mixed Christian” category but a negative impact for the “other/no religion” category. Social care spending has a negative impact for the “other/mixed Christian” group. 

Figure 5.14 Distributional impact of public spending changes in Northern Ireland by religious affiliation, 2010-11 to 2021-22: by time period

Source: as Figure 5.1

Figure 5.14 shows that the distributional effects of spending by time period look very similar for Catholic benefit units, Presbyterians and Church of Ireland BUs, as well as the “other/no religion” group. There is a smaller positive impact of the spending changes since 2017/18 for the “other/mixed Protestant” group, and larger impacts for the “mixed Catholic/Protestant” and “other/mixed Christian” groups. 
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The main findings from Chapter 5 are as follows: 
· Overall average spending per benefit unit increased for all five net income quintiles, with the largest increase in the fourth (second to top) quintile (around £750 per year) and the smallest increase in the second quintile (around £80 per year). The main spending areas driving this overall impact are health spending (which increased substantially across the income distribution) and spending on social housing (which decreased substantially, but this affected the bottom two quintiles more than the other quintiles, and had hardly any impact on the top quintile). 
· Spending changes between 2010-11 and 2017-18 had a negative impact, which was biggest in the lowest two quintiles of the income distribution and smallest in the top quintile. However, taken together the increases in spending between 2017-18 and 2019-20 and the planned spending increases for 2020-21 and 2021-22 outweigh the earlier spending cuts and lead to positive overall impacts of spending changes in real terms for each quintile. 
· By benefit unit, the total gain from changes in spending is largest for male single pensioners (approximately £1,500 per year) and pensioner couples (around £1,300 per year). Lone parents are the only benefit unit type who lose out on average from spending changes between 2010-11 and 2021-22 (by around £300 per year). 
· Overall, the total average impact of changes in spending is more positive the fewer children the benefit unit has. Childless benefit units gain an average of over £50 per year compared to around £400 for families with one child and £150 for two-child families. Families with three or more children lose around £70 per year from the spending changes on average. This pattern is mainly driven by substantial losses for families with three or more children between 2010-11 and 2017-18. 
· The pattern of gains from spending changes by age group is mainly driven by health spending, which has a much bigger positive impact for pensioners than for young adults. Overall, benefit units where the average age of the adults is under 25 lose out from the combined spending changes (by around £600 per year on average) whereas benefit units where the average age of the adults is 65 or older gain (by around £1,100 per year on average). 
· 18-24 year olds gain much less on average from spending increases after 2017-18 than other age groups do. 
· The overall distributional impact of public spending changes by service category and by time period is very similar for benefit units who identify as White British and for those who identify as White Irish. The pattern of impacts by service category for BAME benefit units is different (although the overall impact is similar across all three groups). 
· The pattern of distributional impacts by number of functional disabilities in the benefit unit is dominated by the increases in health spending. Benefit units with four or more functional disabilities have average gains of over £3,000 per year from the health spending increases compared to just over £500 per year for non-disabled benefit units. These differences arise because benefit units with a larger number of disabilities are more likely to use health services.
· The overall distributional impacts of changes in public spending for Catholic benefit units and the largest two Protestant denominations by sample size (Presbyterian and Church of Ireland) are very similar. 
· 

6 [bookmark: _Toc83020990]Combined distributional impacts of public spending and tax and social security measures, 2010-11 to 2021-22
This chapter combines the analysis of the distributional effects of public spending set out in Chapter 5 with analysis of the effects of changes to direct and indirect taxes and the social security system in Northern Ireland between 2010-11 and 2021-22. The modelled direct taxes include income tax, National Insurance Contributions, and the local tax system (domestic rates in Northern Ireland). Indirect taxes comprise Value Added Tax (VAT) plus changes to excise duties. The modelled social security reforms include changes to benefits and tax credits, plus the rollout of Universal Credit. 
It is important to note that the direct tax effects do not include the impact of the 1.25 percentage point increases in employee, self-employed and employer National Insurance Contributions announced in September 2021 because these will only take effect from April 2022. Our forthcoming report on the distributional impact of the Covid-19 pandemic and its consequences for public spending will include an analysis of the impact of these NICs increases. 

[bookmark: _Toc83020991]6.1	The composition of final income across the household income distribution
The distributional effects in this chapter are shown as a percentage of final income, which is defined as disposable income plus the value of public services that can be allocated to benefit units.  
Figure 6.1 is included in the report to give readers an indication of the distribution of the value of services across household income quintiles compared to disposable income (and hence the composition of final income). 


Figure 6.1 Value and composition of final income by household income quintile, Northern Ireland 2021-22

Source: analysis of results from Landman Economics tax-transfer model (for disposable income) and Landman economics public spending model (for value of services)
Figure 6.1 shows that average disposable income is around four times higher for benefit units in the top household income quintile than the bottom quintile. Meanwhile, the value of (allocatable) in-kind services received by benefit units is between £8,900 and £10,000 per year in the lowest four quintiles of the household income distribution. In the top quintile the annual value is lower, at around £7,900. Hence, public services have a redistributive effect, narrowing the distribution of final income compared to the distribution of disposable income. The ONS publication The Effects of Taxes and Benefits on Household Income, which uses data from the Living Costs and Food Survey to assess the impact of taxes and benefits and in-kind public services such as health and education, includes estimates of the Gini coefficient (a commonly used measure of inequality) for individual level disposable income and final income (defined as disposable income plus the value of allocatable public services). The ONS’s estimated Gini coefficient (across the whole UK) for disposable income in 2019-20 was 0.363, whereas the Gini coefficient for final income was 0.317. Given that a higher Gini coefficient corresponds to higher inequality, the redistributive impact of public services can clearly be seen from the ONS estimates (ONS 2021)[footnoteRef:11].  [11:  Ideally we would have calculated the Gini coefficient for disposable and final incomes based on our own results in this paper. However, this is not technically possible because the Landman Economics public spending model uses USoc data while the tax-transfer model uses FRS data. The two models would need to use the same base dataset in order to calculate the Gini. ] 


[bookmark: _Toc83020992]6.2	Combined distributional impacts by household income
Figure 6.2 shows the distributional impact of changes to taxes and social security spending plus other public spending by household income quintile. The effects of taxes are shown separately for direct taxes and indirect taxes. The effects of social security are shown separately for changes to benefits and tax credits (in light green) and the additional impact of the rollout of Universal Credit (in dark green). The effects of other public spending changes (i.e. the results from Chapter 5) are shown in yellow. Note that the results in this chapter are shown as a percentage of final income for each breakdown group, rather than in cash terms. 
Figure 6.2 Distributional impact of changes to taxes and social security spending plus other public spending, by household income quintile, Northern Ireland, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: analysis of results from Landman Economics tax-transfer model (for disposable income) and Landman economics public spending model (for value of services)
Overall, the impact of tax/social security changes and public spending changes is regressive across most of the income distribution. The biggest average losses as a percentage of final income are in the second household income quintile (just under 5% of final income), while the fourth quintile sees average gains of around 1.5 per cent of final income. Losses are somewhat smaller in the lowest quintile than the second (just under 4 per cent) while gains are somewhat smaller in the top quintile compared to the fourth. 
Changes to direct taxes result in a boost to final income across all quintiles but the percentage gains are much larger in the middle three fifths of the income distribution than at the bottom or top. This is mainly because the increase in the personal allowance for income tax had the biggest impact for individuals in the middle of the household income distribution. 
The changes to indirect taxes result in losses across the whole income distribution, with larger percentage losses at the bottom compared to the top. This distributional pattern occurs mainly because expenditure subject to VAT is a larger percentage of income for low-income households than for high-income households. Since 2010 there has been an increase in the amount of revenue raised from VAT, mainly due to the increase in the standard rate of VAT from 17.5 per cent to 20 per cent in 2011. HMRC statistics show that VAT increased from 18 per cent to 21 per cent of total receipts between 2010-11 and 2011-12, and stayed at around 21 per cent or 22 per cent of total receipts until 2019-20[footnoteRef:12] (HMRC 2021).  Fuel duty receipts fell over the same period from 6 per cent to 4 per cent of total receipts due to repeated fuel duty rate freezes in Budgets since 2010, but this does not fully offset the rise in VAT, particularly for low-income households (who are less likely to own a car than high-income households).  [12:  In 2020-21 receipts from VAT fell to 17% of total HMRC receipts (HMRC 2021), but this was a temporary effect due to the reduction in economic activity during the Covid-19 pandemic. ] 

Changes to benefits and tax credits are strongly regressive, with benefit units in the lowest quintile of the household income distribution losing around 6 per cent of final income on average. The roll-out of Universal Credit, when completed in Northern Ireland, will increase average incomes in the lowest quintile (mainly due to better take-up compared to the legacy benefits and tax credits it replaces) but will result in additional losses in the other quintiles. 
Adding in the gains from changes to other public spending helps reduce percentage losses in the bottom quintile so that they are smaller than the second quintile. Overall, the top two quintiles gain on average when increases in other spending are taken into consideration, but the bottom three-fifths still lose out overall. 

[bookmark: _Toc83020993]6.3	Combined distributional impacts by benefit unit type

Figure 6.3 Distributional impact of changes to taxes and social security spending plus other public spending, by benefit unit type, Northern Ireland, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 6.2

Overall, lone parents fare much worse from the combined tax, social security and public spending changes than any other group. Once Universal Credit is fully rolled out, they are forecast to lose just under 11 per cent of final income on average. Childless single men are the next most badly affected group (losing around 3.5 per cent of final income on average), with childless single women, couple parents and female single pensioners also losing out. The biggest gainers are couple pensioners and male single pensioners (around 3 per cent of final income in each case); single working age childless couples also gain.
Childless working age benefit units and couple parents gain from the direct tax changes; lone parents also gain (very slightly). Single pensioners lose out (mainly because they do not gain much from the real-terms increase in the value of the income tax personal allowance since 2010 as they already had higher personal allowances than working age people in 2010). 
The changes to indirect taxes have a negative impact on final incomes which is largest for female single pensioners and childless single women and smallest for couple parents. The benefit and tax credit changes have the biggest negative impact for lone parents, followed by couple parents. They also have a fairly large negative impact for childless working age single adults and for female single pensioners (the latter effect is mainly due to the uprating rules for Attendance Allowance and Housing Benefit, not due to the State Pension, which has been relatively unaffected by austerity due to the ‘triple lock’). The rollout of Universal Credit has the biggest negative impact on childless single working age adults.  
The effects of the changes to other public spending are positive for all three pensioner benefit unit types and also for single couples without children. There are smaller positive impacts for all the other groups except lone parents (for whom the impact of other public spending changes is negative, as shown in Section 5.2). 



