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Mapping Poverty in Cambridge City 2009

Executive Summary

The Mapping Poverty 2008 report was provided just before the national economic downturn and
then recession took a grip on the country (July 2008). Mapping Poverty 2009 was
commissioned because the City Council wanted to find out how the recession had impacted on
groups of people and communities living in the City. Housing Benefit and Council Tax Benefit is
used in the report as a proxy for low income. Not everyone is eligible for these benefits, such as
students or people who don't claim, but the data used does provide a valuable insight into
economic circumstances.

The data extract for Mapping Poverty 2009 was taken in November 2009, when the recession
seemed to have “peaked” in the City, using the number of Jobseeker's Allowance (JSA)
claimants as a measure of unemployment and the strength of the local economy. This report
has found an additional 409 households were in receipt of these benefits since 2008, an
increase of 5%. Taking into account the severity of the recession at a national level this
headline finding shows that Cambridge City as a place has been relatively resilient to its worst
effects so far, given that each new claimant household may represent a personal tragedy for the
individuals and families.

Economic inequalities between different areas matter because people living on a low income in
a disadvantaged area are likely to have fewer opportunities to achieve their potential and enjoy
similar outcomes, such as good health, compared to people living in different areas. Benefit
households are unequally distributed across the City, with half of all people living in one fifth of
the City’s areas.

One of the strengths of this research is that it shows concentrations of people living in relatively
small areas (Output Areas) of about 125 households, whilst preserving anonymity. The report
finds that the disadvantaged areas (defined as the quintile with the highest number of claimants)
previously found, broadly continue to be in the same places but that the small areas within them
have seen a great deal of variation, with some seeing increases in the number of benefit
claimants, the highest increase being 42 people, and other areas seeing a decrease, 31 people
being the biggest decrease.

Overall one in nine people living in Cambridge continues to live in a household receiving
Housing Benefit or Council Tax Benefit. Among pensioners and dependent children, this rises
to one in five people. The pensioner benefit population has been relatively stable over a number
of years even with the growing number of elderly people in the population.

The characteristic of a benefit claimant in the City continues to be someone that is renting his or
her home and is a single person either of working age or a pensioner. This report shows that
the number of single people of a working age has risen and that many are new claimants, who
are looking to return to work.

Cambridge City Council wants to share this research as widely as possible to help improve the
delivery of services to disadvantaged communities and increase positive outcomes for local
people.



Headline Findings

Benefit claimant units

There are 8,181 claimant units receiving Housing Be nefit or Council Tax Benefit in
Cambridge. Of these, 5,400 units (66%) also receive Income Support, Jobseeker’'s Allowance
(Income Based), Employment and Support Allowance (Income Based) or Pension Credit
(Guarantee Credit) and 2,781 (34%) receive no additional support. The total number of
claimants has risen 5% from 7,772 in 2008. This marked increase follows a steady decline
from 8,064 claimant units in 2000 to 7,432 in 2004, followed by a 6% rise from 7,432 to 7,844 in
2006, and a slight decrease from 7,844 to 7,772 in 2008.

24% of claimant units contain a ‘family’ composed of a single parent or couple parents with one
or more dependent children. 38% of claimant units contain single or couple non-pensioners
without dependent children. 38% of claimant units contain a single pensioner or a pensioner
couple. These groups are broken down further in the sections that follow.

Abbey contains the most benefit claimant units with 1,090, followed by King's Hedges
with 1,084. 30% of households in Abbey received HB/ CTB, compared to a City average of
19%.

The benefit population

The total benefit population of HB/CTB claimants, partners and dependants in Cambridge City
is 13,122. This is an increase of 6% from 12,419 in 2008. Of these people, 8,472 (65%) live in
households that are also in receipt of Income Support, Jobseeker’'s Allowance (Income Based),
Employment and Support Allowance (Income Based) or Pension Credit (Guarantee Credit).
11% of Cambridge residents receive HB/CTB benefits; this proportion has not changed since
2008 as the 6% increase in the benefit population represents a relatively small number of
people. 63% of the benefit population are the claimants themselves, 27% are dependent
children and 10% are the partners of claimants.

Abbey has the largest benefit population, with 1,91 3. Over one in five people in this ward
and King's Hedges live in a household receiving HB/  CTB. The benefit population in
Abbey has risen 3% from 1,861 in 2008. In contrast, Newnham ward has a benefit
population of just 118.

Families

Claimant units containing children

There are 1,955 claimant units containing at least one child in Cambridge. This has risen 5%
from 1,856 in 2008.

Abbey has the highest number of claimant units cont aining children, with 333. Claimant
units with children make up one third of all claima nt units in Abbey and East Chesterton.

The child benefit population

In Cambridge 3,588 children live in HB/CTB claimant units. This is an increase of 5% from
3,401 in 2008. 19% of all dependent children in Cambridge live in HB/CTB claimant units.

Abbey has the most children living in HB/CTB claima nt units, with 635. 34% of
dependent children in this ward live in households receiving HB/CTB.
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Lone parent and couple parent units

1,404 (72%) of the claimant units containing at least one child have a lone parent as the head of
the family. This is an increase of 1% from 1,388 in 2008, but a reduction in the proportion from
75% in 2008. Just 551 claimant units comprise couple parents with dependent children,
although this is an increase of 18% from 468 in 2008.

Abbey has the most lone parent claimant units, with 247, and the most couple parent
units, with 86.

Non-pensioners with no children
Non-pensioner claimant units with no dependent chil dren

There are 2,865 claimant units composed of single people of working age with no dependent
children. This is an increase of 14% from 2,512 in 2008. This group accounts for 35% of all
claimant units; this proportion has increased from 32% since 2008, having previously risen from
31% in 2004 and 29% in 2002. There were 230 non-pensioner couple units with no children.
This is an increase of 23% from 187 in 2008.

King’s Hedges still has the highest number of singl e non-pensioner claimants, with 377;
but East Chesterton now has the highest number of ¢ ouple non-pensioner claimant
units, with 40.

Pensioners
Pensioner units

There are 3,131 claimant units where the claimant is a pensioner without dependent children,
which is a fall of 3% from 3,217 in 2008. These account for 38% of all claimant units. This is a
reduction from 41% in 2008, 42% in 2006 and 43% in 2004.

Pensioner population

There are 3,726 pensioners who live in claimant units that are in receipt of Housing Benefit or
Council Tax Benefit, which is a reduction of 3% from 3,829 in 2008. Single pensioners make up
69% of the pensioner benefit population. This is the same proportion as in 2008.

King’s Hedges now has the largest pensioner benefit population, with 435 pensioners.
King’s Hedges also has the highest proportion of re sident pensioners in receipt of
HB/CTB benefits, at 34%.

There has been a consistent Housing Benefit/Council Tax Benefit total claimant population at
just under 8,000 claimants recorded over the eight years from 2000 to 2008 — during a time of
near full employment. Previous reports have indicated that the benefit claimant population has a
large core of people attached to benefits with a smaller periphery of rapidly changing people.

Since 2008 there has been a 5% increase in the number of claimant units and a rise of 6% in
the total benefit population. Although there is still a large core of people attached to benefits,
this report has identified some subtle changes in the characteristics of the benefit population,
such as an increase in the proportion of claims made by a single non-pensioner without
dependent children, a decrease in the proportion of single pensioner claimant units, and an
increase in the proportion of claims made on behalf of a partner.



Summary of benefit populations by ward 2009

Ward (Cpc%pggggggs Total benefit | Child benefit %235021‘;? Pe”;é?{;:‘irt
estimate) population population without children population
Abbey 9,300 1,913 635 362 432
Arbury 9,300 1,412 359 369 376
Castle 7,800 250 34 61 120
Cherry Hinton 8,700 1,186 358 152 383
Coleridge 8,500 1,006 213 212 410
East Chesterton 8,500 1,654 576 242 393
King's Hedges 8,100 1,823 544 377 435
Market 8,500 275 33 93 118
Newnham 8,400 118 34 18 39
Petersfield 7,800 655 132 228 182
Queen Edith's 8,600 612 174 52 250
Romsey 8,800 890 240 218 246
Trumpington 7,400 780 162 253 204
West Chesterton 8,400 548 94 228 138
TOTAL 118,100 13,122 3,588 2,865 3,726
Summary of benefit populations by ward 2008
Ward Gopuaton, | Towlbenefit | chidbenefit SOOI PO
estimate) population population without children population
Abbey 8,920 1,861 634 323 442
Arbury 9,070 1,309 326 336 400
Castle 7,640 254 35 56 119
Cherry Hinton 8,500 1,206 373 124 401
Coleridge 8,170 930 185 188 412
East Chesterton 8,210 1,479 507 206 382
King's Hedges 7,860 1,699 511 347 432
Market 8,390 234 18 74 121
Newnham 8,390 114 38 10 37
Petersfield 7,640 624 136 194 179
Queen Edith's 8,490 558 146 51 250
Romsey 8,580 909 259 186 284
Trumpington 7,020 738 162 220 214
West Chesterton 8,310 504 71 197 156
TOTAL 115,190 12,419 3,401 2,512 3,829

-10 -




1. Introduction and methodology

1.1 Overview

Mapping Poverty 2009 is the sixth report looking at the Housing Benefit and Council Tax Benefit
Population in the City. The first report was carried out in 2000, and reports were then carried out
every two years. Over the eight years from 2000 to 2008 there had been a fairly consistent total
benefit claimant population living in the City, at just under 8,000. During this period the City had
enjoyed a level of economic success and near full employment for people of a working age.
However, it was clear from these reports that a number of people had not participated in this
economic success, with a high proportion of claimants (93%), in 2008, claiming benefit for more
than six months and therefore living on a low income for long periods of time. This was the
situation when the last report was carried out in June 2008, but there was a downturn in the
national economy soon after.

With a worsening economic climate, rising unemployment and increasing benefit claimants, the
size of the HB/CTB population was likely to increase, and to extend beyond the existing
disadvantaged communities. Changes to the benefits system, such as the new Employment
and Support Allowance, which replaces Incapacity Benefit and Income Support for new
claimants, were also likely to affect the HB/CTB population. It was therefore important to
continue to monitor the uptake of means-tested benefits across the City, in order to ensure that
services were responding effectively to the changing economic circumstances. For this reason,
the latest Mapping Poverty report was carried out less than two years later, in November 2009.

Mapping Poverty in Cambridge City 2009 explores the geographical distribution of poverty
across the Cambridge City Council area. The report presents information about the current
distribution of poverty, as indicated by the uptake of means-tested benefits, and describes
changes since the Poverty Mapping in Cambridge City 2008 report was published.

This analysis of the distribution of poverty is based on the distribution of residents who are in
receipt of Housing Benefit and Council Tax Benefit, along with Income Support, income-based
Jobseeker’s Allowance, income-based Employment and Support Allowance or Pension Credit in
some cases. It is recognised that the uptake of means-tested benefits is a measure of poverty
in relation to income alone. There are many other ways in which it is possible to be ‘poor’ or
‘deprived’; people receiving these benefits may not necessarily consider themselves to be living
in poverty. Income poverty does, however, remain a valuable indicator, particularly at an area-
based level, of areas of the City where vulnerability may be higher. Other indicators, from the
Indices of Deprivation in particular, are presented at the end of this report to set the income
poverty into a wider context.

The analysis presented here is based on a snap shot of Cambridge City benefit claimants on
the 17" November 2009. Each claimant was mapped to an output area and ward on the basis
of their postcode. Output areas are a statistical geography developed during the 2001 Census;
each OA consists of, on average, 125 households and about 280 people. Wards are an
electoral unit; the ward boundaries used in this report are those that came into effect in May
2004. These are the same boundaries used in the 2008 report. There are 341 OAs across
Cambridge City, and an average of 24 OAs in each of the 14 wards.
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The snap shot of benefit claimants provides information on the total number of benefit claimants
themselves, along with information about dependants within their household. Summaries for
specific population groups (pensioners, families and single adults of working age with no
children) are presented.

1.2 Data and methodology

Cambridge City Council is required to supply the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP)
with the details of Housing Benefit and Council Tax Benefit claimants and their dependants,
which are used by DWP to match with other data sources to help detect fraud. From the DWP
centralised system, the Council obtained an extract of all claimants at 17" November 2009,
giving basic information about each claimant, such as their postcode and age, and also giving
basic information about all dependants. To prevent the identification of individuals, this extract
did not include the name or address of claimants or their dependants.

It is not possible to look at the ethnicity of claimants, as users of this research in the past have
asked for, because this is considered immaterial to the claim and not asked for on the claim
form.

Counts of the number of claimants and dependants across the City and by OA and ward were
produced in Microsoft Excel and introduced into Maplnfo to produce thematic maps. The maps
in this report were produced using Ordnance Survey boundary data. The data were mapped by
quintiles, where each quintile contains 20% of OAs. In order to prevent the potential for the
disclosure, or the perceived disclosure, of personal information, where a quintile contains less
than five people, it was grouped with the quintile above. Quintiles were generated automatically
in Maplinfo; in some cases the way the data group has led to unequal quintile sizes. While
appearing unequal these are the best overall fit of the data to quintiles.
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1.3 Definitions

1.3.1 Income Support, Pension Credit, Jobseeker's A llowance & Employment & Support
Allowance

Income Support (IS) is a means-tested benefit payable to people not available for work, on the
basis of the need for a minimum income. It is designed to provide a subsistence benefit to
people with no income, or a low income that needs supplementing, who are unable to work
because of illness, caring responsibilities or disability. It cannot be claimed by anyone who
works more than 16 hours per week. People on IS do not pay council tax and are automatically
entitled to claim Housing Benefit. People aged 60 and above are no longer entitled to IS,
instead they now receive Pension Credit (PC), including the Guarantee Credit element in
particular. This is similar to IS, and is means-tested, but is only available to people aged 60 and
over. People with no income, or a low income that needs supplementing, but who are available
for work, are now eligible for income-based Jobseeker's Allowance (JSA) instead of IS. For
new claimants, income-based Employment and Support Allowance (ESA) has replaced Income
Support that is paid because of an illness or disability since October 2008.

This report considers the proportion of people claiming IS, JSA, ESA or PC as well as Housing
Benefit or Council Tax Benefit. These are referred to as supported claimants; those who do not
receive IS/JSA/ESA/PC are referred to as non-support claimants.

1.3.2 Housing & Council Tax Benefits

Housing Benefit (HB) is available to any adult, living in rented accommodation, who is in receipt
of Income Support or is on a low income. Council Tax Benefit (CTB) is available to adults on a
low income, who own their own home or rent accommodation, and are responsible for paying
Council Tax. They do not necessarily have to be in receipt of any other benefits. Because
people claiming Income Support do not pay council tax, they are not recipients of CTB.