[bookmark: _Toc83020994]6.4	Combined distributional impacts by number of children


Figure 6.4. Distributional impact of changes to taxes and social security spending plus other public spending, by number of children, Northern Ireland, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 6.2

Overall, the impact of changes to taxes and social security combined with other public spending is approximately zero for childless benefit units, with average losses increasing as the number of children in the family increases. Families with 3 or more children experience average losses of just over 6 per cent of final income. Changes to direct taxes have a positive impact for all groups but the percentage impact is slightly lower for families with three or more children. Meanwhile, changes to indirect taxes have a larger negative impact for BUs with no children or one child than for larger families.
Benefit and tax credit changes have a much larger percentage impact for families with 3 or more children – even after taking Northern Ireland-specific mitigation measures into account – than for other groups. The average losses from benefit/tax credit changes for families with 3 or more children are just under 7 per cent of net income. The losses for families with 1 or 2 children are around 3.5 per cent; for childless benefit units the average impact is less than 2 per cent. However, including the impact of the Universal Credit roll-out increases average losses to more than 2 per cent for childless benefit units but has little impact for families with children. 
The impact of the changes to other public spending is strongly positive for childless BUs and BUs with one child but much smaller as a percentage of final income for families with 2 or more children. 

[bookmark: _Toc83020995]6.5	Combined distributional impacts by age group

Figure 6.5. Distributional impact of changes to taxes and social security spending plus other public spending, by average age of adults in benefit unit, Northern Ireland, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 6.2

Figure 6.5 shows that the largest losses from combined tax, social security and other public spending changes by age group are for the youngest group (average age of adults under 25), whose average losses are over 5 per cent of final income. The 
second largest losses are for adults aged 35-44 (just over 2 per cent of final income). There are also small losses for the other working age groups. By contrast, the two pensioner age groups experience average gains in final income of around 1.5 per cent. 
Changes to direct taxes have the biggest positive impact for the two youngest age groups, smaller positive impacts for age groups between 35 and 64, and small negative impacts for pensioner age groups. Changes to indirect taxes have a slightly larger negative impact for pensioners compared to other groups. Benefit and tax credit changes have a larger negative impact for working age groups (particularly the age groups between 18 and 44) than pensioner age groups. The Universal Credit roll-out has particularly large negative impacts for adults aged between 18 and 24 and 55 to 64. 
As shown in Chapter 5, the changes to other public spending have substantial negative average impacts for the under-25 age groups but positive impacts for other age groups. The size of the positive impacts of other public spending increases for the older age groups and is particularly large for pensioners. 



[bookmark: _Toc83020996]6.6	Combined distributional impacts by ethnicity/nationality

Figure 6.6. Distributional impact of changes to taxes and social security spending plus other public spending, by ethnicity and nationality, Northern Ireland 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 6.2
Note: Figure 6.6 does not include indirect tax impacts as the LCF does not have a variable for British/Irish national identity. 
The overall impacts of the changes to tax, social security and other public spending are zero for White British benefit units, slightly negative for White Irish benefit units (average losses of around 0.5 per cent), and more negative for BAME BUs (average losses of around 1.5%). Direct taxes have a positive impact for all groups, with the impact being largest for the BAME group.
The changes to benefits and tax credits have a bigger negative impact for the BAME group than the other two groups. This distributional pattern is reinforced if the Universal Credit roll-out is included in the analysis. Changes to other public spending changes have a slightly larger positive impact for White British benefit units than the other two groups. 
Because of the data limitations noted above, we do not present results for combined distributional impacts by religious affiliation. However, these results, combined with the results by age, suggest that the impact will be somewhat more negative for Catholic benefit units than for those of the main Protestant denominations, driven primarily by the younger age profile of the Catholic population.

[bookmark: _Toc83020997]6.7	Combined distributional impacts by number of disabilities

Figure 6.7. Distributional impact of changes to taxes and social security spending plus other public spending, by number of disabilities in BU, Northern Ireland 2010-11 to 2021-22

Source: as Figure 6.2
Note: Figure 6.7 does not include indirect tax impacts as the LCF does not have a disability variable.

Looking at the overall impact of changes to taxes, social security measures and other public spending combined, Figure 6.7 shows that there is no strong relationship between change in final income and benefit unit disability “score”. Benefit units with no disabilities have a slightly worse average outcome (with losses of just under 1 per cent of final income) than BUs with at least one disability. Benefit units with 3 disabilities have the largest average positive outcome, with gains of just under 2 per cent of final income). Average outcomes for other groups are between minus 0.5 per cent and plus 0.5 per cent of final income. 
For disabled groups, the average increases in other public spending are approximately balanced out by average losses from changes to benefits and tax credits and Universal Credit. Changes to direct taxes have positive average impacts of around 1 per cent of final income for non-disabled BUs, much smaller impacts for BUs with one disability and very small impacts for BUs with more disabilities. 

[bookmark: _Toc83020998]6.8	Summary

The main findings from Chapter 6 are as follows: 
· Spending on public services has a redistributive effect, narrowing the distribution of final income (which includes disposable income plus the value of public services received by households) compared to the distribution of disposable income on its own. 
· Overall, the impact of tax and social security changes combined with other public spending changes is regressive across most of the income distribution. The second household income quintile loses just under 5 per cent of final income from the changes overall, while the fourth quintile sees average gains of around 1.5 per cent of final income. These effects are due to a combination of regressive changes to benefits and tax credits and an increase in regressive indirect taxation since 2010. Reductions in direct taxes have the biggest positive impact in the middle of the income distribution. 
· Lone parents fare much worse from the combined changes to tax, social security and public spending than any other benefit unit type. Once Universal Credit is fully rolled out, they are forecast to lose just under 11 per cent of final income on average. By contrast, couple pensioners and male single pensioner gain around 3 per cent of final income on average from the combined changes. 
· The impact of changes to taxes and social security combined with other public spending is approximately zero for childless benefit units, with average losses increasing as the number of children in the family increases. Families with 3 or more children experience average losses of just over 6 per cent of final income. 
· The largest losses from the combined changes by age group are for the youngest group (average age of adults under 25), who lose over 5 per cent of final income on average. By contrast, benefit units where the average age of adults is 65 or over gain around 1.5 per cent of final income on average. 
· The overall impacts of the changes to tax, social security and other public spending are zero for White British benefit units, slightly negative for White Irish Benefit units (average losses of around 0.5 per cent) and more negative for BAME BUs (average losses of around 1.5 per cent). 
· There is no strong relationship between the number of functional disabilities in the BU and the overall impact of the combined changes on final income. For disabled groups, the average increases in other public spending are approximately balanced out by average losses from changes to benefits and tax credits and the Universal Credit rollout. 



7 [bookmark: _Toc83020999]Human rights implications of public spending changes in Northern Ireland
This section discusses the implications of the cumulative impact assessment of changes to public spending since 2010 in Northern Ireland for human rights in Northern Ireland. 

[bookmark: _Toc83021000]7.1 The right to public services
The right to many of the specific public services featured in this report is protected by the ECHR and the international human rights system. The United Kingdom is a State Party to the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), which includes references to public services (Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, 1976). In particular:
· ISESCR Article 11 recognises “the right of everyone to an adequate standard of living for himself and his family, including adequate, food, clothing and housing”. While housing is the only public service explicitly mentioned in this article, public services are an important component of living standards in the UK and other countries (as acknowledged by the ONS in its use of “final income” as a measure of living standards (ONS, 2021). Hence other public services such as health, social care, education and public transport should also be considered part of the definition of an “adequate standard of living”.  
· ISESCR Article 12 recognises “the right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health.” The steps to be taken by the States Parties to achieve the full realisation of this right include “the creation of conditions which would assure to all medical service and medical attention in the event of sickness.” This is an explicit reference to public service health provision. 
· ISESCR Article 13 recognises the right of everyone to education, “directed to the full development of the human personality and the sense of its dignity.” This includes, for example, “higher education shall be made equally accessible to all, on the basis of capacity, by every appropriate means, and in particular by the progressive introduction of free education.”
[bookmark: _Toc83021001]
7.1 	The human rights impact of changes to public spending in Northern Ireland since 2010
Looking by service category, the biggest increases in spending per benefit unit in Northern Ireland between 2010-11 and 2021-22 (including planned changes up to the 2021-22 tax year) are health (a total planned increase per BU of around 25 per cent over the time period) and social care for disabled people aged under 65. By contrast, spending on social housing and on further and higher education has fallen significantly.
 The results from Chapter 4 show that overall spending per head on public services that can be allocated to households using the available data on service use fell by around 7 per cent between 2010-11 and 2017-18 in Northern Ireland, before recovering by around 3 per cent between 2017-18 and 2019-20 (with further increases planned after 2019-20). This overall trajectory of spending conceals very different patterns for specific services (for example spending on health has increased in real terms whereas spending on housing and social care for the elderly has fallen). 
Overall, the two most disadvantaged groups from changes in spending since 2010 are lone parents, and younger adults (particularly those aged 18-24). While the changes in spending have been skewed towards pensioners and away from young people, but there are specific categories of spending where pensioners have lost out (particularly social care spending on the elderly, which has reduced per BU and per care recipient). 

[bookmark: _Toc83021002]7.2 The human rights impact of reforms to tax and social security since 2010 alongside public spending changes
Our previous report on cumulative impact assessment of the impact of tax and social security reforms in Northern Ireland between 2010 and 2019 (Reed and Portes, 2019) found that social security reforms since 2010 do infringe the right to social security as specified in the ICESCR and other international treaties to which the UK is a signatory. This was for several reasons: 
· It did not look as if alternatives to the measures were comprehensively examined, nor was it the case that there was genuine participation of affected groups in examining the proposed measures and alternatives.
· The social security measures were discriminatory: they had a disproportionately negative impact on some of the most vulnerable groups in Northern Ireland (as elsewhere in the UK); for example, low income households, lone parent households, households with a large number of functional disabilities among household members and households with three or more children.
· The reforms had a sustained impact on the realisation of the right to social security and deprived particular groups of access to the minimum essential level of social security. The package of tax and social reforms undertaken in Northern Ireland since 2010, has failed to take human rights considerations into account in two key dimensions. First, it is clear that benefits are not ‘adequate in amount and duration to ensure an adequate standard of living’. Second, It also does not appear to be the case that the reforms since 2010 are ‘temporary, necessary and proportionate.’ They are not temporary because the UK Government has no plans to reverse the reforms, even after the austerity which has characterised UK economic policymaking since 2010 comes to an end. 
· Finally, there has been no official independent review of the measures at a national level (although there have been independent reviews of the measures by third parties such as Portes and Reed (2019).  
The analysis of changes in public spending in this report suggests that in some areas of public spending – particularly housing, social care for the elderly, and further and higher education – reductions in spending have reinforced the impact of the social security reductions, because the impact is disproportionately felt by  groups who have already lost out from the effects of the tax and social security package, in particular lone parents and families with children. For other groups, for example people with disabilities, spending increases, particularly on health, may partially offset the impact of the cuts
Again, this raises significant human rights concerns, in that there does not seem to have been any assessment of the interaction between reductions in public services and reductions in social security payments, and the likelihood that some groups will be disadvantaged disproportionately by both  In particular, changes in both public spending and social security payments seem to have a pronounced age gradient; that is, they disadvantage younger households, particularly young adults and families with children, while protecting (in relative terms) those above pension age. 
It is important to note that even when the average impacts of spending increases appear to offset the impact of social security cuts (this seems to be the case when looking at the effects by number of disabilities, as in Figure 6.7 for example) there are likely to be many adults and benefit units for whom the impacts do not balance out – the results shown in this report are average effects which conceal a complex pattern of winners and losers. It is not possible to produce a more detailed assessment of individual winners and losers from the tax and spending changes for two reasons. First, the sample sizes of the Northern Ireland datasets used for this analysis are relatively small. Second, the datasets used for the modelling of public spending effects, direct tax and social security effects and the indirect tax effects are different and contain different households – therefore no combined “winners/losers” analysis can be produced with the data as it currently stands. 


8 [bookmark: _Toc83021003]Conclusions and Recommendations
 
[bookmark: _Toc83021004]8.1 	Conclusions
In the first half of the period under investigation – up until about 2017, UK-wide austerity measures meant significant falls in overall spending on public services in Northern Ireland. As elsewhere, health spending was broadly protected, but there were reductions in per-pupil spend in education and substantial falls in spending on higher education with the introduction of tuition fees. Social housing was particularly hard hit in Northern Ireland.  Since 2017, however, overall spending has increased, and – as a consequence of the extra funding allocated to NI as part of the agreement between the Conservatives and the DUP – has done so faster than elsewhere in the UK.  
Much of this extra spending has gone (even before the impact of the pandemic) to the NHS, which by 2021-22 will have gone from a position of parity with England in 2010 to a level almost 15 per cent higher than England. 
In distributional terms, the benefits of spending on public services are relatively evenly distributed on some key dimensions: for example, by religion/faith and by ethnicity, where different groups have seen roughly similar impacts. However, the concentration of recent spending increases on health more than other key public services does give rise to a very clear gradient by age and disability. Pensioners benefit much more than younger groups, especially the youngest (who lose from spending reductions on HE/FE) and lone parents.  Disabled people, who are much more likely to make use of the health service, also benefit more, with more benefits going to more severely disabled people.”
Combining the analysis of changes in public spending with an updated analysis of the distributional impact of changes to tax and social security since 2010-11 shows that the regressive impact of the cuts to benefits and tax credits is only partially offset by the increases in public spending across the income distribution. The poorest two-fifths of households still lose out by an average of 4 per cent of final income from the combined changes. Lone parents suffer a dual hit, losing out from the social security reforms and the other spending changes – by a total of over 10 per cent of final income on average. The overall distributional impacts by number of children show a similar effect at work, with families with three or more children losing out both from the social security reforms and other public spending (with total losses of over 6 per cent of final income). Likewise, the youngest age category of benefit units (adults aged 18 to 24) lose out from the social security reforms and the changes to other spending, whereas other age groups gain from the other spending changes (while still losing out from the social security reforms). There is a clear ‘age gradient’ overall with adults aged 18-24 losing around 5 per cent of final income on average, while pensioners gain just over 1 per cent of final income on average. Hence, the poorest two-fifths of households, lone parents, families with three or more children and benefit units where adults are aged 18 to 24 are the clearest losers from the overall programme of tax and spending changes in Northern Ireland since 2010. 
 
Northern Ireland has little direct control over the quantum of public spending, because of the operation of the Barnett formula and little/no devolved revenue raising capacity. However, it has substantial control over how that spending is allocated. That is particular important when, as now, overall spending levels are increasing significantly, so there are choices to be made. So far it appears that the NI executive has chosen to allocate the bulk of spending increases to health. That has significant distributional consequences. It benefits disabled people, partly offsetting, in our analytical framework, the impact of the large cuts to benefits that have reduced disabled people’s cash incomes. However, it also disproportionately benefits pensioners, while the lasting impact of cuts to other services, especially education, hits younger people and families, who have also seen large benefit cuts (while pension benefits have largely been protected).  This raises a number of questions about both fairness and policy coordination, particularly with respect to families with children, who seem to be suffering a “double whammy” of both cuts to cash benefits and a lower share of overall spending on public services. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc83021005]8.2 	Policy Recommendations 

[bookmark: _Toc83021006]Mitigating the negative impacts of public spending changes
We recommend that the Northern Ireland Executive:
· Significantly mitigate the disproportionate negative impacts on poorer households and protected groups of changes to the tax and welfare system and cuts to spending on specific public services such as housing, transport and social care for the elderly. Chapter 8 of our 2019 report on the distributional impact of tax and benefit reforms in Northern Ireland (Reed and Portes, 2019) gives details of possible mitigation measures including offsetting of the 2-child limit for Universal Credit and tax credits, an additional payment for children in low-income families and a Cost of Work Allowance for low-income working households. 
· Focus mitigation measures particularly on groups that have been badly affected by the combined impact of tax, social security and other public spending changes since 2010 – for example, lone parent families and adults aged under 25.
Take into account in the future spending plans the likely impact on protected groups and the impacts for poorer households and protected groups who have lost out from changes since 2010.
Require that future Budget plans from the Department of Finance are accompanied by an equality impact assessment (EIA). The EIAs should incorporate a CIA of the impact on protected groups, showing how distributional impacts vary across groups; analyse and explain any major disparities in outcomes that adversely impact protected groups; and take into account the impacts for poorer households of further changes in spending. 
Publish a detailed explanation of the process by which they will ensure that the Spending Review and spending plans are fully compliant section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998; demonstrating that any regressive measures are temporary, necessary, proportionate and non-discriminatory and do not undercut a core minimum level of protection and put in place any mitigating measures required to safeguard people’s rights.
Ensure that these analyses by each government are publicly accessible and subject to meaningful scrutiny by the Northern Ireland Assembly, the public and protected groups that may be adversely affected by the decisions.
[bookmark: _Toc83021007]Improving data for impact assessments of public spending changes
In order to improve the quality of data for CIAs on public spending, we recommend that the Northern Ireland Executive (working with the UK Government where necessary): 
· Makes available more information on the usage of various public services in Northern Ireland, including on social care services; Sure Start; legal aid services; publicly funded recreational facilities (for example, museums and galleries, parks etc.); and fire services. 
· Improve the quality and availability of data on children’s usage of health services. 
· Publish more detailed analysis where data are collected on protected characteristics and take steps to redress this omission where they are not.
· Where data are lacking for particular groups, e.g. people from ethnic minorities in Northern Ireland, increase, boost or pool samples as necessary.
[bookmark: _Toc83021008][bookmark: _Hlk83233204]
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Appendices

Appendix A: Technical details of the Landman Economics public spending model

A.1	Service use variables in Understanding Society
Table A.1 shows the variables which are used to proxy use of services by individuals for each of the public service categories included in the model. 
Table A.1. Service use variables in Understanding Society Waves 9 and 10
	Service
	Variables used (Wave 10)
	

	Health
	J_h12gp: number of times talked to GP in last 12 months
J_h12hop: number of hospital outpatient visits in last 12 months
J_hospd: number of days in hospital as an inpatient in last 12 months
	Calculation of costs of GP visits, hospital outpatient visits and hospital inpatient stays use data on average costs from Manchester Unit Costs database (GMCA, 2019).

	Social care (domiciliary)
	 J_disdif1, J_disdif2, …J_disdif12: functional disability variables
J_servuse3: receipt of social care services
	See Section A.2 below for more details

	Social care (residential)
	Prediction from ELSA regression on probability of entering residential social care (in England)
	See Section A.2 below for more details

	Early years
	Childcare type:
J_wrkch2a1: nursery school or class
J_wrkch2a2: special educational needs nursery
J_wrkch2a3: day nursery or creche
J_wrkch2a4: playgroup or pre-school
J_wrkch2a5: childminder
J_wrkch2a6: nanny/carer in home
J_wrkch31-J_wrkch36: hours spent per week in each of these settings

	

	Education (school level)
	Number of children aged 5-10 (for primary)
Number of children aged 11-16 plus those aged 17-18 not in further/higher education (for secondary)
	

	Education (further/higher)
	J_jbstat=7 (full time student) and either:
J_dvage>18 (age more than 18): or
J_edtype = 3, 4 or 5 (at FE college, HE college or university)
	

	Transport
	J_trbus: frequency of bus journeys 
J_trtrn: trequency of train journeys
J_trcar: frequency of car journeys (for allocation of road spending)
	Available in Wave 10 only

	Social housing
	J_tenure_dv = 3 or 4 (social tenant households)
	

	Police
	J_servuse5 (use of police services)
	Not used in final model as not enough people used police services to model distributional effects accurately



A.2	Further detail on modelling receipt of services
Domiciliary social care services
Our original plan for modelling domiciliary social care services (i.e. services received in a person’s own home rather than in a residential care home) was to use the J_servuse3 variable in USoc Wave 10. However, this variable only has 6 positive responses for adults in Northern Ireland, which is too few to produce a reliable distributional analysis. Furthermore, the variable was only introduced in USoc Wave 10 and is not available in Wave 9. 
As a work-around we use the relationship between the J_servuse3 variable and the disability variables in the USoc data to model the probability of receiving social care based on disability across the whole United Kingdom (i.e. all 4 countries of the UK) because the sample size of adults with a positive response for J_servuse3 is large enough for coherent distributional modelling to be produced (248 positive responses across the whole Wave 10 USoc sample). A probit regression is used including the disability variables listed in Table A.2 below, plus sex and age variables. The predicted probability of domiciliary social care receipt based on the regression prediction is used as the service use variable for domiciliary social care in the model. 
Table A.2. Disability variables in Understanding Society used in modelling predicted social care receipt
	Disability type
	Variable name: has disability