Grouping Housing Benefit and Council Tax Benefit claimants together gives the broadest group
of those vulnerable to income poverty, as it includes those eligible for benefits such as Income
Support, along with those who are on a low income but are not eligible for other means-tested
benefits. There are a few gaps in the data provided. For example, people who claim IS but not
Housing Benefit or Council Tax Benefit, such as a young adult living with friends or family, will
not be included here. Similarly, there will be no information for a non-dependant living in the
same household as a benefit claimant.

Since the report in 2004, claimants are no longer required to reapply for their benefits after a
year. Instead, their claims are reviewed and a decision taken about continuation, subject to their
circumstances at the time of their review. It is thought that some people who were at the
margins of eligibility of these benefits may previously not have reapplied, thereby reducing the
number of people claiming.
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1.3.3 Claimants, ‘claimant units’ and the ‘benefit population’

In general terms, a benefit claim for HB/CTB is made by one person (the claimant), on behalf of
themselves and any other people in their ‘claimant unit’. A claimant unit contains the claimant,
along with a partner and/or dependent children where appropriate. A household containing non-
partner adults or non-dependent children would therefore make several independent benefit
claims. ‘Benefit claimants’ therefore refers to the people making benefit claims; the ‘claimant
unit’ refers to the unit of people related to a single benefit claim; the ‘benefit population’ refers to
all people for whom a benefit claim is made. This analysis presents information about benefit
claimants, claimant units and the total benefit population.

1.3.4 Students and benefits

Most full time students are not eligible to receive benefits, with the main exceptions of benefits
relating to disability and benefits for students with dependent children. Non-student partners of
students may claim HB/CTB if they themselves are eligible. The majority of students in
Cambridge will not fall into these groups, but there will be a small number of households
containing a full time student along with a partner or dependants who are eligible to claim
HB/CTB. There will also be a small number of disabled students who are eligible to claim.

1.4 Population and household denominators

Some analyses contained within this report express claimant or benefit population counts as
percentages of a relevant denominator. Table 1.1 below details the sources used to calculate
these. Note that in previous years’ reports, the 2001 Census has generally been used for all
denominators; this change may have led to small changes in the percentage data published. It
was felt to be most appropriate to use mid-year population estimates, where possible, to reflect
the time that has now elapsed since the 2001 Census, and to use the most appropriate mid-
year population estimates available.

Table 1.1: Denominators used and their sources

Denominator Source

Total households 2001 Census

Total resident population Cambridgeshire County Council Research Group mid-year population
estimates

- 2009 data uses mid-2008 population estimate
2008 data uses mid-2007 population estimate
2006 data uses mid-2006 population estimate
2004 data uses mid-2004 population estimate
2002 data uses mid-2002 population estimate

Dependent children 2001 Census, adjusted for 2002-2008 based on proportional changes to
population aged under 19 as shown in Cambridgeshire County Council mid-
year ward age estimates

Lone parents 2001 Census
Single non-pensioners 2001 Census
Pensioners Population aged 60+ derived from Cambridgeshire County Council mid-year

ward age estimates
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2 Benefit claimant units

2.1 All benefit claimant units

This section presents information about the number of benefit claimant units across Cambridge
City. Where a household operates as a ‘family’ unit, a single claim for Housing Benefit or
Council Tax Benefit will be made on behalf of the claimant and a partner or dependants as
appropriate. In this report, the term ‘claimant unit’ refers to the group on behalf of whom a
single claim for Housing Benefit or Council Tax Benefit is made. In many cases this unit will
approximate to a household, but it may not do so where a household is composed of a group of
sharers, or where households contain non-dependent adults.

On 17" November 2009 there were 8,181 benefit claimant units in Cambridge City. Of these,
5,400 claims (66%) were made by a claimant also receiving Income Support, Jobseeker’s
Allowance (Income Based), Employment and Support Allowance (Income Based) or Pension
Credit (Guarantee Credit) (IS/JSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC)).

In June 2008 the number of claimant units was 7,772, of whom 5,493 (71%) also claimed
Income Support, income-based Jobseeker’'s Allowance or Pension Credit. Between 2000 and
2004 there was a gradual decline in both the number of claimant units and the proportion
claiming IS/PC. Between 2004 and 2006 there was a notable increase in the number of
claimant units, thought to have been caused by a change in the reapplication process. There
was also a marked rise in the proportion receiving additional benefits, caused by including those
claiming income-based Jobseeker’'s Allowance. Between 2006 and 2008 there was a slight
decrease in the number of claimant units, however, we again saw a marked rise in the
proportion receiving additional benefits, caused by including all those claiming Pension Credit
(not just those claiming the Guarantee Credit element) due to a change in reporting by DWP.
Since 2008 there has been a significant (5%) increase in the number of claimant units, however,
because this report is including only those claiming the Guarantee Credit element, we have
seen a marked fall in the proportion of these that are receiving additional benefits. The
introduction of Employment and Support Allowance in October 2008, which replaced Incapacity
Benefit and Income Support paid on incapacity grounds for new customers, may also have had
an effect on the proportion of claimants receiving additional benefits.

2.2 All claimant units by ward

Figure 2.1 overleaf shows the number of benefit claimant units by ward, divided into those
receiving 1S/JSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC) and those receiving no additional support. Abbey ward
had the highest number of claimant units, with 1,090, followed by King’'s Hedges, with 1,084.
Abbey also had the highest number of claimant units receiving IS/JSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC), at
727. The lowest number of claimant units was in Newnham ward, with just 74 units. The
proportion of claimant units receiving IS/JSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC) was relatively stable across
the City at around 66%, but was highest in Castle ward at 70% and lowest in Queen Edith’s at
60%.
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Figure 2.1: Number of claimant units by ward and le  vel of support, 2009
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Figures 2.2 and 2.3 below show the number of claimant units by ward and level of support in
2008 and 2006. Figure 2.4 shows the number of claimant units by ward in 2002, 2004, 2006,

2008 and 2009.

Figure 2.2: Number of claimant units by ward and le  vel of support, 2008
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Figure 2.3: Number of claimant units by ward and le  vel of support, 2006
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Figure 2.4: Number of claimant units by ward, 2002- 2009
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Figure 2.5 below shows the number of claimant units as a proportion of all households within
each ward. While a claimant unit may not correspond to a household exactly, this is the closest
denominator available. Across Cambridge, 19% of households received HB/CTB in 2009. This
proportion varied by ward, from 30% of households in Abbey and King's Hedges to just 4% of
households in Newnham. Variation between wards corresponds fairly closely to that seen in
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Figure 2.1. The clearest differences are in the ‘student’ wards of Castle, Market and Newnham,
where the low numbers of claimant units form a higher proportion of households than might be
expected because of the low number of households in these wards where communal
establishments for students dominate.

Figure 2.5: Number of claimant units as % of allho  useholds, by ward
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2.3 Claimant unit composition
Figure 2.6: Composition of claimant units
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Figure 2.6 shows the
composition of claimant
units, dividing all
claimant units into six
‘household’ types.
Single non-pensioners
without children account
for the largest
proportion of claimant
units at 35% (2,865
units), closely followed
by single pensioners
(people aged 60 and
over who live on their
own) at 31% (2,559).
Lone parents make up
17% (1,404) of units.



2.4 Claimant units by output area

Table 2.1 below shows the ten output areas containing the highest number of claimant units in
2009 and their rank in 2008. The top OA between 2006 and 2008 is ranked second in 2009,
although it now contains slightly more claimant units, as does the top OA in 2009, which was
ranked second in 2008. 12UBGDO0009 in Trumpington, which moved from being ranked 150 in
2006 to 14 in 2008, has moved to 8 in 2009.

of claimant units

Table 2.1: Top 10 OAs containing the largest number

2009 2008

Rank (2006) rank

Ward name

OA Code

2(3) Queen Edith's 12UBGB0021 107 85
2 1(1) Arbury 12UBFR0007 100 92
3 3(2) Coleridge 12UBFU0007 89 84
4 4(9) Trumpington 12UBGDO0001 80 76
5 11 (11=) Petersfield 12UBGA0014 73 63
6 75= (77=) Petersfield 12UBGA0021 72 40
7 6 (8) Romsey 12UBGC0002 71 71
8= 5(4) East Chesterton 12UBFWO0005 70 75
8= 14 (150=) Trumpington 12UBGD0009 70 59
10 7(7) Abbey 12UBFQ0014 67 69

Map 2.1 shows the distribution of claimant units across the City by output area. The output
areas have been grouped into five bands (quintiles), each containing 20% of the OAs in the
City. There is a clear east-west pattern across the City, with many more OAs among the
highest quintile located to the east. The main exception to this trend is in the Anstey Way area
of Trumpington, to the south of the City. Despite the east-west pattern, the only ward not to
have an OA among the highest quintile is Newnham; every other ward contains at least one
output area with a high number of claimant units.

2.5 Claimant tenure

Across Cambridge, over half of all claimants rent from the local authority (4,151 claimants,
51%). A further third of claimants rent privately or from a social landlord (3,006, 37%). 969
claimants (12%) receive just Council Tax Benefit, indicating that they own their home, and 55
claimants (1%) board or lodge. These proportions have changed slightly since 2008, with a rise
in the proportion of private and social landlord renters from 34% and a fall in the proportion of
local authority renters from 53%. Figure 2.7 shows the variation in claimant tenure breakdown
by ward.
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Figure 2.7: Tenure composition of claimants, by war  d
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King’'s Hedges, Arbury, Abbey, Cherry Hinton and Coleridge each have many more local
authority renters than any other group. The large proportion of local authority tenants in these
areas results from a larger stock of local authority housing. Local authority renters make up the
highest proportion of claimants in King's Hedges, at 69%, and the lowest proportion in West
Chesterton, at 15%, and Newnham, at 14%.

East Chesterton has by far the highest number of private and social landlord tenants at 518
(59% of the ward’s claimants), yet is only ranked sixth highest in terms of numbers of local
authority renters. Private and social renters make up the greatest proportion of claimants in
West Chesterton, at 71%, and Newnham, at 72%, although these amount to just 53 claimants.
The lowest proportion of private and social renters is found in Arbury, at 20%. Private and
social renter claimants out-number local authority renter claimants in Castle, East Chesterton,
Market, Newnham, Petersfield, Trumpington and West Chesterton.

The number of claimants claiming just CTB, and therefore assumed to own their home, is low
across all wards. The highest number is in Arbury, at 117, while the highest proportions are in
Castle (21%), Queen Edith’s (16%) and Romsey (16%).
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Table 2.2: Top 10 OAs containing the largest number

of local authority rented claimant units

WO wargrame  oacoss  Coliocal ComPeeo
1(2) Coleridge 12UBFU0007 86 0
2 (43=) Petersfield 12UBGA0021 69 <5
3(59) Petersfield 12UBGA0014 66 <5
4 (2) Romsey 12UBGC0002 64 6
5 (5=) Abbey 12UBFQO0016 62 <5
6 (3) Abbey 12UBFQO0011 61 <5
74) Abbey 12UBFQO0018 58 <5
8 (7) Arbury 12UBFR0018 55 0
9= (9=) Cherry Hinton 12UBFT0002 54 0
9= (9=) King's Hedges 12UBFX0023 54 <5

Table 2.3: Top 10 OAs containing the largest number of privately or socially rented claim

20033%8 e Ward name OA Code Privz(;tzug: Coirgtkgﬁgll

Social

1(1) Trumpington 12UBGDO0001 79 0

2(2) Arbury 12UBFR0007 78 20

3 (4=) Trumpington 12UBGD0009 68 0

4 (7=) Queen Edith’s 12UBGB0021 63 39
5(3) Abbey 12UBFQ0014 59
6 (6) East Chesterton 12UBFW0022 58

7 (4=) East Chesterton 12UBFWO0005 54 13
8 (7=) Abbey 12UBFQ0002 48
9= (14=) East Chesterton 12UBFWO0007 46
9= (9) East Chesterton 12UBFWO0011 46

ant units

Maps 2.2 and 2.3 illustrate the different tenure patterns of claimant units by output area. Output
areas with high numbers of private and social renter claimant units are distributed across most
of the City, with particularly concentrated patches in East Chesterton, Petersfield, Romsey and

Trumpington.

Output areas with high numbers of local authority claimant units show a more

localised pattern, with particularly concentrated areas in King's Hedges, Abbey, Coleridge and
the Anstey Way area of Trumpington. Since 2006, 12UBGDO0009 in the Brooklands Avenue /
Hills Road area of Trumpington has seen an increase in the number of privately or socially
rented claimant units, and has moved from being ranked 40 in 2006 to 3 in 2009.
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2.6 Length of claim

Across Cambridge, 88% of claims for HB/CTB had been in place for six months or more. This is
significantly lower than the 93% reported in 2008. This proportion varied slightly by ward, as
shown in Figure 2.8, from 82% in Newnham and West Chesterton, to 94% in Queen Edith'’s.

Figure 2.8: Length of claim, by ward
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2.7 Claimants receiving Jobseeker’s Allowance

13% (1,040) of all HB/CTB claims were made by a claimant who also claimed Jobseeker’s
Allowance (JSA). This is significantly higher than the 8% reported in 2008. JSA is payable to
working-age people who are available for, and actively seeking, work. JSA is either contribution-
based or income-based depending on the jobseeker’s circumstances. The number of claimants
also receiving JSA accounts for 21% of non-pensioner claimants across the City (and 0% of
pensioner claimants). Figure 2.9 shows how these figures varied between wards. The highest
number of Jobseeker’'s Allowance claimants was found in Arbury, at 173, followed by King's
Hedges at 149. JSA claimants make up 19% of claimants in Arbury, 17% in Trumpington and
16% in West Chesterton. They form the lowest proportion in Coleridge, at 7%.