	Mobility (moving around at home and waiting)
	j_disdif1

	Lifting, carrying or moving objects
	j_disdif2

	Manual dexterity (using your hands to carry out everyday tasks)
	j_disdif3

	Continence (bladder and bowel control)
	j_disdif4

	Hearing (apart from using a standard hearing aid)
	j_disdif5

	Sight (apart from wearing standard glasses)
	j_disdif6

	Communication or speech problems
	j_disdif7

	Memory or ability to concentrate, learn or understand
	j_disdif8

	Recognising when you are in physical danger
	j_disdif9

	Your physical co-ordination (e.g. balance)
	j_disdif10

	Difficulties with own personal care
	j_disdif11

	Other health problem or disability
	j_disdif12



Residential social care services
Modelling receipt of residential care is harder than domiciliary care because we do For residential care there is the additional complication that we do not observe any USoc sample members in care homes because USoc panel members who enter residential care are dropped from the sample[footnoteRef:13]. Therefore, an alternative strategy for allocating public spending on residential care is used, which uses a regression for sample members in the English Longitudinal Survey of Ageing (ELSA) which predicts the probability of ELSA members moving into residential care in future waves conditional on age and other characteristics in Wave 1. The predicted probabilities of moving into residential care from the ELSA regression are used to make an out-of-sample prediction for USoc sample members of their probability of moving into residential care, and these probabilities are used to allocate public funding for residential social care across the USoc sample (combined with the results of the residential care means-test as explained below). This methodology is not ideal because the ELSA data covers England rather than Northern Ireland, but given that no comparable Northern Ireland data sampling individuals in residential care settings is available, using ELSA is the only realistic option available.  [13:  The USoc data does include a variable for why individuals who were interviewed for USoc in previous waves left the USoc sample, but this does not include an option for “moved into residential care”. ] 

Means-testing for social care
As well as modelling the receipt of social care, for the purposes of modelling the distributional impact of public spending on social care in each country in the UK it is essential to model the means-tests for domiciliary and residential care, which differ from country to country. The means tests determine whether care recipients receive free social care or whether they have to self-fund. For Northern Ireland, the following rules apply[footnoteRef:14]:  [14:  For details see Atkins et al (2021).] 

· Residential care is subject to an asset test which includes the value of the care recipient’s house (for homeowners who live on their own). Anybody with total assets in excess of £23,250 is not eligible for state-funded residential care. 
· For domiciliary care, there is no means-test and care is provided free of charge. This is a similar arrangement to Scotland and is different from England and Wales, where domiciliary care is subject to means testing. 
For residential care, information in the USoc data on household structure and the value of housing (for homeowners) and other assets is used to determine eligibility for publicly funded social care. 
A.3 	Mapping of Northern Ireland Budget data to public service categories
As explained in Section 3.1, the analysis of public spending in Northern Ireland (and the other UK countries) between 2010-11 and 2019-20 (inclusive) uses HM Treasury’s Public Expenditure Statistical Analyses data (specifically Chapter 10, which shows public spending in aggregate and per head of the population for each of the four countries of the UK). This data is organised by COFOG (Classification of Functions of Government) heading (as shown in Table 3.1) which makes it easy to map onto the service use variables in the Landman Economics public spending model. 
The current PESA data only covers years up to 2019-20. For 2020-21 and 2021-22 this report uses spending plans from the Northern Ireland Department of Finance (DoF)’s 2020-21 and 2021-22 Budgets [ref]. Table A.3 below illustrates how the spending categories in the Landman Economics public spending model map on to the Departmental and sub-departmental breakdown in the 2021-22 DoF Budget documentation. 



Table A.3. Mapping between Northern Ireland Budget documentation and service categories in the Landman Economics public spending model
	Service
	Reference in Northern Ireland Department of Finance 2021-22 Budget document: Department and page numbers

	Health
	Department of Health (pp65-66) – all expenditure in “Objective A” list except Food Safety Promotion Board, Fire and Rescue Services and Social Care services. 

	Social care 
	Department of Health (pp65-66) – Social Care Services

	Early years
	Department of Education (pp55-56) – Pre-school, Primary and Post-primary Education*

	Education (school level)
	Department of Education (pp55-56) – Pre-school, Primary and Post-primary Education*

	Education (further/higher)
	Department for Economy (p53) – Student Support & Higher Education 

	Transport
	Department for Infrastructure (pp71-72):
Roads, Rivers and Waterways (roads spending)
Bus, Rail and Ports (bus and rail spending)**

	Social housing
	Department for Communities (pp46-47) – Housing and Regeneration


Notes: * because separate expenditure lines are not shown for pre-school education and school education, funding for each category is assumed to increase or decrease in line with the overall increase in funding for the “Pre-school, Primary and Post-primary Education” expenditure line. 
** because separate expenditure lines are not shown for bus and rail spending, funding for each of these categories is assumed to increase or decrease in proportion to the overall increase in funding for the “Bus, Rail and Ports” expenditure line. 



Appendix B: Population trends in countries of the UK by age group
The Landman Economics public spending model adjusts spending per benefit unit on each public service to take account of changes in the size of the relevant population for the service. Table B.1 shows the relevant age groups used for the assessment of population growth in service users for each service. Because the population projections from the Office for National Statistics are in 5-year age bands, we use the nearest approximation to the relevant age group of service users in each case. So for example, the actual age group for primary school children is 5 to 11 years old but we use the 5-9 age band because this is the age band that most closely approximates the ages of the users.  
Table B.1. Age groups used for relevant population for each service
	Service
	Relevant age group (to nearest 5-year age bands)

	Health
	All ages

	Social care: disabled
	20-64

	Social care: elderly
	65 and over

	Early years
	0-4

	Education: primary
	5-9

	Education: secondary
	10-19

	Education: FE/HE
	15-19

	Transport
	All ages

	Social housing 
	All ages


The graphs in the rest of this section show population growth in each country of the UK broken down into the following age bands: 0 to 4, 5 to 9, 10 to 14, 15 to 19, 20 to 64 and 65 and over. The source for all figures is as for Figure 4.2 in the main text. 


Figure B.1. Aged 0-4: Projected population growth in the four countries of the UK, 2010-22


Figure B.2. Aged 5-9: Projected population growth in the four countries of the UK, 2010-22

Figure B.3. Aged 10-14: Projected population growth in the four countries of the UK, 2010-22


Figure B.4. Aged 15-19: Projected population growth in the four countries of the UK, 2010-22


Figure B.5. Aged 20-64: Projected population growth in the four countries of the UK, 2010-22

Figure B.6. Aged 65 and over: Projected population growth in the four countries of the UK, 2010-22


Appendix C:	Comparisons of changes in spending on each public service in Northern Ireland using GDP deflator and nominal GDP indices
This Appendix presents graphs for the other public services included in Chapter 4 which are equivalent to Figure 4.6 in the main text, which showed the growth in health spending against a baseline where health spending grew in line with the GDP deflator (i.e. constant real-terms spending) compared to a baseline where health spending grew in line with GDP (i.e. constant spending as a share of GDP). 
Figure C.1 Police and social housing spending per benefit unit in Northern Ireland in real terms (GDP deflator) and relative to GDP, indexed 2010-11=100, 2010-11 to 2021-22



Figure C.2 Components of transport spending per benefit unit in Northern Ireland in real terms (GDP deflator) and relative to GDP, indexed 2010-11=100, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Figure C.3 Components of social care spending per benefit unit in Northern Ireland in real terms (GDP deflator) and relative to GDP, indexed 2010-11=100, 2010-11 to 2021-22

Figure C.4 Components of early years and education spending per benefit unit in Northern Ireland in real terms (GDP deflator) and relative to GDP, indexed 2010-11=100, 2010-11 to 2021-22
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Annual spending per head (indexed, 2010-11 = 100)
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Population (indexed, 2010-11 = 100)
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Annual spending per BU (£)
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Annual spending per BU (indexed 2010-11=100)
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Annual spending per BU (£)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	603.80715374505303	555.35688114838956	528.58260629030428	527.61699916000828	528.87422221526526	540.49185531799526	525.61183918172776	529.14581280503671	538.00029713060076	542.98945958175	528.38874356915017	513.71376547914792	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	392.17991919203865	360.71089158291119	335.20800762862518	324.20874482226066	321.31767833008564	293.73268734426188	297.84269226857077	288.99479530147079	293.90395959028081	286.54954914141331	285.26481389410162	283.67252433710485	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	468.33066139215896	459.38046283044389	449.31509816032661	447.59283289257189	440.96744854660216	412.97665153094647	400.59730794433119	406.46193503642286	418.36226768171377	406.38738239817826	425.6739410255592	476.67843157503734	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	595.47466338229856	582.22671871169996	568.9401160237536	564.63994289267066	550.04632240597266	531.015975749468	496.00512146322467	470.13570644720988	475.37336704993857	489.19191142866663	479.43289001005513	469.08207978336685	Year


Annual spending per BU (£)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	182.39927458620099	177.06371416189555	173.95460423673458	190.75263529864762	194.40122078568149	200.35591595188191	195.99187369827064	200.93638050991049	211.82967422510598	221.78400479144284	218.14749753648167	214.25520062406025	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	263.00950033850245	255.31592214634105	256.74059431380186	261.86081525369963	302.30760843591383	306.00722038239439	300.99393278021807	307.33520895312461	315.77505271135533	325.20594058706604	329.89106854157041	334.28075478889502	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	276.43196145390823	296.22639752795311	307.99609079495201	335.55896437222276	346.0000212362188	343.99132077479595	350.9200636935833	366.5257418969947	386.35108446079477	377.20065007575357	402.6042250861924	526.45077612627801	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	269.7496957008766	267.56894592959992	274.17817866650086	296.74600829691826	301.91944426620546	312.79874009669754	298.36422785364016	297.78851289297489	296.90204121787764	311.64834631786442	375.45083778499378	459.52448443652708	Year