Table 2.4 highlights the ten OAs containing the highest number of claimants also receiving JSA.
Map 2.4 shows the location of claimant units where the claimant also received JSA. Output
areas with high numbers are concentrated in Abbey, Arbury, King’'s Hedges and parts of
Trumpington.
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Figure 2.9: Number and proportion of claimants rece

iving JSA
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Table 2.4: Top 10 OAs containing the largest number

Newnham

Petersfield
Queen Edith's

of claimants receiving JSA

Romsey
Trumpington

West Chesterton

Percentage

fgr?kg Ward name
1 1 Arbury 12UBFR0007 42 32
2 2 Trumpington 12UBGD0001 37 28
3 9= Romsey 12UBGCO0015 18 7
4= 3 Arbury 12UBFR0018 13 11
4= 5 Arbury 12UBFR0031 13 9
6= 6= Arbury 12UBFR0001 12 8
6= 15= Arbury 12UBFR0017 12 6
8= 9= Arbury 12UBFR0011 11 7
8= 15= East Chesterton 12UBFWO0006 11 6
8= 15= Petersfield 12UBGA0024 11 6
8= 6= Trumpington 12UBGDO0009 11 8
8= 21= West Chesterton 12UBGEO0009 11 5
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2.8 Claimants receiving Incapacity Benefit or Empl  oyment & Support Allowance

9% (759) of all HB/CTB claims were made by a claimant who also claimed Incapacity Benefit
(IB) or Employment and Support Allowance (ESA). IB is paid to people who are incapable of
work and who meet certain contribution conditions. ESA was introduced in October 2008 and,
for new claimants, it replaces Incapacity Benefit and Income Support that is paid because of an
illness or disability. The number of claimants also receiving IB or ESA accounts for 1% of
pensioner and 15% of non-pensioner claimants across the City. These figures include both
contribution-based and income-related ESA. Figure 2.10 shows how these figures varied
between wards. The highest number of IB/ESA claimants was found in King’'s Hedges, at 114,
followed by Abbey at 113. IB/ESA claimants make up 13% of claimants in West Chesterton and
12% in Petersfield. They form the lowest proportion in Newnham and Castle, at 5%.

Table 2.5 highlights the ten OAs containing the highest number of claimants also receiving
IB/ESA. Map 2.5 shows the location of claimant units where the claimant also received IB/ESA.
Output areas with high numbers are concentrated in Abbey, Arbury, East Chesterton and King's
Hedges.

Figure 2.10: Number and proportion of claimants rec  eiving IB or ESA
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Table 2.5: Top 10 OAs containing the largest number  of claimants receiving IB or ESA
Note: Ranks and totals are not given for 2008 as the benefit types included in 2009 are not comparable with 2008

fgr?kg Ward name OA Code
1= Arbury 12UBFR0007 15
1= Petersfield 12UBGA0021 15
3 Coleridge 12UBFUO0006 13
4= East Chesterton 12UBFWO0012 12
4= King's Hedges 12UBFX0013 12
6 West Chesterton 12UBGEO0019 11
7= Abbey 12UBFQO0021 10
7= Coleridge 12UBFU0023 10
7= King’'s Hedges 12UBFX0023 10
7= Trumpington 12UBGDO0007 10
7= West Chesterton 12UBGEO0009 10

2.9 Claimants receiving Attendance Allowance or Di  sability Living Allowance

19% (1,586) of all HB/CTB claims were made by a claimant who also claimed Attendance
Allowance (AA) or Disability Living Allowance (DLA). This proportion has not changed since
2008. AA and DLA provide additional support for people who have a physical or mental
disability and need help to care for themselves. The number of claimants also receiving
AA/DLA accounts for 23% of pensioner and 17% of non-pensioner claimants across the City.
The number of claimants also receiving AA/DLA has risen significantly from 725 in 2004, when it
accounted for just under 10% of claimants. Figure 2.11 shows how these figures varied
between wards. The highest number of disabled claimants was found in Abbey, at 203,
followed by King's Hedges at 181. Disabled claimants make up 25% of claimants in Petersfield,
where many will be residents in sheltered or very sheltered housing at Ditchburn Place, 24% in
Romsey and 23% in Queen Edith’'s. They form the lowest proportion in Castle, Market and
Newnham, at 16%.

Table 2.6 highlights the ten OAs containing the highest number of claimants also receiving
AA/DLA. Map 2.6 shows the location of claimant units where the claimant also received
AA/DLA. This pattern follows the pattern of local authority renter claimant units fairly closely,
with output areas with high numbers concentrated in Abbey, King’s Hedges, Cherry Hinton and
East Chesterton.

-25-



Figure 2.11: Number and proportion of claimants rec

eiving AA or DLA
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Table 2.6: Top 10 OAs containing the largest number

Newnham

Petersfield
Romsey

Queen Edith's

Trumpington

West Chesterton

of claimants receiving AA or DLA

- 25%

- 20%

- 15%

- 10%

- 5%

Percentage

Ward name
1 2 Petersfield 12UBGA0021 36 26
2 1 Queen Edith’s 12UBGB0021 34 27
3= 5= Romsey 12UBGC0003 21 18
3= 5= West Chesterton 12UBGE0009 21 18
18= Romsey 12UBGC0002 20 13
4 Coleridge 12UBFUO0007 19 19
9= West Chesterton 12UBGEO0013 17 15
8= 36= Abbey 12UBFQ0006 16 11
8= 12= East Chesterton 12UBFWO0012 16 14
10= 9= Arbury 12UBFR0030 15 15
10= 23= Coleridge 12UBFUO0006 15 12
10= 7= East Chesterton 12UBFWO0005 15 17
10= 18= East Chesterton 12UBFW0014 15 13
10= 18= Petersfield 12UBGA0014 15 13
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Map 2.1: HB/CTB Claimants 2009
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Map 2.2: HB/CTB Claimants - Local Authority Tenants 2009
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Map 2.3: HB/CTB Claimants - Private Tenants 2009
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3 Total benefit population
3.1 Total benefit population

On 17" November 2009, the total benefit population of Cambridge City was 13,122, comprising
8,181 claimants, 1,353 partners and 3,588 dependants. Of the benefit population, 65% lived in
claimant units where the claimant was also receiving 1S/JSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC). The mid-
2008 population of Cambridge City was 118,100, suggesting that 11% of the City’s population
(one person in every nine people) live in a household that receives Housing Benefit or Council
Tax Benefit.

Figure 3.1 below shows the benefit population of each ward in 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008 and
2009. Overall, there is remarkable similarity over time. Most wards have shown slight
decreases in the number of people in receipt of benefits since 2002, with a slight rise in 2006
compared to 2004, and a more significant rise in 2009 compared to 2008. In all years Abbey
ward has had the highest number of people living in claimant units and Newnham has had the
lowest.

Figure 3.1: Total benefit population, 2002-2009
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Figure 3.2 overleaf shows the benefit population as a proportion of the total population of each
ward. The pattern seen is similar to that in Figure 3.1. In Abbey and King’'s Hedges, 21%-23%
of people (over one in every five people) live in a unit receiving HB/CTB, compared to just 1% of
Newnham residents.
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Figure 3.2: % of resident population receiving HB/CTB, 2002-2009
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3.2 Total benefit population composition

The total benefit population is composed of three groups: claimants themselves, claimants’
partners and dependent children. Figure 3.3 shows how the total population divides into these
groups. 63% of the population is made up of claimants, 27% of the population is made up of
dependent children and 10% of dependent partners. These proportions have not changed
significantly since 2004, however, the proportion made up of dependent partners has increased
slightly in 2009, from 10.0% to 10.3%, and the proportion made up of claimants has decreased,
from 62.6% to 62.3%.

Figure 3.3: Benefit population composition
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3.3 Total benefit population by output area

Table 3.1 shows the ten OAs with the highest number of people living in units in receipt of
HB/CTB. In 2009, only three of Abbey’'s OAs are among the top ten (in 2004 and 2006, five
were among the top ten).

Map 3.1 shows the total benefit population by output area. The output areas have been grouped
into five bands (quintiles), each containing 20% of the OAs in the City. King's Hedges has 14
OAs among the top quintile, a population band of 70 to 179. Market, Newnham and Castle are
the only wards not to have any OAs among the highest quintile. There is a clear east-west
pattern across the City, with many more OAs among the highest quintile to the east. The main
exception to this trend is in the Anstey Way area of Trumpington, to the south of the City.

Table 3.1: Top 10 OAs containing the largest total benefit population

2009 2008 (2006) Ward name
1 1(3) Abbey 12UBFQO0014 179 183
2 3(1) | Abbey 12UBFQ0011 162 152
3 4 (19) Queen Edith’s 12UBGB0021 158 127
4 2(2) East Chesterton 12UBFWO0005 155 169
5 5(6) East Chesterton 12UBFW0018 135 126
6 74 Arbury 12UBFR0004 133 121
7 6 (5) East Chesterton 12UBFW0014 125 122
8 22=(8=) Abbey 12UBFQ0006 114 91
9= 10 (16=) King's Hedges 12UBFX0023 110 107
9= 13 (30=) Petersfield 12UBGA0014 110 101

Map 3.2 shows the change in total benefit population by output area. Some OAs have shown
little change, with just the darkest coloured and lightest coloured quintiles representing areas
with more marked change. The two OAs with the greatest increase are both in East Chesterton
(+42 and +31). The areas with the greatest decline are in Petersfield (-31) and Market (-26).

3.4 Population also in receipt of IS/JJSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC)

In Cambridge City 8,472 (65%) of the benefit population live in a claimant unit where the
claimant is also receiving IS/JSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC). In 2008, 67% of the benefit population
lived in claimant units where the claimant also received IS, JSA(IB) or PC. The higher
proportion last year was due to the inclusion of all those claiming Pension Credit (not just those
claiming the Guarantee Credit element) due to a change in reporting by DWP. The introduction
of Employment and Support Allowance in October 2008 may also have had an effect on the
proportion of people receiving additional benefits. Figure 3.4 shows how this proportion varies
between wards. In Petersfield, 68% of people also receive IS/JSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC),
compared to just 58% of people in Newnham. The highest number of people receiving
IS/JSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC) is found in Abbey, followed by King’'s Hedges.
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Figure 3.4: Number of people (and % of benefit popu

by ward
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Table 3.2 shows the ten OAs containing the largest benefit population living in claimant units

where the claimant also received IS/JSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC).

output areas among the top ten, Abbey and Arbury both have two.

Table 3.2: Top 10 OAs containing the largest total

IS/IISA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC)

benefit population also receiving

East Chesterton has three

Rank  Rank  Wardname OA Code “2005 2008
1 1 Abbey 12UBFQ0014 137 127
2 3 Abbey 12UBFQO0011 112 107
3 2 East Chesterton 12UBFWO0005 104 117
4 7 Arbury 12UBFR0004 101 82
5 8= Arbury 12UBFR0O007 88 80
6 5= Queen Edith’s 12UBGB0021 86 83
7= 4 East Chesterton 12UBFWO0014 83 90
7= 5= Petersfield 12UBGAO0014 83 83
9 17= East Chesterton 12UBFWO0018 82 69
10 21= Trumpington 12UBGD0001 78 65
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4 Families

Dependent children — children aged 0 to 15 and those aged 16 to 18 who are dependent on a
parent or carer (and are often still in full time education) — form 27% of the total benefit
population. This section presents more detail about the child population living in benefit
claimant units and about the claimant units they are part of.

4.1 Child benefit population

In 2009 there were 3,588 dependent children living in 1,955 claimant units. The child benefit
population has risen since 2008, when there were 3,401 children, and is at its highest level
since 2002, when there were 3,507 children. 19% of all dependent children in the City live in
units claiming HB/CTB. This is unchanged from 2006 and 2008, and has increased slightly from
18% in 2004, but all these years are lower than the 20% seen in 2002.

4.2 Child benefit population by ward

Abbey has the most children living in claimant units, with 635. East Chesterton (576) and King’s
Hedges (544) also have large child benefit populations, although none of these have reached
2002 levels despite an increase in 2009. Half of all children in claimant units live in the three
wards of Abbey, East Chesterton or King's Hedges.

Figure 4.1: Child benefit population, by ward, 2002  -2009
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Figure 4.2 overleaf presents the child benefit population as a proportion of the total number of
dependent children resident in each ward. The pattern shown is fairly similar to figure 4.1
above, but Petersfield, Romsey and Trumpington wards, in particular, show that, despite having
small child benefit populations, children in receipt of benefits form a moderately high proportion
of resident dependent children.
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Figure 4.2: Child benefit population as % of reside  nt dependent children, by ward, 2002-2009
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Figure 4.3 below shows the proportion of each ward’s benefit population that is composed of
dependent children. Across the City as a whole this figure is 27%, but varies from 33% in
Abbey and 35% in East Chesterton to 12% in Market. It is interesting to note that in Market and
Newnham, both of which have very small child benefit populations, the child benefit population
forms very different proportions of the total benefit populations.

Figure 4.3: Proportion of the benefit population composed of dependent children
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4.3 Child benefit population by output area

Map 4.1 shows the distribution of the population of dependent 0-18 year olds living in claimant
units by OA. With the exception of Anstey Way in Trumpington, all of the large under 19
populations are on the east side of the City. Abbey contains the two OAs with the highest
number of children living in claimant units, and has four OAs among the top ten. Abbey, East
Chesterton and King's Hedges have the most OAs among the highest quintile and Castle has
none.

Table 4.1 shows the ten OAs with the most children living in claimant units. There has been
little change in these OAs since 2006.

Table 4.1: Ten OAs with the highest number of child  ren living in claimant units

éggi ALY (2231?() Ward name OA Code
1 1(2) Abbey 12UBFQ0014 95 99
2 3 Abbey 12UBFQO0011 77 69
3 4 (5) East Chesterton 12UBFWO0018 67 64
4 2(3) East Chesterton 12UBFWO0005 64 73
5 5(4) East Chesterton 12UBFW0014 60 58
6 9(7) Arbury 12UBFR0004 54 43
7 6 (6) Abbey 12UBFQ0002 52 50
8= 16=(11) Abbey 12UBFQ0006 45 35
8= 16= (14=) Coleridge 12UBFU0017 45 35
10 7 (8) Petersfield 12UBGA0006 43 47

4.4 Change in child benefit population by outputa  rea, 2008-2009

Map 4.2 shows the change in the number of children living in claimant units since 2008. The
largest increase has been in the Lynfield Lane area of East Chesterton, and the biggest
decrease in the child benefit population has been in the Spalding Way / Tillyard Way area of
Queen Edith’s.

4.5 Child benefit population living in claimant units also in receipt of IS/JSA/PC

2,334 children (65% of the child benefit population) were living in claimants units also in receipt
of IS/IJSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC). This proportion varied from 52% in Coleridge to 76% in Market,
but most other wards were around the City average.
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4.6 Child benefit population by age

Figure 4.4 shows the child benefit population broken down into four age bands. On average,
35% of the child benefit population is aged 5 to 10; 26% is aged 0O to 4; 26% is aged 11 to 15
and just 13% is aged 16 to 18. Figure 4.5 shows how these proportions vary between wards.

Figure 4.4: Child benefit population by age and ward
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Figure 4.5: Child benefit population age compositio n
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4.7 Child density

Figure 4.6 shows the child composition of each claimant unit that contains dependent children.
Overall, 48% of units containing children contained just one dependent child; a further 45%
contained two or three children. Just 6% contained four or five children and a further 1%
contained six or more children. Single child units dominate in Petersfield and West Chesterton,
compared to East Chesterton and Queen Edith’s, where three fifths of units with children
contained two or more children.