Annual spending per BU(£)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	61.215704668272537	60.394294079854824	59.572883491437096	61.671577950316319	62.137492983837383	55.745132981313809	61.678332774243906	59.6808661292689	59.018752369896767	56.989725898354138	60.112131298767828	63.422797855582303	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	96.131002580850321	90.958163298559754	88.862859816565205	100.69687301094005	82.261341781925879	84.211899409119184	80.991237346256824	94.300498863014226	104.25090058428592	105.30651373716694	111.7373224544806	118.95466673579382	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	42.579206832001482	46.566214413697423	44.706346917175516	29.451741341968461	25.858496210747894	24.778493077836789	21.761505588824701	21.704654481726671	22.014213199554408	21.932216234113987	31.784897146965513	40.764744230676385	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	104.0241115638192	99.548289514102322	96.826827457326075	97.901475297511766	109.92866985378119	139.75902818072308	157.51477585552843	156.05086041110408	165.30042614770352	238.98011143652803	239.22727073896567	243.31291422258437	Year


Annual spending per BU (£)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	1977.5861380374809	1828.3638627287648	1818.7170968776704	1805.5276264741674	1890.699237725094	1880.5981204183804	1842.2100101974988	1768.061277869655	1759.4387437112714	1860.0350716382031	1918.8751308515375	1980.2007019722255	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	2338.2306432360065	2283.7477786311638	2238.2908822340778	2218.4781395238206	2248.2513211686437	2195.7752760820667	2154.5500448500325	2047.6265397046266	2019.5986624683126	2022.9138188388733	1991.1515296254479	1963.7912593785036	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	2016.0589006655582	2106.5397116875929	2101.8116460018673	2271.5718319472585	2139.8481741982223	2214.4870088197067	2189.7537848445754	2179.8688066202012	2097.599721499967	2086.7811553592855	2063.1606593768242	2037.8200429578462	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	2037.1487783784132	2019.7490136709553	1963.1108249366289	1929.491078444521	1923.8472320034766	1951.433486760247	1995.0734993827691	2013.6346632909431	1986.6529433408966	2018.8643571596581	2323.644507950321	2462.8096291873157	Year


Annual spending per BU (£)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	447.62353674872514	449.14624305343955	559.44487852031364	449.13265320336325	348.12488863262683	319.44378388293802	324.33902157071236	320.36284887694762	308.18940804646343	299.529676131938	294.57252942147585	286.1079563540834	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	486.78980774627331	257.05818296529725	215.48901158128598	191.35815197260212	178.03341764760836	159.42527210158872	153.64129334878271	131.24465679273027	100.52351545494327	94.48102208930797	81.476866757797239	69.354344449860989	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	417.63466690935206	380.9068705819376	215.27257652350664	217.44416334171686	208.14232788920847	213.21777926648602	220.09127893509992	224.81174595196771	201.21699223052028	163.79972011126418	180.65236846067694	196.12270306670752	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	464.67548946506855	440.19297183596802	465.41843077462102	475.97720692516424	467.83931584041329	456.07402551351589	475.75361232511511	479.4698809334833	478.88841913765316	482.45132269156397	497.94679377753653	522.12762359043586	Year


Annual spending per BU (£)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	522.71772407460855	487.97128845978619	360.7222201316244	300.90166305066413	296.93815090131955	238.63486652264348	208.5364605430355	176.39302740385077	175.50390582117691	180.31074113936668	191.27025298295993	187.39246439567236	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	277.10674645972529	157.21607074696766	153.34522841549733	136.22571369681162	148.72570757510474	135.24461301113158	125.48370848781971	155.61955620648959	159.79502091271777	198.2255961451572	318.46882448492818	192.01776683730392	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	208.91766967961379	221.1525045337612	224.6079558572427	197.314196613691	213.81008209812197	298.76246786220145	305.56992123640271	327.3590832260723	365.89477949555823	434.3215609837078	434.05629198905405	548.45343117903099	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	441.74367910117729	421.69996824957792	372.46556716331867	378.11398240621901	398.27946204215965	398.53054186017351	348.27322216365815	429.94460394390376	535.56330556347041	592.827337255016	667.77207215263445	502.46408411337654	Year


Annual spending per BU (£)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	592.87930947324924	394.59792611507083	385.3949091451197	405.03806926350728	379.56709670467063	271.69468620570768	323.92061623280017	307.30516654421211	368.55742519588301	370.98740294447373	404.30060714543515	465.11978322593455	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	129.11814435579632	111.23603500806894	90.048041937724193	101.83841551707815	121.46633766579453	125.1906212852296	124.57289180540647	123.1989761797943	150.17762324832069	175.17990478605194	190.73346440470689	207.76378202505248	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	205.91314322651988	149.76725386560426	157.91803022265464	176.0873876033663	173.15174541002511	203.96646780380121	234.53466968468439	219.03449934746865	184.25119949220414	146.30166079174614	144.10315720617891	143.61501733217935	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	234.60874690751672	188.64932617661742	248.70649626215479	226.9049406806127	242.97226437389503	273.91193377979465	282.99389775100173	311.60827165199436	228.19724345745442	244.24531153579451	219.068275543651	241.10782627589197	Year


Annual spending per BU (£)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	139.01570449261055	83.123926349753106	85.515148050948	72.108122212922325	67.777766508542186	45.405461835843397	64.158138827893339	64.768278290885235	86.898803293700098	59.519236158676428	64.863828595784042	76.456391560549307	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	129.45808216136919	99.24648699090065	86.391454701499981	76.953073065503759	79.827327097802907	76.191312904983874	74.874184719983873	72.663340998077103	69.515888358072104	78.625141752913706	79.330451478559482	80.079019017376169	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	71.637088315827768	58.0910290226646	46.180627900141758	33.606590178990224	29.868787116339892	28.301781099048579	27.493506289693904	38.277558055507491	26.189713651892617	30.039941151600676	29.73617004958361	46.85834960414568	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100.7031225780531	100.40224761449035	102.61462045693401	95.046398294217084	95.560250277380121	96.821314288747061	94.616972820949229	93.308997749266297	92.280069268408624	95.774717299760226	106.38041254697937	106.44664607070587	Year


Annual spending per BU (£)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	89.382007871909678	142.27978988950565	87.276197741249945	56.456297858097614	62.907286039732519	83.87945058992004	93.83229939060331	97.113417854939158	105.45277778805703	106.87898313393509	116.93543012465547	138.30280115929415	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	468.24012916425846	448.35093348501874	450.00709375473957	454.8332917651199	484.02384847992028	451.28016336152041	459.99097297555357	471.93640991984279	522.7402517880912	494.71796750562027	506.21562208118405	517.98049165483155	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	228.50475211480941	260.12070026015874	249.82341339974704	242.89963353270559	251.91442960217245	374.50776061611214	311.80625031576051	332.77523792213213	333.23218903167856	377.96349570529566	407.21828380969816	407.21828380969816	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	326.31828463806175	330.25134341962098	326.87071455635407	338.3874977420154	295.80735514878421	362.18726130395873	418.52986260821422	455.03494042420959	467.69496689858858	499.19915207864597	638.00579193873466	663.69763909829294	Year


Annual spending per BU (£)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	1082.4574794606699	1017.1248747649475	973.90323125425664	966.79368451857113	836.92861984692718	823.10245434761987	785.5497584059741	756.2219805467945	756.89866517477719	790.17851983655464	839.99568446907335	846.01707642419126	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	536.83925801207101	511.61329800099492	484.26724633980962	448.98736893250651	437.54245949451899	431.91499143337546	417.73984810915397	447.34776752363001	443.55597501347216	447.99409769215822	452.59034406149192	457.44471029074475	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	469.33585753757671	430.31104825929282	422.71148883651836	411.71148741802989	421.27623602401286	393.10874952267835	386.39453471272986	392.0535459732244	402.46011004808742	412.35590022610893	393.68908508391928	400.2841511946537	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	551.12257905047045	555.45649853988289	547.77804562663721	461.65721812375472	526.30158465316765	523.47784505308834	490.28014244677735	514.39441923710717	531.71396674364519	552.60512828800847	579.49461136172204	606.54268433603704	Year


Annual spending per BU (£)




Health	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	1030.2414758242739	917.82632542763577	1120.8057047573766	1372.549377240397	1070.5077722732049	Social Care	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	31.447513009649839	5.7174276603681164	-15.227666935445285	-40.773526422432155	-39.354857977954396	Early Years	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	3.5602119117975946	1.9605796195781693	1.5216065174510618	2.478288883511425	1.7218122818265087	Schools	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	34.861884419226385	-20.483741992722003	-1.497454207555279	6.2862427543144577	-2.3021074609054608	HE/FE	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	-182.5383693833698	-121.32520551380924	-177.02049423492821	-140.06664258551436	-187.99656136773359	Housing	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	-452.60633713937773	-539.42700197164424	-345.10439562810177	-281.42726118226733	-94.44188411597672	Transport	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	-132.14228360596303	-166.39787471609054	-145.89741716220402	-150.03734425196399	-113.85043442404054	Total	332.82409503623717	77.870508513316054	437.57988310659317	769.00913443604509	634.28373920842046	Household income quintile


Annual change in spending




2010-11 to 2017-18	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	-1011.4408716834514	-1181.8486759012358	-958.73088878885028	-834.94107409169737	-667.18649753547743	2017-18 to 2019-20	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	586.59005456879277	517.10992064922448	558.40865159656823	634.31848274794174	495.65975750467987	2019-20 to 2021-22	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	757.67491215089831	742.60926376532825	837.90212029887516	969.63172577980185	805.81047923922051	Total	332.82409503623717	77.870508513316054	437.57988310659317	769.00913443604509	634.28373920842046	Household income quintile


Annual change in spending




Health	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	558.00701349039582	766.66922128806436	1303.6123210084907	814.79917315833427	1052.4544131195762	2105.5703010537445	1468.2835051058983	2312.5766277620887	Social Care	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	109.45524979632729	103.49574130506403	135.62721092420435	55.147040876544366	60.596893301235895	-312.8610809055873	-434.72137990101385	-325.5657162063971	Early Years	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	0	0	0	7.3613079809072701	10.220772968280528	0	0	0	Schools	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	0	0	0	100.12017171379966	-28.156509303033545	0	0	-4.2727842507920855	HE/FE	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	-226.6857212961026	-255.98685550989802	-4.0492555724754631	-334.9772276521926	-224.68811936043767	0	0	0	Housing	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	-286.93201763479169	-285.72093823355249	-427.83625254346595	-807.52287792615107	-220.29826814998597	-367.10658030620039	-255.99066951713723	-317.17843875353844	Transport	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	-100.03626102567337	-113.53688728194466	-179.93780128170144	-144.0895553190413	-199.86839070814219	-121.80079431924818	-107.44073805515791	-202.45262578865794	Total	53.808263330155441	214.92028156773318	827.41622253505216	-309.16196716779939	450.26079186749325	1303.8018455227088	670.13071763258938	1463.107062762703	Benefit unit type


Annual change in spending




2010-11 to 2017-18	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	-599.06277127916474	-630.55983757725153	-704.01262485014286	-2041.435056803959	-1694.3294644895559	-605.30516278865434	-651.89501757418111	-793.39873868695759	2017-18 to 2019-20	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	269.93445554787831	335.3224528313749	626.42620728514521	705.66802092403486	837.38256456915587	764.49425475165663	570.49177467135632	901.40615297926706	2019-20 to 2021-22	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	382.9365790614429	510.15766631361112	905.00264010005048	1026.6050687121224	1307.2076917878912	1144.6127535597061	751.53396053541474	1355.0996484703919	Total	53.808263330155441	214.92028156773318	827.41622253505216	-309.16196716779939	450.26079186749325	1303.8018455227088	670.13071763258938	1463.107062762703	Benefit unit type


Annual change in spending




Health	none	1	2	3 or more	1149.0473129514053	1139.465310789758	869.86749252348363	913.00537829440918	Social Care	none	1	2	3 or more	-36.1418427718678	81.300579464265354	39.842770380392103	53.634355367661982	Early Years	none	1	2	3 or more	0	4.0306728921650148	11.261294796390928	15.81248966147092	Schools	none	1	2	3 or more	0	-20.62768263023122	45.988009080274423	-4.8579950386210839	HE/FE	none	1	2	3 or more	-131.15778650159817	-267.43336593250791	-260.66312699511423	-234.76054329805561	Housing	none	1	2	3 or more	-313.40450227860413	-328.97059420142693	-378.2769343626793	-636.49529924400997	Transport	none	1	2	3 or more	-129.2169007633068	-193.51783294889799	-177.73315617730609	-177.51932360671117	Total	539.12628063602847	414.24708743312431	150.28634924544147	-71.180937863855775	Number of children in BU


Annual change in spending




2010-11 to 2017-18	0	1	2	3	4	5+	-650.31468117388158	-1238.2259922511385	-1903.2391737960661	-2801.1504845783602	2017-18 to 2019-20	0	1	2	3	4	5+	484.55838306196711	644.04343770422565	813.06617073022244	1091.6522712768601	2019-20 to 2021-22	0	1	2	3	4	5+	704.88257874794272	1008.4296419800376	1240.4593523112853	1638.3172754376428	Total	none	1	2	3 or more	539.12628063602847	414.24708743312431	150.28634924544147	-71.180937863855775	Number of children in BU


Annual change in spending




Health	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	383.92510013842548	822.19375824407007	740.57403560581179	1069.2584846263489	1265.399369498833	1910.2695661524394	1867.4409747585787	Social Care	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	64.785825791857746	62.820067025305548	75.098684562711981	128.165831110255	143.54521185787178	-287.99275995324308	-440.20712431451591	Early Years	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	0.61540302470772446	7.5052067120182357	8.0640503901275054	0.19288877682230954	0	0	0	Schools	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	6.1705763176714328	96.277762670392576	47.893888989074185	-85.396960195326869	-19.023247697639345	-3.781698920002782	0	HE/FE	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	-629.49946113024316	-83.746513097428931	-69.165474768308854	-171.63065690676075	-55.877138215107919	0	0	Housing	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	-282.71125195263681	-473.53727027293462	-345.06150587254911	-301.1582727279901	-353.44494628734662	-362.04404568522233	-232.26632892669917	Transport	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	-117.3003115566261	-96.846442454724212	-196.28201407086976	-158.32616833923515	-142.25027692790394	-162.55117930332244	-123.12133239050283	Total	-574.01411936684372	334.66656882669872	261.12166483599765	481.10514634411339	838.34897222870723	1093.899882290649	1071.8461891268607	Age group


Annual change in spending




2010-11 to 2017-18	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	-1016.5472511853	-988.54426437731763	-1426.2594532852436	-1072.5910278243628	-579.47565489501994	-747.12504120720041	-620.51671739601989	2017-18 to 2019-20	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	146.93016139573956	533.01539408871122	689.49631834570027	619.91535800223392	588.2147453042835	731.02280083346704	714.02467321823497	2019-20 to 2021-22	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	295.60297042271714	790.19543911530491	997.88479977554198	933.78081616624331	829.60988181944504	1110.0021226643803	978.33823330464475	Total	-574.01411936684372	334.66656882669872	261.12166483599765	481.10514634411339	838.34897222870723	1093.899882290649	1071.8461891268607	Age group


Annual change in spending




Health	White British	White Irish	BAME	1184.0460898759793	1174.4830803617069	458.20749675986985	Social Care	White British	White Irish	BAME	-33.055304215230251	14.895716972669362	32.700818994615332	Early Years	White British	White Irish	BAME	1.6652873516029203	1.9770762717133721	7.1940979573066102	Schools	White British	White Irish	BAME	-2.2835602842731078	-25.333057442188988	141.94816182911268	HE/FE	White British	White Irish	BAME	-159.59582181313925	-204.51906382346715	-102.47355303025577	Housing	White British	White Irish	BAME	-343.94422261051182	-333.14319496889755	0	Transport	White British	White Irish	BAME	-130.71951725928929	-167.19312293634124	-182.77270439835314	Total	White British	White Irish	BAME	516.1129510451384	461.16743443519471	354.80431811229556	Ethnicity


Annual change in spending




2010-11 to 2017-18	White British	White Irish	BAME	-916.99716689496654	-931.33777111596009	-939.18698543307073	2017-18 to 2019-20	White British	White Irish	BAME	574.6936798258439	561.65035964879553	541.18832653023401	2019-20 to 2021-22	White British	White Irish	BAME	858.41643811426184	830.85484590235865	752.80297701513155	Total	White British	White Irish	BAME	516.1129510451384	461.16743443519471	354.80431811229556	Ethnicity


Annual change in spending




Health	0	1	2	3	4	5+	543.38570225024091	1489.3107222030558	1850.0211073803466	2700.3898466097853	3184.249307599257	3311.4267387241252	Social Care	0	1	2	3	4	5+	-23.464529575667086	50.948579120185059	30.706089693468812	-182.07606030699327	-46.036981407792155	39.693063144803659	Early Years	0	1	2	3	4	5+	2.881927802247148	0.97577126236769729	1.3361392995113945	1.4365940572994162	0	0.39997623943289362	Schools	0	1	2	3	4	5+	11.309973600126682	-16.635088974193764	-14.265694183956043	-8.4046178684500887	-19.341637827534917	-6.830108446807472	HE/FE	0	1	2	3	4	5+	-210.86391527003639	-97.662365875172867	-104.45607739790262	-20.510946871164784	-23.316237356640869	-12.286996485382428	Housing	0	1	2	3	4	5+	-250.32729337087932	-275.87388192423441	-524.2269761910577	-508.08062003934032	-792.22868598715047	-814.95973187417712	Transport	0	1	2	3	4	5+	-143.77896799942926	-156.10482705910277	-109.08190420204285	-133.58202344937038	-130.49970004509194	-134.92955288812496	Total	-70.857102563397291	994.95890875290479	1130.0326843983678	1849.1721721317654	2172.8260649750459	2382.5133884138695	Number of disabilities in BU


Annual change in spending




2010-11 to 2017-18	0	1	2	3	4	5+	-997.19963238243236	-738.97077773330602	-856.72698495104669	-744.8195966718813	-836.71273293909144	-809.44024485170848	2017-18 to 2019-20	0	1	2	3	4	5+	352.1492574248623	751.12855977982872	849.37779346221032	1063.7850356976378	1225.1674632309932	1316.4322370489226	2019-20 to 2021-22	0	1	2	3	4	5+	574.19327239417271	982.801126706383	1137.3818758872021	1530.2067331060134	1784.3713346831464	1875.5213962166563	Total	-70.857102563397291	994.95890875290479	1130.0326843983678	1849.1721721317654	2172.8260649750459	2382.5133884138695	Number of disabilities in BU


Annual change in spending




Health	Catholic	Presbytarian	Church of Ireland	Other/mixed Protestant	Other/mixed Christian	Other/ no religion	1132.4075067691983	1329.4442670326516	1224.9584084505022	498.81973890544668	2237.560468519172	817.14514047660896	Social Care	Catholic	Presbytarian	Church of Ireland	Other/mixed Protestant	Other/mixed Christian	Other/ no religion	7.3866055800347112	-109.64100997613187	-66.344595367735678	14.920879543356179	-136.38820927685921	48.168338496105278	Early Years	Catholic	Presbytarian	Church of Ireland	Other/mixed Protestant	Other/mixed Christian	Other/ no religion	2.0056125974063832	1.6987754764379446	2.8760305490887674	2.1768606740662833	8.8520563470802358	0.85944797431910658	Schools	Catholic	Presbytarian	Church of Ireland	Other/mixed Protestant	Other/mixed Christian	Other/ no religion	10.29086902659219	-13.839253830324026	-10.418406108494366	19.638247678343077	94.954822654125451	-51.363256103006734	HE/FE	Catholic	Presbytarian	Church of Ireland	Other/mixed Protestant	Other/mixed Christian	Other/ no religion	-237.65446466537605	-155.67032466709372	-93.18248180105428	-38.917003325632507	-131.46745322271184	-45.828392119036494	Housing	Catholic	Presbytarian	Church of Ireland	Other/mixed Protestant	Other/mixed Christian	Other/ no religion	-333.39022080679564	-355.04626373498945	-389.42790768528181	-392.75032258446822	-293.76803481170236	-142.02075724458734	Transport	Catholic	Presbytarian	Church of Ireland	Other/mixed Protestant	Other/mixed Christian	Other/ no religion	-160.8950863678109	-120.21679412586393	-146.54930357058657	-133.54320364445707	-165.70916216888969	-118.86429825389315	Total	420.15082213324888	576.72939617468671	521.91174446643845	-29.654802753345649	1614.0344880402149	508.09622322650966	Religion