Figure 4.6: Number of children per claimant unit co  ntaining children, by ward
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4.8 Lone parent claimants

In 2009 there were 1,404 lone parent claimant units, making up 17% of units in the City and
72% of units containing dependent children. Figure 4.7 below shows the number of lone parent
claimant units by ward. The largest lone parent HB/CTB populations are in Abbey, King’s
Hedges and East Chesterton (247, 231 and 201). The number of lone parent claimant units has
risen slightly from 1,388 in 2008, and is notably higher than the 2002 figure of 1,196; however,
the proportion of lone parent claimant units has fallen slightly from 18% in 2008, when lone
parent claimants made up 75% of units containing dependent children.
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Figure 4.7: Number of lone parent claimant units, by ward
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Figure 4.8 below shows lone parent claimant units as a proportion of lone parent households
enumerated at the 2001 Census, for each ward, over time. Lone parent claimant units now
form 68% of lone parent households, compared to 58% in 2002. These proportions should be
interpreted with caution, however, as claimant units are not necessarily the same as households
and the denominator (the 2001 Census) is becoming increasingly out of date.

Figure 4.8: Lone parent claimant units as a proport  ion of lone parent households, 2002-2009
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4.9 Couple parent claimants

Couple parent claimant units make up a small proportion of all claimant units, at just 7%, with
551 units. However, the number of couple parent claimant units has risen significantly from 468
(6% of units) in 2008, and the proportion of units containing dependent children made up of
couple parent claimants has risen from 25% to 28% since 2008.

Figure 4.9: Number of couple parent claimant units, by ward
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5 Adults of working age — non-pensioners without ch ildren
5.1 Non-pensioner couples with no children

The number of claimant units composed of a non-pensioner couple without dependent children
is low at 230, representing just 3% of all claimant units. However, this number has risen
noticeably from 187 (2% of units) in 2008.

5.2 Single non-pensioners with no children

There are 2,865 claimant units composed of single people aged between 16 and 59 with no
dependent children. This is a rise of 14% from 2,512 in 2008, and a rise of 25%, from 2,289 in
2004. This group accounts for 22% of the total benefit population and 35% of claimant units, up
from 32% of claimant units in 2008. 68% of the single non-pensioner benefit population also
receives IS/JSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC), compared to 69% in 2008. This proportion was fairly
constant but was highest in Trumpington at 77% and lowest in Romsey at 62%.

The highest number of single non-pensioner claimants was in King’s Hedges, with 377, followed
by Arbury (369) and Abbey (362). Newnham has shown an 80% increase, although this
amounts to just 8 more claimants, and Market has seen a 26% increase, with 19 more
claimants. Cherry Hinton has shown a 23% increase, from 124 in 2008 to 152, and Petersfield
has shown an 18% increase, from 194 to 228. East Chesterton and Romsey have shown
increases of 17%.

Figure 5.1: Number of single non-pensioner claimant s without children, by ward
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Figure 5.2 shows the HB/CTB single non-pensioner population without children as a proportion
of the resident population living in single person, non-pensioner, households. Claimants formed
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the highest proportion of the population in Abbey (51%), King’'s Hedges (44%), Arbury (40%)
and Coleridge (40%).

Figure 5.2: Single non-pensioner claimants with no children as % of resident single non-
pensioners
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Figure 5.3 below shows the proportion of the benefit population in each ward that is composed
of single non-pensioners without children. Across the City this proportion is 22% but it varies
considerably from 42% in West Chesterton to 8% in Queen Edith’s.

Figure 5.3: Proportion of benefit population thata  re single non-pensioner with no children
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5.3 Single non-pensioners with no children by outp ut area

Map 5.1 shows claimant units containing single non-pensioners with no children by OA. The
OA with the highest number of single non-pensioners without children is situated on Victoria
Road in Arbury. This OA contains 222 Victoria Road, an English Churches run hostel for 70
homeless people. The second highest number is in the Trumpington OA that contains the
YMCA near Parker’s Piece. Abbey and King’'s Hedges have the most OAs among the top
quintile and Newnham has none.

Table 5.1 shows the top ten OAs containing single non-pensioners without children. The
Trumpington OA now ranked equal fourth has jumped from being ranked 255" in 2006. This is
the OA in the Brooklands Avenue / Hills Road area of Trumpington, where additional social
housing has been built since 2006. Map 5.2 shows the change in the numbers of single non-
pensioners with no children for all OAs.

Table 5.1: Ten OAs containing the highest number of single non-pensioners without children

2008 (2006)

rank Ward name OA Code

1(2) Arbury 12UBFR0007 85 81

2(2) Trumpington 12UBGD0001 73 68

8 (7=) West Chesterton 12UBGEO0009 40 31

4= 9= (3=) Romsey 12UBGC0003 38 29
4= 20= (255=) Trumpington 12UBGDO0009 38 24
6 4= (11=) West Chesterton 12UBGEO0019 36 33
7 3(57) Coleridge 12UBFU0025 35 39
8 6= (3=) Arbury 12UBFR0018 34 32
9 4= (9) Petersfield 12UBGA0021 33 33
10= 15=(55) Petersfield 12UBGA0011 32 25
10= 15=(7=) Trumpington 12UBGDO0007 32 25
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6 Pensioners
6.1 Pensioner claimants and pensioner populationr  eceiving HB/CTB

On 17" November 2009, there were 3,177 pensioner claimants. There were 3,131 claimant
units where the claimant was a pensioner without dependent children. In a further 18 units the
claimant was a pensioner who was the lone parent to dependent children, and there were 28
units where the pensioner claimant was part of a couple-parent family with dependent children.

The pensioner benefit population, comprising all people aged 60 and over living in claimant
units, was 3,726, compared to 3,829 in 2008, 3,875 in 2006, 3,790 in 2004 and 3,878 in 2002.
Pensioners made up 28% of the total HB/CTB benefit population, yet account for 39% of the
HB/CTB claimant units. This is because 81% of pensioner HB/CTB claimants had no partner or
dependants.

6.2 Pensioner benefit population by ward

The largest pensioner benefit population was in King’'s Hedges ward with 435 pensioners,
followed by Abbey with 432 and Coleridge with 410. Figure 6.1 shows these figures and how
they have changed over time. In general, the pensioner benefit population in each ward has
remained relatively stable; however, the overall pensioner benefit population has fallen slightly
in 2009, as it did in 2008.

Figure 6.1: HB/CTB pensioner population, by ward
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Figure 6.2 overleaf shows the pensioner benefit population as a proportion of all people aged 60
and over in each ward. Within each ward the pattern over time remains the same as shown in
Figure 6.1. In some wards with a small pensioner benefit population, such as Market,
Petersfield and Romsey, these recipients form a significant proportion of all resident pensioners.
This reflects the different demographic structure in different parts of the City. It is important to
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recognise areas where there may be small numbers of pensioners, but where a high proportion
of them are at risk of income deprivation.

Figure 6.2: % of residents aged 60+ in receipt of H B/CTB, by ward
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Figure 6.3 below shows the proportion of each ward’s benefit population that is composed of
pensioners. This proportion varies from 48% in Castle, to 23% in Abbey. It is interesting that
pensioners form a large proportion of the benefit population among some of the wards with the
smallest benefit populations overall, such as Market, Castle and Queen Edith’s.

Figure 6.3: Proportion of benefit population thata  re pensioners, by ward
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6.3 Pensioner benefit population receiving Pension Credit

Among the pensioner benefit population, 63% of people live in claimant units where the
claimant receives IS/JSA(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC) (the majority of whom will be claiming Pension
Credit). This proportion varies from 52% in Queen Edith’'s to 77% in Petersfield, and is lower
than the proportion reported in 2008 (73%) because, due to a change in reporting by DWP, last
year's report included all claimants receiving Pension Credit (not just those receiving the
Guarantee Credit element).

6.4 Pensioner benefit population by output area

Map 6.1 overleaf shows the pensioner benefit population in Cambridge City by output area,
grouped into quintiles. This year all wards other than Newnham have an output area among the
highest quintile. Cherry Hinton, King’s Hedges and Abbey each have 10 or more OAs among
the highest quintile. The top ten OAs are listed in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1: 10 OAs with largest pensioner benefit population
2009 2008 (2006)

Rank rank Ward name OA Code
1 1(2) Queen Edith’s 12UBGB0021 101 87
2 2 (1) Coleridge 12UBFUO0007 86 76
3 3(3) Romsey 12UBGC0002 53 56
4 7= (11=) East Chesterton 12UBFW0022 47 38
5 4 (6=) Cherry Hinton 12UBFT0002 41 42
6 7=(11=) Castle 12UBFS0003 40 38
7= 21=(19) Market 12UBFY0004 38 30
7= 191= (191=) Petersfield 12UBGA0021 38 5
9 10 (16=) King's Hedges 12UBFX0009 37 36
10 11=(6=) East Chesterton 12UBFWO0005 35 35

Map 6.2 shows the changes in the pensioner benefit population between 2008 and 2009. The
overall pensioner benefit population has fallen slightly, and it is therefore not surprising that over
a third of all OAs have shown a drop.

6.5 Pensioner benefit population by age

Within the pensioner benefit population there is a great deal of age variation, which has clear
implications for potential vulnerability. Across the City as a whole, 51% of the pensioner benefit
population are aged 60 to 74; 30% are aged 75 to 84 and 19% are 85 and over. Figure 6.4
shows how these proportions vary by ward. 60 to 74 year olds form the largest proportion of the
benefit population in King's Hedges and East Chesterton, at 61%, compared to 38% in Queen
Edith’s. King’'s Hedges, East Chesterton, West Chesterton and Arbury have particularly ‘young’
pensioner benefit populations. The highest proportion of people aged 85 and over is in
Petersfield, at 30%, presumably because of Ditchburn Place, followed by Queen Edith’s, at
27%.
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Figure 6.4: Proportion of pensioner benefit populat ion aged 60-74, 75-84 and 85+, by ward
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6.6 Pensioner population household composition

Across Cambridge, 69% of the pensioner benefit population were not part of a couple. These
proportions varied by ward, as shown in Figure 6.5 below. Wards with a younger pensioner
benefit population, such as Arbury, King's Hedges and East Chesterton, tend to have a higher
proportion of pensioners living as part of a couple, compared to wards with an older pensioner
benefit population, such as Market, Newnham and Petersfield, which tend to have a higher
proportion living alone.

Figure 6.5: Pensioner benefit population by claimant unit composition
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7 Supplementary data

This section presents a range of different data that may be examined alongside the HB/CTB
data presented thus far. Some sources given provide alternative views of deprivation; others
are ‘outcome’ indicators, which illustrate the extent to which income poverty may be related to
other social factors.

7.1 Indices of Deprivation

The Indices of Deprivation (ID) were published by the Department for Communities and Local
Government in 2007 and comprise seven domains, examining different aspects of deprivation, a
combined index (the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD)) and a number of sub-domains. The ID
are based on a statistical geography called Super Output Areas (SOAs), which are groupings of
Census output areas with a population of, on average, 1,500 people. A full analysis of the
Indices of Deprivation for Cambridgeshire is available on-line at
www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/community/deprivation/ but a selection of indices are given here for
reference. The overall IMD is shown, along with the two income sub-domains: Income
Deprivation Affecting Children and Income Deprivation Affecting Older People.

Map 7.1 shows the Index of Multiple Deprivation. The overall east-west pattern found in many
of the HB/CTB maps is also seen here, with the most deprived areas of the City located to the
north and east. The most deprived SOA was in King’s Hedges ward, and King’s Hedges also
had the most SOAs among the most deprived quintile.

Map 7.2 shows the Income Deprivation Affecting Children sub-domain. The overall pattern here
is very similar to that shown in Map 4.1, but shows a more localised picture. SOAs among the
most deprived quintile are almost exclusively within King’s Hedges, East Chesterton and Abbey
wards.

Map 7.3 shows the Income Deprivation Affecting Older People sub-domain. While the overall
picture is, again, fairly similar, here deprivation is more spread out. SOAs among the most
deprived quintile in this domain are found in areas that are less deprived on other measures,
such as in parts of Petersfield, Coleridge, Castle and Market. Deprivation according to this
domain is much less marked in King's Hedges and Abbey. While this map shows some overlap
with the pensioner HB/CTB map (Map 6.1), it identifies some areas that do not appear on Map
6.1. This suggests that there are some pensioners living in the City who are not receiving
benefits but who may be experiencing income poverty. This may be particularly the case in
owner-occupier areas.

The income elements of the ID have a significant component based on the uptake of different
benefits, so it is therefore not surprising (and is indeed comforting), that there is reasonable
agreement between the ID maps shown here and the HB/CTB maps. There is more
discrepancy between the older people maps, however, which should be considered.
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7.2 Household income

Map 7.4 shows the distribution of households with an income of less than £15,000. This follows
the distribution of benefit claimants and of income deprivation to some extent, but not as closely
as might be expected. In some areas, such as King's Hedges and parts of Abbey, there is
considerable overlap; however, it is notable that, despite high benefit uptake in East Chesterton,
there are no SOAs among the top quintile for low income.

7.3 Crime

Figure 7.1 shows the number of crimes recorded by ward in the financial year 2008-2009. As
might be expected, there are far more crimes recorded in Market ward than any other ward.
Away from the City Centre, more crimes are recorded in Petersfield, Abbey and East
Chesterton. This suggests that while there is more recorded crime in central areas, areas
generally considered to be more deprived also show higher numbers of recorded crimes.

Figure 7.1: Total number of recorded crimes, FY2008 /2009
Source: Cambridgeshire Crime Research Team
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7.4 Educational attainment

Map 7.5 shows proportion of children underachieving at Key Stage 3 (defined as the proportion
not reaching an overall achievement score of 28 at the end of Year 9). This shows a very
similar pattern to that of income deprivation affecting children in map 7.2, and to the distribution
of the child benefit population as shown in map 4.1. Areas with the highest proportion of
children underachieving are concentrated in King’'s Hedges, East Chesterton, parts of Cherry
Hinton and a small area of Romsey.
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7.5 Health status

Figure 7.2 shows the standardised mortality ratio (SMR) for people aged under 75 across
Cambridge City wards. This is useful measure of the overall average health status of the
population in each ward. The SMRs, in this case, have been standardised to Cambridge City,
which means that they show the inequality in mortality seen between different parts of the City.
In East Chesterton, there were 35% more deaths among people aged under 75 than would be
expected based on the population age structure. Romsey, Abbey and King's Hedges also
showed significantly higher mortality than would be expected. Castle, Queen Edith’'s and
Newnham each showed much lower mortality than would be expected. This shows that people
living in areas with high benefit uptake, notably Abbey, King’'s Hedges and East Chesterton are
also living in areas where overall health status is poorer.

Figure 7.2: Standardised mortality ratio (under 75  s) across Cambridge City wards

Standardised with respect to average mortality for Cambridge City; based on mortality over 1998 to 2003.
Source: Office for National Statistics mortality data
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Map 7.6 shows the distribution of people making emergency admissions to hospital over the
period 2002 to 2005. In general, people who are more deprived are less likely to make timely
and appropriate use of primary care and are more likely to be admitted to hospital on an
emergency basis. Older people are also more likely to be admitted as emergencies. In
Cambridge, there are a number of dimensions to the pattern seen. There are more OAs
among the highest admissions quintile in King’s Hedges, East Chesterton and Abbey, which is
likely to be related to deprivation. There were also more emergency admissions from parts of
Coleridge and Queen Edith’s, which may be more related to the distribution of older people.
There were also high emergency admission rates in OAs in the ‘student’ areas of Market,
Newnham and Castle.
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8 Conclusion

8.1 Summary of change over time

Figure 8.1 below compares the number of claimant units and the benefit population over time.
Between 2000 and 2004 there was a marked reduction in the benefit population, which dropped
by 12%, together with a decline of 8% in the number of claimant units. From 2004 to 2006 the
number of claimant units and the total benefit population increased by 5%, probably as a result
of a change in the reapplication process. Between 2006 and 2008 there was a 1% reduction in
the number of claimant units and a fall of 1% in the total benefit population. Since 2008 there
has been a 5% increase in the number of claimant units and a rise of 6% in the total benefit

population.

Figure 8.1: Benefit claimant units and benefit population over time; 2000-2009
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There were 117 more claimant units in
2009 than in 2000; however, the
benefit population was 4% smaller, with
13,122 people, compared to 13,649 in
2000.

As shown in Figure 8.2, the mean
benefit population per claimant unit (the
average number of people for whom
each claim is made) has dropped
consistently over time, with a marked
drop between 2002 and 2004. While

2009 has brought an increase in both the benefit population and the number of claimant units,
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the average number of people per claim has remained lower than in 2000, which explains why
the benefit population is smaller. The reasons for this are explored further in Figure 8.3 below.

Figure 8.3 shows the composition of claimant units over time. Overall, the composition has
remained fairly similar over time, with single pensioners and single non-pensioners without
children forming the largest proportion of claimant units. Over time these two groups have
grown to account for two thirds of claimants in 2009, compared to 62% of claimants in 2000. All
couple claimant units (couple pensioners, couple non-pensioners and couple parents) have
formed a decreasing proportion of all claimant units over time, from 21% in 2000 to 16% in
2008, however this has changed slightly since 2008, with couple claimants accounting for 17%
of claimant units in 2009. The proportion composed of lone parent claimant units has remained
fairly stable over time, but has decreased slightly since 2008.

These subtle changes in the composition of claimant units explain why the mean benefit
population per claimant unit has fallen over time from 2000 to 2009, and why the average
number of people per claim has increased slightly between 2008 and 2009. Since 2000, an
increasing proportion of claims have been made for a single person, and a declining proportion
have been made on behalf of a partner and/or dependent children, however, the proportion of
claims made on behalf of a partner has increased slightly since 2008.

Figure 8.3: Claimant unit composition, 2000 to 2009
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Figure 8.3 also shows other subtle changes in the composition of claimant units. Although the
proportion of claims made for a single person has fallen slightly since 2008, the proportion of
claims made by a single non-pensioner without dependent children has increased, from 32% to
35% of all claimant units. At the same time, the proportion of single pensioner claimant units
has decreased, from 34% to 31% of all claimant units. Overall, the pensioner benefit population
has fallen by 3% since 2008, despite a 6% increase in the total benefit population.

This report has also identified other subtle changes in the characteristics of the benefit
population since 2008. For example, the proportion of privately or socially rented claimant units
has increased from 34% to 37% of all claimant units. In 2009, 88% of claims for HB/CTB had
been in place for six months or more, compared to 93% in 2008. People receiving benefits in
2008 had been claiming for 6 months longer, on average, than people receiving benefits in
2009. 13% of all HB/CTB claims were made by a claimant who also claimed Jobseeker’s
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Allowance in 2009, compared to 8% in 2008. Among those claiming HB/CTB for under six
months, 36% were also receiving Jobseeker’s Allowance in 2009, compared to 22% in 2008.

These subtle changes indicate a slight shift in the makeup of the benefit population. Although
the large core of people attached to benefits identified in last year’s report still exists, the benefit
population now includes a greater proportion of single non-pensioner claimants without
dependent children, and greater proportions of non-pensioner couple claimants, both with and
without children. Working age claimants now make up 61% of all claimant units, compared to
58% in 2008, and have increased in number by 493, with a 77% increase in the number of
working age claimants also receiving Jobseeker’'s Allowance. The number of pensioner
claimants has fallen, however, by 3%.

8.2 Conclusion

Regularly monitoring the Housing Benefit and Council Tax Benefit population in Cambridge City
allows us to build up a detailed picture of changes across the City in terms of areas that are
likely to be more or less vulnerable to deprivation.

The total HB/CTB benefit population in Cambridge has risen by 6% since 2008, but still
represents 11% of the City’s population as the 6% increase in the benefit population
represents a relatively small number of people.

Working age claimants make up 61% of claims, with pensioner claimants making up the
remaining 39%. 21% of working age claimants also receive Jobseeker’s Allowance and a
further 14% receive Incapacity Benefit or Employment and Support Allowance. Of the
remaining 65% of working age HB/CTB claimants, 25% are lone parents, and a further 10%
are disabled (receiving DLA). Of the remaining 30%, 19% receive income-related benefits
(IS) and 11% receive no additional support.

The number of dependent children living in HB/CTB claimant units has risen by 5% since
2008, following a fall of 1% between 2006 and 2008. Overall, however, the proportion of the
benefit population composed of dependent children has remained unchanged since 2006.

The number of single non-pensioner claimants without dependent children has risen by 14%
since 2008, following a fall of 1% between 2006 and 2008. People in this group now form
35% of benefit claimants and 22% of the total benefit population.

The number of pensioners living in HB/CTB claimant units has fallen by 3% since 2008,
following a fall of 1% between 2006 and 2008. Pensioners make up 28% of the total
HB/CTB benefit population, yet account for 39% of the HB/CTB claimant units.

The location of new development incorporating social housing is having a noticeable effect
on the concentration of claimants at a small area level. Overall, however, the geographical
distribution of the benefit population has changed little since 2008, with almost no change in
the share of the benefit population in Abbey (15%), Arbury (11%), Castle (2%), Coleridge
(7%), King’'s Hedges (14%), Market (2%), Newnham (1%), Petersfield (5%), Queen Edith’s
(4%), Romsey (7%), Trumpington (6%) and West Chesterton (4%), and only a small
increase in East Chesterton (12% to 13%), and a small decrease in Cherry Hinton (10% to
9%).
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The distribution of the benefit population follows similar patterns to the distribution of other
factors related to deprivation, such as poor educational attainment and poor health status.
This suggests that people vulnerable to income poverty are also likely to be experiencing
other aspects of deprivation. This highlights the value of using the benefit population as a
small area indicator of deprivation in general.

While the proportion of Cambridge City’s population living in households receiving HB/CTB
remains about the same, the characteristics of the benefit population continue to change subtly
over time. With the downturn in the national economy, rising unemployment and increasing
benefit claimants, it is not surprising that the makeup of the benefit population has changed
slightly in 2009. What is not clear is what will happen in the future. It is not known when and if
benefit claimants will return to pre-recession levels, or whether the changes in the claimant
characteristics will have any lasting effects on the benefit population. For these reasons, it will
be crucial to continue to monitor the uptake of means-tested benefits across the Cambridge City
Council area.
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Appendix 1: Area Profiles
Al.1: Cambridge City

Based upon Ordnance Survey material with !
the permission of the Controller of Her * 2 S
Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown copyright. % O o %
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All HB/CTB claimants in the area 8,181
Tenancy Type: Private 12,284 3,006
Local Authority 7,572 4,151
Boarder 55
CTB Only 22,802 969
Claiming under 6 months 980
Claiming 6 months and over 7,201
Receiving IS, JSA(IB), ESA(IB) or PC(GC) 5,400
Not receiving IS, JSA(IB), ESA(IB) or PC(GC) 2,781
Receiving Jobseeker's Allowance 1,040
Not receiving Jobseeker's Allowance 7,141
Receiving AA or DLA 1,586
Not receiving AA or DLA 6,595
Household Type: Lone Parent 2,065 1,404
Couple Parents 551
Single Pensioner 6,027 2,559
Pensioner Couple 572
Single Non-pensioner 9,241 2,865
Non-pensioner Couple 230
Child Density: No children 32,789 6,226
Only child 939
2+ children 1,016
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Cambridge City
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All households in the area (Census 2001) 42,658
All HB/CTB claimants in the area as % of 19.18%
all households in the area
All HB/CTB claimants in the area as % of 100.00%
all HB/CTB claimants in Cambridge City
Total HB/CTB population in the area 13,122
All people in the area (Census 2001) 108,863
Total HB/CTB population in the area as % of 12.05%
all people in the area
Total HB/CTB population in the area as % of 100.00%
total HB/CTB population in Cambridge City
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area 3,588
AgedOto 4 5,103 932
Aged 5to0 10 5,765 1,261
Aged 11to 15 4,925 937
Aged 16 to 18 1,962 458
Lone Parent 2,388
Couple Parents 1,200
All dependent children in the area (Census 2001) 17,754
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area as % of 20.21%
all dependent children in the area
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area as % of 100.00%
all HB/CTB child dependants in Cambridge City
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area 3,726
Aged 60 to 74 10,840 1,899
Aged 75to 84 5,323 1,126
Aged 85 and over 2,173 701
Single 2,577
Couple 1,149
All people aged 60 and over in the area (Census 2001) 18,336
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area as % of 20.32%
all people aged 60 and over in the area
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area as % of 100.00%
all HB/CTB pensioners in Cambridge City

* Data suppressed to avoid disclosure of personal information.

~ These profiles include comparator data from the 2001 Census where it is appropriate to do so. Figures are only given
where a comparator is available that is based on the same definition as used in this report. For this reason comparator
data are not given for all variables.
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Al.2: North Area

Based upon Ordnance Survey material with

the permission of the Controller of Her * é\
Majesty's'Stationery Oﬁice © (.?rown copyrjght. % 8 g g 8
Unauthorised reproducthn infringes copyright .qc) © 9_“3 ~ o n o !<)—:
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All HB/CTB claimants in the area 894 883 1,084 419 3,280
Tenancy Type: Private 4,044 175 518 224 299 1,216
Local Authority 3,118 602 281 748 64 1,695
Boarder 0 11 <5 * 19
CTB Only 7,283 117 73 * * 350
Claiming under 6 months 129 88 129 74 420
Claiming 6 months and over 765 795 955 345 2,860
Receiving IS, JSA(IB), ESA(IB) or PC(GC) 621 599 701 278 2,199
Not receiving IS, JSA(IB), ESA(IB) or PC(GC) 273 284 383 141 1,081
Receiving Jobseeker's Allowance 173 102 149 69 493
Not receiving Jobseeker's Allowance 721 781 935 350 2,787
Receiving AA or DLA 151 165 181 88 585
Not receiving AA or DLA 743 718 903 331 2,695
Household Type: Lone Parent 811 130 201 231 43 605
Couple Parents 66 80 82 14 242
Single Pensioner 1,854 236 245 281 113 875
Pensioner Couple 69 75 75 13 232
Single Non-pensioner 3,378 369 242 377 228 1,216
Non-pensioner Couple 24 40 38 8 110
Child Density: No children 10,961 698 602 771 362 2,433
Only child 97 105 168 32 402
2+ children 99 176 145 25 445
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North Area
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All households in the area (Census 2001) 3,909 3,240 3,656 3,640 14,445
All HB/CTB claimants in the area as % of 22.87% 27.25% 29.65% 11.51%| 22.71%
all households in the area
All HB/CTB claimants in the area as % of 10.93% 10.79% 13.25% 5.12%]| 40.09%
all HB/CTB claimants in Cambridge City
Total HB/CTB population in the area 1,412 1,654 1,823 5 48 5,437
All people in the area (Census 2001) 8,806 7,470 8,304 8,021 32,601
Total HB/CTB population in the area as % of 16.03% 22.14% 21.95% 6.83%| 16.68%
all people in the area
Total HB/CTB population in the area as % of 10.76% 12.60% 13.89% 4.18%| 41.43%
total HB/CTB population in Cambridge City
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area 359 576 544 94 1 ,573
AgedOto 4 1,834 109 117 156 33 415
Aged 5to0 10 2,110 127 207 199 26 559
Aged 11to 15 1,758 86 168 132 24 410
Aged 16 to 18 662 37 84 57 11 189
Lone Parent 223 378 388 70 1,059
Couple Parents 136 198 156 24 514
All dependent children in the area (Census 2001) 1,481 1,631 1,840 1,412 6,364
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area as % of 24.24% 35.32% 29.57% 6.66%| 24.72%
all dependent children in the area
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area as % of 10.01% 16.05% 15.16% 2.62%| 43.84%
all HB/CTB child dependants in Cambridge City
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area 376 393 435 138 1,342
Aged 60 to 74 3,769 202 239 260 80 781
Aged 75to 84 1,552 126 94 128 40 388
Aged 85 and over 681 48 60 a7 18 173
Single 238 248 283 114 883
Couple 138 145 152 24 459
All people aged 60 and over in the area (Census 2001) 1,812 1,443 1,412 1,335 6,002
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area as % of 20.75% 27.23% 30.81% 10.34%| 22.36%
all people aged 60 and over in the area
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area as % of 10.09% 10.55% 11.67% 3.70%| 36.02%
all HB/CTB pensioners in Cambridge City

* Data suppressed to avoid disclosure of personal information.