Annual change in spending




2010-11 to 2017-18	Catholic	Presbytarian	Church of Ireland	Other/mixed Protestant	Other/mixed Christian	Other/ no religion	-966.14959015263867	-870.28119515478738	-870.05898530446666	-987.13822808969235	-1028.2775451610614	-758.78510929450022	2017-18 to 2019-20	Catholic	Presbytarian	Church of Ireland	Other/mixed Protestant	Other/mixed Christian	Other/ no religion	558.71569150181404	581.20277540674488	563.4021800131768	387.0132234442699	1048.8885099517156	515.7504297829928	2019-20 to 2021-22	Catholic	Presbytarian	Church of Ireland	Other/mixed Protestant	Other/mixed Christian	Other/ no religion	827.58472078407431	865.80781592272979	828.56854975772876	570.47020189207615	1593.4235232495594	751.13090273801572	Total	Catholic	Presbytarian	Church of Ireland	Other/mixed Protestant	Other/mixed Christian	Other/ no religion	420.15082213324888	576.72939617468671	521.91174446643845	-29.654802753345649	1614.0344880402149	508.09622322650966	Religion


Annual change in spending




disposable income	11933.34375	17948.0390625	22752.091796875	30559.83203125	50916.30859375	value of services	9372.0840096257944	8891.7810660226951	9290.1477678534502	10018.779394092868	7901.2265139070014	Household income quintile


Total annual value




direct taxes	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	2.8144054699706326E-3	1.1047200815530097E-2	1.3056038911306835E-2	1.3361630476941061E-2	4.8790074402300385E-3	indirect taxes	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	-8.1950094899802817E-3	-6.6661836955894949E-3	-4.5230433971765243E-3	-4.2488613394890493E-3	-2.6168822214956617E-3	benefits and tax credits	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	-6.455527206795808E-2	-4.1003519931933116E-2	-2.0793723374870988E-2	-6.630550510824177E-3	-3.7017080911849235E-3	Universal Credit	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	1.7608619921653672E-2	-1.2220793756416794E-2	-1.4271079361548844E-2	-5.9814454333056112E-3	-9.9818765598623112E-5	Other public spending	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	1.5621563612392956E-2	2.9013051555648469E-3	1.3656345157230309E-2	1.8951095353543383E-2	1.0783922482427273E-2	Total	1st (poorest)	2nd	3rd	4th	5th (richest)	-3.6705692553921095E-2	-4.5941991412844468E-2	-1.2875462065059216E-2	1.5451868546865605E-2	9.244520844378103E-3	Household income quintile


Change in final income




direct taxes	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	1.3726471309922368E-2	1.3921352432593747E-2	1.5824110201838975E-2	2.2423446907670684E-3	1.0067807584249522E-2	-7.7492487461840653E-3	-8.4284942040556664E-3	9.8977341236514805E-5	indirect taxes	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	-5.167693124019589E-3	-7.5465623445401401E-3	-5.4178935323146524E-3	-5.6494935478335678E-3	-2.4075751901028431E-3	-5.1290571024482498E-3	-8.0700721325175518E-3	-5.7434887865436771E-3	benefits and tax credits	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	-1.9057776415474726E-2	-1.9374850919528019E-2	-1.0164448336050057E-2	-8.3988807795442502E-2	-3.0523120986554571E-2	-3.4698923236174441E-3	-1.5126845413468511E-2	1.6747541478533809E-3	Universal Credit	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	-1.7738962867906976E-2	-1.6507888011695983E-2	-4.2665478130388687E-3	-7.9118793924270927E-3	4.1321943090383917E-3	-2.4888797220932898E-4	-7.5579750351254915E-5	0	Other public spending	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	2.8285165126491598E-3	1.1398346133321078E-2	1.8325742348795113E-2	-9.0551293858693871E-3	7.8311246082819006E-3	4.4435492355550416E-2	2.636699127482028E-2	3.3899032558186021E-2	Total	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	-2.5409444584829764E-2	-1.8109602709849314E-2	1.4300962869230511E-2	-0.10436296543080548	-1.08995696750876E-2	2.7838406211091328E-2	-5.3340002255727013E-3	2.992927526073224E-2	Benefit unit type


Change in final income




direct taxes	none	1	2	3 or more	9.211925599008873E-3	1.1086187382765992E-2	8.2716510266948994E-3	5.2245117336353611E-3	indirect taxes	none	1	2	3 or more	-5.8551898335757833E-3	-4.5142087556489362E-3	-2.5519419440797166E-3	-1.2930737691964327E-3	benefits and tax credits	none	1	2	3 or more	-1.0742572213858794E-2	-3.0440311818158247E-2	-3.3395416812612717E-2	-6.7810343711760521E-2	Universal Credit	none	1	2	3 or more	-7.0632240308193565E-3	2.4211996252607357E-3	2.5408440437843923E-3	1.8723433092237063E-4	Other public spending	none	1	2	3 or more	1.8390956646163616E-2	9.7468615029327934E-3	2.7308824697633688E-3	-1.1304983136161903E-3	Total	childless single man w/a	childless single woman w/a	single couple no children	lone parent	couple parent	male single pensioner	female single pensioner	couple pensioner	3.9418961669185557E-3	-1.1700272062847664E-2	-2.2403981216449775E-2	-6.4822169730015422E-2	Number of children


Change in final income




direct taxes	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	1.9179473344051279E-2	1.7000738539637406E-2	9.2595501431954209E-3	8.7464723812918244E-3	1.0722708243915805E-2	-2.2402056553954587E-3	-4.5964058094592405E-3	indirect taxes	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	-5.8433912095951102E-3	-3.9714026159434583E-3	-3.792438753868874E-3	-3.6494778943317358E-3	-6.3134637668058342E-3	-6.6336642798817342E-3	-6.0070243341287686E-3	benefits and tax credits	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	-2.3080433972008697E-2	-2.9271803287903346E-2	-3.1882413683518802E-2	-1.8807700932791667E-2	-1.9721800804374356E-2	-7.4320736096973265E-3	-1.1018965484591466E-2	Universal Credit	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	-7.9431160711937263E-3	6.4302681562056522E-4	-2.1882031725027778E-3	-4.9032040195316337E-3	-1.075395594635078E-2	-1.7653701284685087E-3	-8.129995418247695E-5	Other public spending	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	-3.6915499784733165E-2	9.5902327409012004E-3	5.7192343362235812E-3	1.1278652895190477E-2	2.4109825612611682E-2	3.0695810312450705E-2	3.4293786000106262E-2	Total	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	-5.4602967693479415E-2	-6.0092078076876328E-3	-2.2884271130471454E-2	-7.3352575701727332E-3	-1.9566866610034837E-3	1.2624496639007676E-2	1.259009041774431E-2	Average age of adults


Change in final income




direct taxes	White British	White Irish	BAME	7.6994507824809299E-3	8.444461557104866E-3	1.2764140815028437E-2	benefits and tax credits	White British	White Irish	BAME	-1.9688225202455775E-2	-2.2855564745963324E-2	-3.3067097781859331E-2	Universal Credit	White British	White Irish	BAME	-2.332389284164372E-3	-4.3609769203771442E-3	-6.8255868660023807E-3	Other public spending	White British	White Irish	BAME	1.4520413561119978E-2	1.3082583161263471E-2	1.1114610378173042E-2	Total	18-24	25-34	35-44	45-54	55-64	65-74	75+	1.992498569807627E-4	-5.6894969479721318E-3	-1.6013933454660231E-2	Ethnicity


Change in final income




direct taxes	0	1	2	3	4	5+	1.2865784126729977E-2	5.5942370352853477E-3	1.6320944275689568E-3	-5.1193205098657758E-4	-2.8887840807533165E-3	-3.1024835449139357E-3	benefits and tax credits	0	1	2	3	4	5+	-2.0601370468498303E-2	-2.7933080601775986E-2	-1.9814640706974165E-2	-2.6280086254564419E-2	-1.5001842722752935E-2	-2.9895234755118107E-2	Universal Credit	0	1	2	3	4	5+	1.3480370370122254E-3	-9.3922641665928359E-3	-6.2558406613874677E-3	-1.4207385134412614E-2	-2.4406319343697407E-2	-3.4246267501664256E-2	Other public spending	0	1	2	3	4	5+	-2.1193107678326713E-3	2.717702882556421E-2	3.1576189387030482E-2	4.9756100322216355E-2	5.8059898753098006E-2	6.5394528179966716E-2	Total	0	1	2	3	4	5+	-8.5068600725887716E-3	-4.5540789075192607E-3	7.1378024462378058E-3	8.7566968822527444E-3	1.5762952605894352E-2	-1.8494576217295833E-3	Number of disabilities


Change in final income




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	102.026053887855	103.02128003883809	102.49453839307388	101.77279715187314	101.3965531191844	100.95396067643014	99.523424225260953	98.499878630957198	97.263532648272516	95.837041831863417	93.976858969172255	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	101.47087603269507	103.44039647687208	104.073654760533	104.58659579929119	104.7000848043008	104.52834237770286	103.18339250125135	102.01899470018844	100.54403391684301	99.194145759754477	97.538389035309919	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	101.65306203824487	102.44712423028943	101.83648242980752	101.20875177296887	100.21019293318827	98.694411374342792	97.240719326926921	96.098044465204254	94.331626346459473	93.002682950448019	91.532471675220577	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	100.92368829043758	101.6813395714664	101.08078748981606	100.3293239234236	100.09453452916648	98.741487595350961	96.977301400142309	95.174613869418607	93.19523270963461	91.489829803471295	89.953557764034926	Year


Population (indexed, 2010-11 = 100)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	100.29921590922551	101.74584562176506	104.29799002712339	106.77595968209977	108.96448495185305	111.17862345876419	112.9065546198581	113.39365028603916	113.47730045363559	113.63201625034054	113.65185540513332	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	101.33340127104256	103.62627083727713	106.38318645178104	108.73902775064207	111.28517337107252	113.66959574925902	116.152381582267	117.50439261157166	118.49220015483948	119.04353041230429	119.19045133247333	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	100.46204893481578	101.79735017962403	103.94285120511036	105.59644161789763	107.33739761530288	109.06917316443997	110.47902771990954	110.86480831526669	111.04528987517614	110.78157897657168	109.99730639594767	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	100.0657059803393	100.96593874985855	102.73355129872739	104.36932601482279	105.48985633509078	107.60498051330973	108.89257437247748	109.09839227200328	108.79498882389946	108.67659638154734	107.51366136841223	Year