~ These profiles include comparator data from the 2001 Census where it is appropriate to do so. Figures are only given
where a comparator is available that is based on the same definition as used in this report. For this reason comparator
data are not given for all variables.
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Al.3: East Area

Based upon Ordnance Survey material with
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All HB/CTB claimants in the area 1,090 696 481 565 2,832
Tenancy Type: Private 3,830 293 160 239 232 924
Local Authority 2,673 673 439 191 231 1,534
Boarder 8 <5 <5 10 21
CTB Only 6,834 116 * * 92 353
Claiming under 6 months 134 71 56 66 327
Claiming 6 months and over 956 625 425 499 2,505
Receiving IS, JSA(IB), ESA(IB) or PC(GC) 727 443 333 364 1,867
Not receiving IS, JSA(IB), ESA(IB) or PC(GC) 363 253 148 201 965
Receiving Jobseeker's Allowance 128 52 56 73 309
Not receiving Jobseeker's Allowance 962 644 425 492 2,523
Receiving AA or DLA 203 143 119 134 599
Not receiving AA or DLA 887 553 362 431 2,233
Household Type: Lone Parent 671 247 84 65 95 491
Couple Parents 86 38 19 32 175
Single Pensioner 1,792 293 303 146 167 909
Pensioner Couple 67 49 17 39 172
Single Non-pensioner 3,000 362 212 228 218 1,020
Non-pensioner Couple 35 10 6 14 65
Child Density: No children 10,397 757 574 397 438 2,166
Only child 152 61 54 61 328
2+ children 181 61 30 66 338
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East Area
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All households in the area (Census 2001) 3,651 3,230 3,007 3,449 | 13,337
All HB/CTB claimants in the area as % of 29.85% 21.55% 16.00% 16.38%| 21.23%
all households in the area
All HB/CTB claimants in the area as % of 13.32% 8.51% 5.88% 6.91%| 34.62%
all HB/CTB claimants in Cambridge City
Total HB/CTB population in the area 1,913 1,006 655 890 4,464
All people in the area (Census 2001) 8,396 7,427 6,948 7,981 30,752
Total HB/CTB population in the area as % of 22.78% 13.55% 9.43% 11.15%| 14.52%
all people in the area
Total HB/CTB population in the area as % of 1458% 7.67% 4.99% 6.78%| 34.02%
total HB/CTB population in Cambridge City
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area 635 213 132 240 1,220
AgedOto 4 1,604 167 48 34 49 298
Aged 5to0 10 1,665 233 69 55 73 430
Aged 11to 15 1,427 158 65 35 77 335
Aged 16 to 18 511 77 31 8 41 157
Lone Parent 431 132 89 164 816
Couple Parents 204 81 43 76 404
All dependent children in the area (Census 2001) 1,760 1,463 854 1,130 5,207
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area as % of 36.08% 14.56% 15.46% 21.24%| 23.43%
all dependent children in the area
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area as % of 17.70% 5.94% 3.68% 6.69%| 34.00%
all HB/CTB child dependants in Cambridge City
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area 432 410 182 246 1,270
Aged 60 to 74 2,776 207 200 86 140 633
Aged 75to 84 1,502 130 133 42 70 375
Aged 85 and over 617 95 77 54 36 262
Single 294 306 147 168 915
Couple 138 104 35 78 355
All people aged 60 and over in the area (Census 2001) 1,403 1,722 697 1,073 4,895
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area as % of 30.79% 23.81% 26.11% 22.93%| 25.94%
all people aged 60 and over in the area
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area as % of 11.59% 11.00% 4.88% 6.60%| 34.08%
all HB/CTB pensioners in Cambridge City

* Data suppressed to avoid disclosure of personal information.

~ These profiles include comparator data from the 2001 Census where it is appropriate to do so. Figures are only given
where a comparator is available that is based on the same definition as used in this report. For this reason comparator

data are not given for all variables.

-78 -




Al.4: West / Central Area

Based upon Ordnance Survey material with
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All HB/CTB claimants in the area 191 225 74 490
Tenancy Type: Private 2,507 101 136 53 290
Local Authority 278 49 63 10 122
Boarder 0 8 0 8
CTB Only 2,897 41 18 11 70
Claiming under 6 months 13 37 13 63
Claiming 6 months and over 178 188 61 427
Receiving IS, JSA(IB), ESA(IB) or PC(GC) 134 146 47 327
Not receiving IS, JSA(IB), ESA(IB) or PC(GC) 57 79 27 163
Receiving Jobseeker's Allowance 24 32 7 63
Not receiving Jobseeker's Allowance 167 193 67 427
Receiving AA or DLA 31 35 12 78
Not receiving AA or DLA 160 190 62 412
Household Type: Lone Parent 157 15 20 14 49
Couple Parents 7 <5 * 14
Single Pensioner 909 90 95 32 217
Pensioner Couple * * <5 30
Single Non-pensioner 1,399 61 93 18 172
Non-pensioner Couple <5 <5 <5 8
Child Density: No children 4,652 169 203 55 427
Only child 12 12 9 33
2+ children 10 10 10 30
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West / Central Area
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All households in the area (Census 2001) 2,143 1,830 1,709 5,682
All HB/CTB claimants in the area as % of 891% 12.30% 4.33%| 8.62%
all households in the area
All HB/CTB claimants in the area as % of 2.33% 2.75% 0.90%| 5.99%
all HB/CTB claimants in Cambridge City
Total HB/CTB population in the area 250 275 118 643
All people in the area (Census 2001) 7,244 7,512 7,819 22,575
Total HB/CTB population in the area as % of 345% 3.66% 1.51%| 2.85%
all people in the area
Total HB/CTB population in the area as % of 191% 2.10% 0.90%| 4.90%
total HB/CTB population in Cambridge City
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area 34 33 34 101
AgedOto 4 516 9 <5 <5 15
Aged 5to0 10 562 10 * * 43
Aged 11to 15 468 9 5 10 24
Aged 16 to 18 225 6 6 7 19
Lone Parent 22 * * 76
Couple Parents 12 <5 * 25
All dependent children in the area (Census 2001) 708 342 721 1,771
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area as % of 4.80% 9.65% 4.72%| 5.70%
all dependent children in the area
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area as % of 0.95% 0.92% 0.95%| 2.81%
all HB/CTB child dependants in Cambridge City
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area 120 118 39 277
Aged 60 to 74 1,523 62 56 18 136
Aged 75to 84 740 42 31 12 85
Aged 85 and over 328 16 31 9 56
Single 92 95 32 219
Couple 28 23 7 58
All people aged 60 and over in the area (Census 2001) 973 705 913 2,591
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area as % of 12.33% 16.74% 4.27%]| 10.69%
all people aged 60 and over in the area
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area as % of 3.22% 3.17% 1.05%| 7.43%
all HB/CTB pensioners in Cambridge City

* Data suppressed to avoid disclosure of personal information.

~ These profiles include comparator data from the 2001 Census where it is appropriate to do so. Figures are only given
where a comparator is available that is based on the same definition as used in this report. For this reason comparator
data are not given for all variables.
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Al1l.5: South Area
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All HB/CTB claimants in the area 693 351 535 1,579
Tenancy Type: Private 1,903 167 105 304 576
Local Authority 1,503 436 183 181 800
Boarder 0 * <5 7
CTB Only 5,788 90 * * 196
Claiming under 6 months 63 22 85 170
Claiming 6 months and over 630 329 450 1,409
Receiving IS, JSA(IB), ESA(IB) or PC(GC) 433 209 365 1,007
Not receiving IS, JSA(IB), ESA(IB) or PC(GC) 260 142 170 572
Receiving Jobseeker's Allowance 57 29 89 175
Not receiving Jobseeker's Allowance 636 322 446 1,404
Receiving AA or DLA 139 81 104 324
Not receiving AA or DLA 554 270 431 1,255
Household Type: Lone Parent 426 145 53 61 259
Couple Parents 54 31 35 120
Single Pensioner 1,472 261 159 138 558
Pensioner Couple 62 45 31 138
Single Non-pensioner 1,464 152 52 253 457
Non-pensioner Couple 19 11 17 47
Child Density: No children 6,779 494 267 439 1,200
Only child 93 32 51 176
2+ children 106 52 45 203
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All households in the area (Census 2001) 3,546 2,859 2,789 9,194
All HB/CTB claimants in the area as % of 19.54% 12.28% 19.18%]| 17.17%
all households in the area
All HB/CTB claimants in the area as % of 8.47% 4.29%  6.54%]| 19.30%
all HB/CTB claimants in Cambridge City
Total HB/CTB population in the area 1,186 612 780 2,578
All people in the area (Census 2001) 8,303 8,078 6,554 22,935
Total HB/CTB population in the area as % of 14.28%  7.58% 11.90%| 11.24%
all people in the area
Total HB/CTB population in the area as % of 9.04% 4.66% 5.94%| 19.65%
total HB/CTB population in Cambridge City
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area 358 174 162 694
AgedOto 4 1,149 114 30 60 204
Aged 5to0 10 1,428 120 67 42 229
Aged 11to 15 1,272 79 53 36 168
Aged 16 to 18 564 45 24 24 93
Lone Parent 236 98 103 437
Couple Parents 122 76 59 257
All dependent children in the area (Census 2001) 1,798 1,645 969 4,412
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area as % of 19.91% 10.58% 16.72%]| 15.73%
all dependent children in the area
All HB/CTB child dependants in the area as % of 9.98% 4.85% 4.52%]| 19.34%
all HB/CTB child dependants in Cambridge City
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area 383 250 204 837
Aged 60 to 74 2,772 161 94 94 349
Aged 75to0 84 1,529 128 89 61 278
Aged 85 and over 547 94 67 49 210
Single 262 159 139 560
Couple 121 91 65 277
All people aged 60 and over in the area (Census 2001) 1,759 1,737 1,352 4,848
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area as % of 21.77% 14.39% 15.09%| 17.26%
all people aged 60 and over in the area
All HB/CTB pensioners in the area as % of 10.28% 6.71%  5.48%| 22.46%
all HB/CTB pensioners in Cambridge City

* Data suppressed to avoid disclosure of personal information.

~ These profiles include comparator data from the 2001 Census where it is appropriate to do so. Figures are only given
where a comparator is available that is based on the same definition as used in this report. For this reason comparator

data are not given for all variables.
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Appendix 2: Supporting Data

A2.1: Claimant units

Figures 2.1, 2.2: Number of claimant units by ward and receipt of additional benefits

2009 2008
IS/IISA(IB)/
ESA(IB)/ ISIISA(IB)/
Ward PC(GC) non-support  Total units PC non-support  Total units
Abbey 727 363 1,090 732 319 1,051
Arbury 621 273 894 632 218 850
Castle 134 57 191 140 52 192
Cherry Hinton 433 260 693 460 226 686
Coleridge 443 253 696 453 201 654
East Chesterton 599 284 883 576 231 807
King's Hedges 701 383 1,084 695 320 1,015
Market 146 79 225 146 57 203
Newnham 47 27 74 45 19 64
Petersfield 333 148 481 332 117 449
Queen Edith's 209 142 351 238 101 339
Romsey 364 201 565 401 163 564
Trumpington 365 170 535 369 136 505
West Chesterton 278 141 419 274 119 393
Total 5,400 2,781 8,181 5,493 2,279 7,772

Figures 2.3, 2.4: Number of claimant units by ward and receipt of additional benefits

2006 2004 2002
IS/IISA(IB)/
Ward PC(GC) non-support  Total units Total units| Total units
Abbey 701 350 1,051 999 1,038
Arbury 619 276 895 872 832
Castle 130 62 192 177 180
Cherry Hinton 411 250 661 558 588
Coleridge 424 269 693 633 623
East Chesterton 565 252 817 771 786
King's Hedges 684 336 1,020 1,006 1,015
Market 150 63 213 207 220
Newnham 39 23 62 60 66
Petersfield 339 123 462 460 439
Queen Edith's 201 141 342 337 298
Romsey 382 165 547 541 569
Trumpington 313 175 488 440 434
West Chesterton 266 135 401 371 388
Total 5,224 2,620 7,844 7,432 7,476
Figure 2.5: Claimant units as % of all households Fi  gure 2.6: Composition of claimant units
Claimant
units|
Claimant All as % all
Ward units households households| Claimant unit type Units
Abbey 1,090 3,651 29.9% Lone parent 1,404
Arbury 894 3,909 22.9% Couple parents 551
Castle 191 2,143 8.9% Single pensioner 2,559
Cherry Hinton 693 3,546 19.5% Pensioner couple 572
Coleridge 696 3,230 21.5% Single non-pensioner 2,865
East Chesterton 883 3,240 27.3% Non-pensioner couple 230
King's Hedges 1,084 3,656 29.6% Total 8,181
Market 225 1,830 12.3%
Newnham 74 1,709 4.3%
Petersfield 481 3,007 16.0%
Queen Edith's 351 2,859 12.3%
Romsey 565 3,449 16.4%
Trumpington 535 2,789 19.2%
West Chesterton 419 3,640 11.5%
Total 8,181 42,658 19.2%
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Figure 2.7: Tenure composition of claimants

Local Total

Privately Authority Owns own claimant

Ward rented rented Boarder home units
Abbey 293 673 8 116 1,090
Arbury 175 602 0 117 894
Castle 101 49 0 41 191
Cherry Hinton 167 436 0 90 693
Coleridge 160 439 <5 * 696
East Chesterton 518 281 11 73 883
King's Hedges 224 748 <5 * 1,084
Market 136 63 8 18 225
Newnham 53 10 0 11 74
Petersfield 239 191 <5 * 481
Queen Edith's 105 183 * * 351
Romsey 232 231 10 92 565
Trumpington 304 181 <5 * 535
West Chesterton 299 64 * * 419
Grand Total 3,006 4,151 55 969 8,181

* Data suppressed to avoid disclosure of personal information

Figure 2.8: Length of claim

Total

Under 6 claimant] % under 6 % over 6
Ward months 6 months + units months months
Abbey 134 956 1090 12.3% 87.7%
Arbury 129 765 894 14.4% 85.6%
Castle 13 178 191 6.8% 93.2%
Cherry Hinton 63 630 693 9.1% 90.9%
Coleridge 71 625 696 10.2% 89.8%
East Chesterton 88 795 883 10.0% 90.0%
King's Hedges 129 955 1084 11.9% 88.1%
Market 37 188 225 16.4% 83.6%
Newnham 13 61 74 17.6% 82.4%
Petersfield 56 425 481 11.6% 88.4%
Queen Edith's 22 329 351 6.3% 93.7%
Romsey 66 499 565 11.7% 88.3%
Trumpington 85 450 535 15.9% 84.1%
West Chesterton 74 345 419 17.7% 82.3%
Total 980 7201 8181 12.0% 88.0%

Figure 2.9: Number and proportion of claimants also receiving Jobseeker's Allowance

Total

Receives Does not claimant] % receiving
Ward JSA receive JSA units| JSA
Abbey 128 962 1,090 11.7%
Arbury 173 721 894 19.4%
Castle 24 167 191 12.6%
Cherry Hinton 57 636 693 8.2%
Coleridge 52 644 696 7.5%
East Chesterton 102 781 883 11.6%
King's Hedges 149 935 1,084 13.7%
Market 32 193 225 14.2%
Newnham 7 67 74 9.5%
Petersfield 56 425 481 11.6%
Queen Edith's 29 322 351 8.3%
Romsey 73 492 565 12.9%
Trumpington 89 446 535 16.6%
West Chesterton 69 350 419 16.5%
Total 1,040 7,141 8,181 12.7%
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Figure 2.10: Number and proportion of claimants als