Population (indexed, 2010-11 = 100)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	98.403001109400449	96.630181537191788	94.94983148569645	93.961307759841105	93.583012729464116	93.907532817327692	94.906460825538886	96.957624176278927	98.913395455082139	100.736366006287	102.70826976784421	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	98.88963239645534	97.209080399885622	96.21729618098442	95.928142355116222	96.381848393994417	97.650430629417158	99.276701625915663	101.49010970762251	103.31410513916659	105.39398771804665	107.48303257710113	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	98.14887844942433	96.001254580718665	93.846173951614091	92.429158854364857	91.998511722872962	92.291862214442574	93.1202544830889	94.689710362513864	95.905700424266598	97.379294651965324	98.919615354161522	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	98.264699497937841	95.499739749272337	93.487569818384671	92.244855088193489	91.901230764203518	91.926158815964214	92.456230028966019	93.74058487558149	94.694152878046282	95.478452873611502	97.032628205577069	Year


Population (indexed, 2010-11 = 100)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	99.023296710260539	98.322256636116634	97.445362441679023	96.646889679264262	95.539484002820004	93.767476493373792	91.585142703242212	90.217124389065361	89.575494490696371	89.632528259440278	90.81993963926142	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	99.435828269966095	98.300246086677433	97.356400332502673	96.64455266634782	96.116155783306141	95.102764444468363	93.347523623812535	92.624997345302944	92.426590522477298	93.122405314060401	95.052123294001944	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	98.172516442365705	97.900263775935045	95.707782138031106	93.965564525377829	92.740926157697118	90.992226338700263	88.680073199068559	86.871537629207822	85.524734603513352	85.578088148033643	86.683055013986603	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	98.493505710755514	96.114275381972689	94.47578579393064	92.900280263990609	91.608052315944917	90.003917668685787	87.406201970888716	85.75595937678932	84.145496187807026	84.040924569809832	84.608685170117241	Year


Population (indexed, 2010-11 = 100)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	100.32656176708082	100.52424725820659	100.52725531132882	100.86321724441653	101.25727220342711	101.55976954553019	101.88097321798703	102.30952678624305	102.63317450186169	102.87917684626311	102.94262796680991	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	100.81281380503052	100.81015873678858	101.00543041043855	101.46428923663989	102.09287505115145	102.75894062395123	103.20964641685808	103.64519858286847	104.09865176653406	104.48237279819553	104.73176456790418	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	100.4044163436953	99.932371848880393	99.81328994611728	99.73754641686331	99.618746298063201	99.911914333166706	100.16940851855463	100.46150577459876	100.7506161206351	100.98173532708637	101.07100448656425	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	100.93992670940123	100.75211054305031	100.73560026454042	100.8286781344701	101.20290067109427	101.71553385374649	102.07045784850706	102.18455734439532	102.33443433185533	102.33452831826054	102.19404997131846	Year


Population (indexed, 2010-11 = 100)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	102.35985132975128	105.07789781809068	107.5101584917286	110.12228705682968	112.39778920407488	114.68214994126356	116.69266470237049	118.70394977564654	121.19629479846694	123.50068365204983	126.06043098965847	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	101.93904093072848	105.75566510171225	108.65947383202068	111.37478739994727	113.40505148818596	115.40501295305774	117.12940154362374	118.86630821212769	120.92550867828611	122.67404594905298	124.58531823301257	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	101.63982377905999	105.13642766776424	107.7836896932284	110.31700029609428	112.11617661573247	113.88628186377872	115.43530340687829	117.00083444742522	118.8095216732016	120.25212873818982	121.79433114103952	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	101.60299788488621	104.93288537352279	107.3310345922	109.77395712190356	111.42297516951525	113.2200285188989	114.77462588781511	116.31018043077613	118.2009743579282	119.91596219545653	121.85980399491294	Year


Population (indexed, 2010-11 = 100)




police (relative to GDP deflator)	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	93.964418378052684	89.97150001120599	89.314703151228841	77.317459182223345	76.040165084149763	72.570957595246242	69.861587627772607	69.924101365339439	72.998573600346688	77.600801916727278	78.157072446459125	police (relative to GDP)	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	90.930055896422459	87.327314877125772	85.300789315268645	71.023982668534501	68.303273364585266	64.627334815939065	60.551154670175961	60.159673997964511	61.770526686613124	69.464044938753219	72.406664706211146	social housing (relative to GDP deflator)	100	93.352734369905747	69.008989655024166	57.56484794606196	56.806596988269895	45.652721446381001	39.894660337415814	33.745369494812429	33.575273563160621	34.494858856867566	36.59149942190588	35.84964805381756	social housing (relative to GDP)	100	90.33812480152686	66.980874701500184	54.977812088769703	52.182660974986341	41.007674159289898	35.527787649907303	29.24813416164519	28.886713915689292	29.189140204774787	32.754733165608371	33.212009677648084	Year


Annual spending per BU (indexed 2010-11=100)




roads (relative to GDP deflator)	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	66.556197831504036	65.003939754201994	68.31711999249363	64.020971998820741	45.826305938572574	54.635169596421129	51.832668408894399	62.163988404879959	62.573848845236633	68.192733442602488	78.451006097543839	roads (relative to GDP)	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	64.406920125049936	63.093529778450794	65.246863657357949	58.809801224202914	41.163596874724469	48.654799595269715	44.924944141223968	53.48320827623224	52.949248311893427	61.042450378754197	72.678972184648785	buses (relative to GDP deflator)	100	59.794630148546702	61.514739189408338	51.87048648647842	48.755474610528587	32.662109652695356	46.151720096705837	46.590619762911764	62.510062162307165	42.81475706353752	46.65935322381646	54.998384419663452	buses (relative to GDP)	100	57.86370155389811	59.706873822362148	49.539362314979705	44.786882812239611	29.338823788760259	41.099949151238576	40.381501755650447	53.780955176364607	36.2293393327557	41.76693190143051	50.951877487298248	rail (relative to GDP deflator)	100	159.1816891083964	97.644033535611001	63.162933125202578	70.380256091229015	93.843775259697495	104.97895675500062	108.64985041968301	117.97987122775071	119.57550034801159	130.82658681401705	154.73226038677851	rail (relative to GDP)	100	154.04128645885621	94.774359229032413	60.324312357894001	64.651453134918285	84.295411879161279	93.4879518150086	94.170117242488175	101.50478093811482	101.18336935938277	117.10889167594628	143.34783208179397	Year


Annual spending per BU (indexed 2010-11=100)




disabled (relative to GDP deflator)	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	91.975869729903721	90.558781340816026	92.553054973951504	94.121686457051723	101.6884719821654	107.60299676547301	113.6325619483772	121.22864489348544	129.69721548662017	127.44981718842936	125.38841489293762	disabled (relative to GDP)	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	89.005722804704263	87.897336512709543	88.393605579697805	86.460381631317972	91.341930835347497	95.824764197629378	98.488784291086574	104.2998853557263	109.74824459251674	114.08618996119662	116.16296044629478	elderly (relative to GDP deflator)	100	91.975869729903735	87.541626993291473	87.381707203619072	87.589923195672029	89.513986703477926	87.049621045672168	87.634902886304531	89.101345320887333	89.927629411793589	87.509520265182715	85.079112145805169	elderly (relative to GDP)	100	89.005722804704277	84.968853740872362	83.454664609517323	80.460289988654893	80.406168200652175	77.521162615715397	75.95582550238214	76.658945665645476	76.095692812532846	78.33379421507081	78.819415234155699	family services (relative to GDP deflator)	100	97.074790765253908	95.370228106101649	104.57971158679081	106.58004053289612	109.84468902434953	107.45211248394841	110.16292743804141	116.13515169162383	121.59259146978067	119.59888438777	117.46494119021527	family services (relative to GDP)	100	93.939986037095323	92.567378988763551	99.879769287389337	97.904652218066374	98.668273717910708	95.690395721538181	95.481546937654258	99.917663996400648	102.89020792925278	107.05845912071702	108.82245643631519	Year


Annual spending per BU (indexed 2010-11=100)




London	North East	North West	West Midlands	Yorkshire and Humber	South West	East	South East	East Midlands	Northern Ireland	Scotland	Wales	England	UK	10835	10285	10204	9570	9401	9193	8991	8919	8879	11987	11566	10929	9604	9895	
Spending per person (£)



early years (relative to GDP deflator)	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	98.658170165860327	97.316340331720625	100.74469988463608	101.50580365048481	91.063450602090228	100.75573434705743	97.49273728478515	96.411129610806512	93.096577434142191	98.197238150757286	103.60543621815674	early years (relative to GDP)	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	2020-21	2021-22	100	95.472233880349307	94.45629664704073	96.217107780546613	93.243447411231742	81.797978122663139	89.727003667092745	84.499909249171907	82.947968066939595	78.777219022272973	87.900861786008349	95.982664743844083	schools (relative to GDP deflator)	100	92.454322345887732	91.96651725535105	91.299569295420881	95.606416396172165	95.095636253025646	93.154476296323224	89.405019779530093	88.969006703157078	94.055830785912903	97.031178260371149	100.13220986355311	schools (relative to GDP)	100	89.46872490556521	89.263700277425329	87.196453106459401	87.824257715437795	85.419899228013406	82.957779926005841	77.490039444914743	76.545087239944777	79.588927824819976	86.857067976841535	92.764981068718726	FE/HE (relative to GDP deflator)	100	100.34017565648456	124.98111305401703	100.33713965659612	77.771801536890095	71.364384947938689	72.457990910513956	71.569705919370435	68.850134710290376	66.915533152600943	65.808096589620362	63.917093911594506	FE/HE (relative to GDP)	100	97.099922913289404	121.30802545253134	95.827863816017569	71.441342523148705	64.103241861722395	64.526733473485251	62.031632546238143	59.235679515506106	56.62313004883223	58.907852314987913	59.21439279884266	Year


Annual spending per BU (indexed 2010-11=100)




Northern Ireland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	12460.074481841362	12368.97467677942	12331.170475534844	12153.960669602609	12216.345910224411	11903.618879204207	11710.899273075758	11607.661751886637	11786.752665737491	11987	England	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	10023.333157973944	9709.1296025183401	9620.1747937472155	9548.9829538312824	9501.6023746189858	9632.0025174715611	9465.3963576364658	9464.8375885673795	9509.5688202792298	9604	Wales	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	11307.561693525691	11226.724135306675	10931.397579536457	10861.508112847914	10894.173410306372	10894.375298703393	10735.612089319289	10842.815822498758	10872.607017852584	10929	Scotland	2010-11	2011-12	2012-13	2013-14	2014-15	2015-16	2016-17	2017-18	2018-19	2019-20	11700.356868318991	11531.401510973339	11575.088765287541	11342.135422564284	11411.162657362509	11410.453367435159	11300.980533178115	11300.049298753891	11428.865667124834	11566	Year


Annual spending per head (£)
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