Does not Total

Receives receive claimant| % receiving
Ward IB/ESA IB/ESA units| IB/IESA
Abbey 113 977 1,090 10.4%
Arbury 81 813 894 9.1%
Castle 10 181 191 5.2%
Cherry Hinton 55 638 693 7.9%
Coleridge 58 638 696 8.3%
East Chesterton 72 811 883 8.2%
King's Hedges 114 970 1,084 10.5%
Market 21 204 225 9.3%
Newnham 4 70 74 5.4%
Petersfield 56 425 481 11.6%
Queen Edith's 21 330 351 6.0%
Romsey 46 519 565 8.1%
Trumpington 55 480 535 10.3%
West Chesterton 53 366 419 12.6%
Total 759 7,422 8,181 9.3%

Figure 2.11: Number and proportion of claimants als

o receiving Incapacity Benefit or Employment and Su

o receiving Attendance Allowance or Disability Livi

pport Allowance

ng Allowance

Does not Total

Receives receive claimant| % receiving
Ward AA/DLA AA/DLA units| AA/DLA
Abbey 203 887 1,090 18.6%
Arbury 151 743 894 16.9%
Castle 31 160 191 16.2%
Cherry Hinton 139 554 693 20.1%
Coleridge 143 553 696 20.5%
East Chesterton 165 718 883 18.7%
King's Hedges 181 903 1,084 16.7%
Market 35 190 225 15.6%
Newnham 12 62 74 16.2%
Petersfield 119 362 481 24.7%
Queen Edith's 81 270 351 23.1%
Romsey 134 431 565 23.7%
Trumpington 104 431 535 19.4%
West Chesterton 88 331 419 21.0%
Total 1,586 6,595 8,181 19.4%
Total resident population by age, 2008
Ward 0-4 5-14 15-24 25-44 45-64 65-74 75-84 85+ Total
Abbey 700 1,000 1,600 3,200 1,800 500 400 100 9,300
Arbury 500 900 1,400 2,900 2,100 700 600 200 9,300
Castle 300 400 3,100 2,000 1,200 400 300 100 7,800
Cherry Hinton 600 1,000 1,200 2,500 2,000 700 500 200 8,700
Coleridge 500 900 1,600 2,600 1,700 500 500 200 8,500
East Chesterton 500 1,000 1,300 2,800 1,700 600 400 200 8,500
King's Hedges 500 900 1,400 2,600 1,700 600 300 100 8,100
Market 200 200 4,500 2,200 800 300 200 100 8,500
Newnham 300 600 3,400 2,300 1,100 300 300 100 8,400
Petersfield 400 500 2,200 2,900 1,300 300 100 100 7,800
Queen Edith's 400 900 2,000 2,100 1,900 600 500 200 8,600
Romsey 500 700 1,600 3,700 1,500 400 300 100 8,800
Trumpington 400 700 1,300 2,200 1,600 600 400 200 7,400
West Chesterton 500 700 1,400 2,800 2,000 500 300 200 8,400
Total 6,300 10,400 28,000 36,800 22,400 7,000 5,100 2,100 118,100
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Appendix 2.2: Benefit population

Figures 3.1, 3.2: Total benefit population, 2002-20 09

Total benefit population

Ward 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009
Abbey 1,976 1,814 1,888 1,861 1,913
Arbury 1,330 1,351 1,402 1,309 1,412
Castle 228 220 240 254 250
Cherry Hinton 1,036 928 1,111 1,206 1,186
Coleridge 995 969 1,021 930 1,006
East Chesterton 1,599 1,510 1,532 1,479 1,654
King's Hedges 1,858 1,756 1,745 1,699 1,823
Market 257 237 241 234 275
Newnham 93 92 98 114 118
Petersfield 589 609 638 624 655
Queen Edith's 559 564 576 558 612
Romsey 926 842 863 909 890
Trumpington 638 601 691 738 780
West Chesterton 535 499 518 504 548
Total 12,619 11,992 12,564 12,419 13,122
Figures 3.1, 3.2: Total resident population, 2002-2 008
Total resident population
Ward 2002 2004 2006 2007 2008
Abbey 8,490 8,560 8,930 8,920 9,300
Arbury 9,040 8,900 9,080 9,070 9,300
Castle 7,530 7,650 7,500 7,640 7,800
Cherry Hinton 8,420 8,300 8,450 8,500 8,700
Coleridge 7,320 7,390 7,790 8,170 8,500
East Chesterton 7,620 7,810 8,100 8,210 8,500
King's Hedges 8,080 7,860 7,960 7,860 8,100
Market 7,830 8,250 8,410 8,390 8,500
Newnham 7,910 7,720 8,140 8,390 8,400
Petersfield 6,990 7,050 7,560 7,640 7,800
Queen Edith's 8,100 8,270 8,400 8,490 8,600
Romsey 8,020 7,970 8,460 8,580 8,800
Trumpington 6,640 6,480 6,840 7,020 7,400
West Chesterton 8,050 8,070 8,150 8,310 8,400
Total 110,000 110,300 113,800 115,200 118,100
Figures 3.1, 3.2: Total benefit population, 2002-20 09
% resident population receiving HB/CTB

Ward 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009
Abbey 23.3% 21.2% 21.1% 20.9% 20.6%
Arbury 14.7% 15.2% 15.4% 14.4% 15.2%
Castle 3.0% 2.9% 3.2% 3.3% 3.2%
Cherry Hinton 12.3% 11.2% 13.1% 14.2% 13.6%
Coleridge 13.6% 13.1% 13.1% 11.4% 11.8%
East Chesterton 21.0% 19.3% 18.9% 18.0% 19.5%
King's Hedges 23.0% 22.3% 21.9% 21.6% 22.5%
Market 3.3% 2.9% 2.9% 2.8% 3.2%
Newnham 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.4% 1.4%
Petersfield 8.4% 8.6% 8.4% 8.2% 8.4%
Queen Edith's 6.9% 6.8% 6.9% 6.6% 7.1%
Romsey 11.5% 10.6% 10.2% 10.6% 10.1%
Trumpington 9.6% 9.3% 10.1% 10.5% 10.5%
West Chesterton 6.6% 6.2% 6.4% 6.1% 6.5%
Total 11.5% 10.9% 11.0% 10.8% 11.1%
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Figure 3.3: Benefit population composition, 2008

Dependent| Total benefit]
Ward Claimants Partners children]  population
Abbey 1,051 176 634 1,861
Arbury 850 133 326 1,309
Castle 192 27 35 254
Cherry Hinton 686 147 373 1,206
Coleridge 654 91 185 930
East Chesterton 807 165 507 1,479
King's Hedges 1,015 173 511 1,699
Market 203 13 18 234
Newnham 64 12 38 114
Petersfield 449 39 136 624
Queen Edith's 339 73 146 558
Romsey 564 86 259 909
Trumpington 505 71 162 738
West Chesterton 393 40 71 504
Total 7,772 1,246 3,401 12,419
Figure 3.3: Benefit population composition, 2009

Dependent| Total benefit]
Ward Claimants Partners children| population
Abbey 1,090 188 635 1,913
Arbury 894 159 359 1,412
Castle 191 25 34 250
Cherry Hinton 693 135 358 1,186
Coleridge 696 97 213 1,006
East Chesterton 883 195 576 1,654
King's Hedges 1,084 195 544 1,823
Market 225 17 33 275
Newnham 74 10 34 118
Petersfield 481 42 132 655
Queen Edith's 351 87 174 612
Romsey 565 85 240 890
Trumpington 535 83 162 780
West Chesterton 419 35 94 548
Total 8,181 1,353 3,588 13,122

Figure 3.4: Benefit population also receiving 1S/JS

A(IB)/ESA(IB)/PC(GC)

ISIISA(IB)/ % receiving

ESA(IB)/ ISIISA(IB)/]

PC(GC) non-support| Total benefit ESA(IB)/

Ward population  population| population PC(GC)
Abbey 1,268 645 1,913 66.3%
Arbury 945 467 1,412 66.9%
Castle 168 82 250 67.2%
Cherry Hinton 734 452 1,186 61.9%
Coleridge 608 398 1,006 60.4%
East Chesterton 1,085 569 1,654 65.6%
King's Hedges 1,178 645 1,823 64.6%
Market 181 94 275 65.8%
Newnham 69 49 118 58.5%
Petersfield 448 207 655 68.4%
Queen Edith's 380 232 612 62.1%
Romsey 553 337 890 62.1%
Trumpington 504 276 780 64.6%
West Chesterton 351 197 548 64.1%
Total 8,472 4,650 13,122 64.6%
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Appendix 2.3: Families

Figures 4.1, 4.2: Child benefit population

Total child benefit population
Ward 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009
Abbey 681 625 647 634 635
Arbury 315 338 362 326 359
Castle 28 27 28 35 34
Cherry Hinton 296 255 317 373 358
Coleridge 226 214 210 185 213
East Chesterton 592 568 539 507 576
King's Hedges 590 566 541 511 544
Market 22 20 16 18 33
Newnham 21 23 27 38 34
Petersfield 97 113 139 136 132
Queen Edith's 169 162 169 146 174
Romsey 248 224 239 259 240
Trumpington 129 103 137 162 162
West Chesterton 93 89 80 71 94
Total 3,507 3,327 3,451 3,401 3,588
Figures 4.1, 4.2: Resident dependent children
Resident dependent children
Ward 2002 2004 2006 2007 2008
Abbey 1,776 1,809 1,877 1,834 1,877
Arbury 1,493 1,517 1,606 1,537 1,598
Castle 703 693 737 756 775
Cherry Hinton 1,812 1,841 1,835 1,853 1,935
Coleridge 1,488 1,538 1,606 1,615 1,722
East Chesterton 1,650 1,688 1,787 1,742 1,805
King's Hedges 1,858 1,894 1,762 1,682 1,735
Market 345 350 278 333 323
Newnham 728 741 579 658 650
Petersfield 867 893 884 884 903
Queen Edith's 1,672 1,727 1,633 1,625 1,667
Romsey 1,147 1,180 1,191 1,199 1,257
Trumpington 980 1,002 1,117 1,131 1,158
West Chesterton 1,431 1,470 1,432 1,432 1,511
Total 17,951 18,344 18,324 18,281 18,916
Figures 4.1, 4.2: Child benefit population
Child benefit population as % of dependent children

Ward 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009
Abbey 38.3% 34.6% 34.5% 34.6% 33.8%
Arbury 21.1% 22.3% 22.5% 21.2% 22.5%
Castle 4.0% 3.9% 3.8% 4.6% 4.4%
Cherry Hinton 16.3% 13.9% 17.3% 20.1% 18.5%
Coleridge 15.2% 13.9% 13.1% 11.5% 12.4%
East Chesterton 35.9% 33.7% 30.2% 29.1% 31.9%
King's Hedges 31.8% 29.9% 30.7% 30.4% 31.4%
Market 6.4% 5.7% 5.8% 5.4% 10.2%
Newnham 2.9% 3.1% 4.7% 5.8% 5.2%
Petersfield 11.2% 12.6% 15.7% 15.4% 14.6%
Queen Edith's 10.1% 9.4% 10.3% 9.0% 10.4%
Romsey 21.6% 19.0% 20.1% 21.6% 19.1%
Trumpington 13.2% 10.3% 12.3% 14.3% 14.0%
West Chesterton 6.5% 6.1% 5.6% 5.0% 6.2%
Total 19.5% 18.1% 18.8% 18.6% 19.0%
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Figure 4.3: Proportion of benefit population Section 4.5: Child benefit population by
composed of dependent children level of support of ¢ laimant unit
IS/ % 1S/
JSA(IB)/ JSA(IB)/
% of benefit] ESA(IB)/ ESA(IB)/
Ward population Ward PC(GC) non-support Total PC(GC)
Abbey 33.2% Abbey 436 199 635 68.7%
Arbury 25.4% Arbury 233 126 359 64.9%
Castle 13.6% Castle 19 15 34 55.9%
Cherry Hinton 30.2% Cherry Hinton 237 121 358 66.2%
Coleridge 21.2% Coleridge 111 102 213 52.1%
East Chesterton 34.8% East Chesterton 378 198 576 65.6%
King's Hedges 29.8% King's Hedges 369 175 544 67.8%
Market 12.0% Market 25 8 33 75.8%
Newnham 28.8% Newnham 19 15 34 55.9%
Petersfield 20.2% Petersfield 87 45 132 65.9%
Queen Edith's 28.4% Queen Edith's 126 48 174 72.4%
Romsey 27.0% Romsey 146 94 240 60.8%
Trumpington 20.8% Trumpington 92 70 162 56.8%
West Chesterton 17.2% West Chesterton 56 38 94 59.6%
Total 27.3% Total 2,334 1,254 3,588 65.1%
Figures 4.4, 4.5: Child benefit population by age
Ward 0-4 5-10 11-15 16-18 Total
Abbey 167 233 158 77 635
Arbury 109 127 86 37 359
Castle 9 10 9 6 34
Cherry Hinton 114 120 79 45 358
Coleridge 48 69 65 31 213
East Chesterton 117 207 168 84 576
King's Hedges 156 199 132 57 544
Market <5 * 5 6 33
Newnham <5 * 10 7 34
Petersfield 34 55 35 8 132
Queen Edith's 30 67 53 24 174
Romsey 49 73 77 41 240
Trumpington 60 42 36 24 162
West Chesterton 33 26 24 11 94
Total 932 1,261 937 458 3,588
* Data suppressed to avoid disclosure of personal information
Figure 4.6: Number of children per claimant unit
Ward Only child 2-3 children 4-5 children 6+ children No children Total
Abbey 152 151 * <5 757 1,090
Arbury 97 82 * <5 698 894
Castle 12 10 * <5 169 191
Cherry Hinton 93 98 * <5 494 693
Coleridge 61 55 * <5 574 696
East Chesterton 105 147 * <5 602 883
King's Hedges 168 125 * <5 771 1,084
Market 12 10 * <5 203 225
Newnham 9 9 * <5 55 74
Petersfield 54 25 * <5 397 481
Queen Edith's 32 42 * <5 267 351
Romsey 61 53 * <5 438 565
Trumpington 51 42 * <5 439 535
West Chesterton 32 23 * <5 362 419
Total 939 872 127 17 6,226 8,181

* Data suppressed to avoid disclosure of personal information
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Figures 4.7, 4.8: Number of lone parent claimant un its

Lone parent claimant units
Ward 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009
Abbey 189 272 262 256 247
Arbury 112 129 130 129 130
Castle 24 16 17 19 15
Cherry Hinton 95 115 133 161 145
Coleridge 79 86 81 74 84
East Chesterton 175 199 199 189 201
King's Hedges 184 244 224 220 231
Market 10 14 11 12 20
Newnham 12 9 11 11 14
Petersfield 100 62 72 69 65
Queen Edith's 62 63 65 55 53
Romsey 77 83 94 92 95
Trumpington 46 43 61 69 61
West Chesterton 31 35 34 32 43
Total 1,196 1,370 1,394 1,388 1,404

Figures 4.7, 4.8: Number of lone parent claimantun its

Resident]
lone parents Lone parent claimant units as % resident lone parent families
Ward 2001 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009
Abbey 296 63.9% 91.9% 88.5% 86.5% 83.4%
Arbury 165 67.9% 78.2% 78.8% 78.2% 78.8%
Castle 61 39.3% 26.2% 27.9% 31.1% 24.6%
Cherry Hinton 203 46.8% 56.7% 65.5% 79.3% 71.4%
Coleridge 131 60.3% 65.6% 61.8% 56.5% 64.1%
East Chesterton 233 75.1% 85.4% 85.4% 81.1% 86.3%
King's Hedges 300 61.3% 81.3% 74.7% 73.3% 77.0%
Market 59 16.9% 23.7% 18.6% 20.3% 33.9%
Newnham 37 32.4% 24.3% 29.7% 29.7% 37.8%
Petersfield 100 100.0% 62.0% 72.0% 69.0% 65.0%
Queen Edith's 114 54.4% 55.3% 57.0% 48.2% 46.5%
Romsey 144 53.5% 57.6% 65.3% 63.9% 66.0%
Trumpington 109 42.2% 39.4% 56.0% 63.3% 56.0%
West Chesterton 113 27.4% 31.0% 30.1% 28.3% 38.1%
Total 2,065 57.9% 66.3% 67.5% 67.2% 68.0%

Figure 4.9: Number of couple parent claimant units

Couple
Ward parent units
Abbey 86
Arbury 66
Castle 7
Cherry Hinton 54
Coleridge 38
East Chesterton 80
King's Hedges 82
Market <5
Newnham *
Petersfield 19
Queen Edith's 31
Romsey 32
Trumpington 35
West Chesterton 14
Total 551

* Data suppressed to avoid disclosure of personal information
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Appendix 2.4: Single non-pensioners with no depende

Figures 5.1, 5.2: Number of single non-pensioner cl

nt children

aimants without dependent children

Resident]
single non-|
Number of claimants pensioners| % resident single non-pensioners claiming HB/CTB

Ward 2004 2006 2008 2009 2001 2004 2006 2008 2009
Abbey 262 311 323 362 714 36.7% 43.6% 45.2% 50.7%
Arbury 351 359 336 369 917 38.3% 39.1% 36.6% 40.2%
Castle 48 60 56 61 497 9.7% 12.1% 11.3% 12.3%
Cherry Hinton 100 128 124 152 489 20.4% 26.2% 25.4% 31.1%
Coleridge 129 189 188 212 535 24.1% 35.3% 35.1% 39.6%
East Chesterton 183 202 206 242 647 28.3% 31.2% 31.8% 37.4%
King's Hedges 301 330 347 377 866 34.8% 38.1% 40.1% 43.5%
Market 72 83 74 93 589 12.2% 14.1% 12.6% 15.8%
Newnham 16 13 10 18 313 5.1% 4.2% 3.2% 5.8%
Petersfield 225 213 194 228 1,006 22.4% 21.2% 19.3% 22.7%
Queen Edith's 50 49 51 52 279 17.9% 17.6% 18.3% 18.6%
Romsey 169 183 186 218 745 22.7% 24.6% 25.0% 29.3%
Trumpington 188 212 220 253 696 27.0% 30.5% 31.6% 36.4%
West Chesterton 195 208 197 228 948 20.6% 21.9% 20.8% 24.1%
Total 2,289 2,540 2,512 2,865 9,241 24.8% 27.5% 27.2% 31.0%
Figure 5.3: Proportion of the benefit population th at are single non-pensioners without dependent chil dren

Ward %
Abbey 18.9%
Arbury 26.1%
Castle 24.4%
Cherry Hinton 12.8%
Coleridge 21.1%
East Chesterton 14.6%
King's Hedges 20.7%
Market 33.8%
Newnham 15.3%
Petersfield 34.8%
Queen Edith's 8.5%
Romsey 24.5%
Trumpington 32.4%
West Chesterton 41.6%
Total 21.8%

Section 5.2: Single non-pensioner claimants by leve | of support
1S/ % 1S/
JSA(IB)/ JSA(IB)/
ESA(IB)/ ESA(IB)/
Ward PC(GC) non-support] Total PC(GC)
Abbey 262 100 362 72.4%
Arbury 271 98 369 73.4%
Castle 38 23 61 62.3%
Cherry Hinton 97 55 152 63.8%
Coleridge 137 75 212 64.6%
East Chesterton 174 68 242 71.9%
King's Hedges 237 140 377 62.9%
Market 61 32 93 65.6%
Newnham 12 6 18 66.7%
Petersfield 152 76 228 66.7%
Queen Edith's 33 19 52 63.5%
Romsey 135 83 218 61.9%
Trumpington 196 57 253 77.5%
West Chesterton 157 71 228 68.9%
Total 1,962 903 2,865 68.5%

-91 -




Appendix 2.5: Pensioners

Figures 6.1, 6.2: HB/CTB pensioner population

HB/CTB pensioner population

Ward 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009
Abbey 493 438 443 442 432
Arbury 386 391 400 400 376
Castle 115 117 116 119 120
Cherry Hinton 385 367 414 401 383
Coleridge 454 454 449 412 410
East Chesterton 387 361 391 382 393
King's Hedges 447 432 445 432 435
Market 131 125 123 121 118
Newnham 39 34 35 37 39
Petersfield 188 178 173 179 182
Queen Edith's 199 245 246 250 250
Romsey 282 293 273 284 246
Trumpington 225 218 210 214 204
West Chesterton 147 137 157 156 138
Total 3,878 3,790 3,875 3,829 3,726
Figures 6.1, 6.2: Resident population 60+
Resident population 60+
Ward 2002 2004 2006 2007 2008
Abbey 1,393 1,372 1,260 1,300 1,300
Arbury 1,799 1,774 1,830 1,870 1,870
Castle 946 893 1,020 1,020 1,050
Cherry Hinton 1,744 1,713 1,810 1,860 1,910
Coleridge 1,715 1,700 1,600 1,580 1,520
East Chesterton 1,435 1,419 1,570 1,580 1,650
King's Hedges 1,406 1,394 1,290 1,270 1,270
Market 703 698 630 670 710
Newnham 908 898 830 910 950
Petersfield 700 705 690 710 770
Queen Edith's 1,727 1,707 1,700 1,660 1,690
Romsey 1,068 1,058 1,030 1,050 1,100
Trumpington 1,345 1,330 1,430 1,470 1,560
West Chesterton 1,330 1,320 1,380 1,420 1,470
Total 18,218 17,981 18,070 18,370 18,820
Figures 6.1, 6.2: HB/CTB pensioner population
% 60+ population receiving HB/CTB

Ward 2002 2004 2006 2008 2009
Abbey 35.4% 31.9% 35.2% 34.0% 33.2%
Arbury 21.5% 22.0% 21.9% 21.4% 20.1%
Castle 12.2% 13.1% 11.4% 11.7% 11.4%
Cherry Hinton 22.1% 21.4% 22.9% 21.6% 20.1%
Coleridge 26.5% 26.7% 28.1% 26.1% 27.0%
East Chesterton 27.0% 25.4% 24.9% 24.2% 23.8%
King's Hedges 31.8% 31.0% 34.5% 34.0% 34.3%
Market 18.6% 17.9% 19.5% 18.1% 16.6%
Newnham 4.3% 3.8% 4.2% 4.1% 4.1%
Petersfield 26.9% 25.2% 25.1% 25.2% 23.6%
Queen Edith's 11.5% 14.4% 14.5% 15.1% 14.8%
Romsey 26.4% 27.7% 26.5% 27.0% 22.4%
Trumpington 16.7% 16.4% 14.7% 14.6% 13.1%
West Chesterton 11.1% 10.4% 11.4% 11.0% 9.4%
Total 21.3% 21.1% 21.4% 20.8% 19.8%
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Figure 6.3: Proportion of benefit population

that are pensioners

Ward %
Abbey 22.6%
Arbury 26.6%
Castle 48.0%
Cherry Hinton 32.3%
Coleridge 40.8%
East Chesterton 23.8%
King's Hedges 23.9%
Market 42.9%
Newnham 33.1%
Petersfield 27.8%
Queen Edith's 40.8%
Romsey 27.6%
Trumpington 26.2%
West Chesterton 25.2%
Total 28.4%

Figure 6.4: Proportion of pensioner benefit populat

Sectio n 6.3: Pensioner benefit population by
level of support of claimant unit

IS/ % 1S/

JSA(IB)/ JSA(IB)/

ESA(IB)/ ESA(IB)/

Ward PC(GC) non-support Total PC(GC)
Abbey 250 182 432 57.9%
Arbury 242 134 376 64.4%
Castle 92 28 120 76.7%
Cherry Hinton 215 168 383 56.1%
Coleridge 262 148 410 63.9%
East Chesterton 263 130 393 66.9%
King's Hedges 273 162 435 62.8%
Market 69 49 118 58.5%
Newnham 26 13 39 66.7%
Petersfield 140 42 182 76.9%
Queen Edith's 129 121 250 51.6%
Romsey 162 84 246 65.9%
Trumpington 121 83 204 59.3%
West Chesterton 88 50 138 63.8%
Total 2,332 1,394 3,726 62.6%

ion aged 60-74, 75-84 and 85+

% 60+ aged % 60+ aged % 60+ aged
Ward 60-74 75-84 85+ Total 60+ 60-74 75-84 85+
Abbey 207 130 95 432 47.9% 30.1% 22.0%
Arbury 202 126 48 376 53.7% 33.5% 12.8%
Castle 62 42 16 120 51.7% 35.0% 13.3%
Cherry Hinton 161 128 94 383 42.0% 33.4% 24.5%
Coleridge 200 133 77 410 48.8% 32.4% 18.8%
East Chesterton 239 94 60 393 60.8% 23.9% 15.3%
King's Hedges 260 128 47 435 59.8% 29.4% 10.8%
Market 56 31 31 118 47.5% 26.3% 26.3%
Newnham 18 12 9 39 46.2% 30.8% 23.1%
Petersfield 86 42 54 182 47.3% 23.1% 29.7%
Queen Edith's 94 89 67 250 37.6% 35.6% 26.8%
Romsey 140 70 36 246 56.9% 28.5% 14.6%
Trumpington 94 61 49 204 46.1% 29.9% 24.0%
West Chesterton 80 40 18 138 58.0% 29.0% 13.0%
Total 1,899 1,126 701 3,726 51.0% 30.2% 18.8%

Figure 6.5: Pensioner benefit population by claiman

Total

pensioner

benefit

Ward Single Couple| population
Abbey 294 138 432
Arbury 238 138 376
Castle 92 28 120
Cherry Hinton 262 121 383
Coleridge 306 104 410
East Chesterton 248 145 393
King's Hedges 283 152 435
Market 95 23 118
Newnham 32 7 39
Petersfield 147 35 182
Queen Edith's 159 91 250
Romsey 168 78 246
Trumpington 139 65 204
West Chesterton 114 24 138
Grand Total 2,577 1,149 3,726

t unit composition
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Appendix 2.6: Supplementary Data

Indices of Deprivation
Full results are available on-line
at www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/business/research/economylab/deprivation/IMD2007

Figure 7.1: Total number of recorded crimes, FY2008 /2009
Source: Cambridgeshire Crime Research Team

Ward Crimes
Abbey 1,229
Arbury 1,068
Castle 481
Cherry Hinton 492
Coleridge 776
East Chesterton 1,125
King's Hedges 881
Market 4,243
Newnham 513
Petersfield 1,399
Queen Edith's 664
Romsey 822
Trumpington 772
West Chesterton 1,107
Total 15,572

Figure 7.2: Standardised mortality rate (under 75s) across Cambridge City wards
Source: Office for National Statistics mortality data (1998-2003)

Lower Upper|

confidence confidence)

Ward SMR interval interval
Abbey 125.5 106.6 144.4
Arbury 109.6 93.9 125.4
Castle 69.9 54.0 85.9
Cherry Hinton 88.3 73.9 102.7
Coleridge 92.4 76.1 108.8
East Chesterton 135.3 114.8 155.8
King's Hedges 117.8 100.2 1355
Market 91.6 69.9 113.3
Newnham 49.8 35.9 63.7
Petersfield 87.0 67.7 106.2
Queen Edith's 68.5 55.4 81.7
Romsey 126.3 104.9 147.6
Trumpington 108.3 88.9 127.7
West Chesterton 97.0 80.0 114.0
Total 100.0 - -
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Term
Attendance Allowance

Benefit population
Claimant

Claimant unit

Council Tax Benefit

Dependent child

Disability Living Allowance

DWP

Employment and Support

Allowance

Guarantee Credit

Housing Benefit

HB/CTB

Incapacity Benefit

Income Support

Jobseeker’s Allowance

Key Stage 3

Local Authority tenants
OA

Output area

Pension Credit

Pensioner

Private tenants
Quintile

Standardised mortality ratio

SOA

Ward

Appendix 3: Glossary

Definition
Benefit for people aged 65 or over who have an illness or disability and
need help with personal care

All people living in HB/CTB claimant units
A person claiming and receiving HB/CTB

The group of people for whom a single claim for HB/CTB is made;
approximates to a household

Available to adults on a low income, who own or rent their home, and who
are responsible for paying council tax

All children aged under 16 and those aged 18 and under who are
financially dependent on another household member

Benefit for children and adults who need help with personal care or have
walking difficulties because they are physically or mentally disabled.

Department for Work and Pensions

Income-based Employment and Support Allowance has replaced Income
Support that is paid because of an iliness or disability since October 2008

Element of Pension Credit which guarantees a minimum income for people
who are on a low income

Available to any adult living in rented accommodation, who is in receipt of
Income Support or who is on a low income

Housing Benefit / Council Tax Benefit

Benefit for people who are incapable of work and who meet certain
contribution conditions

Means-tested benefit payable to people with no income who are not
available for work, or who are on a low income

Income-based Jobseeker’'s Allowance is payable to those with no income,
or a low income, who are available for work

National Curriculum schooling stage reached at end of third year of
secondary school

Households renting from the Local Authority
Output area

2001 Census statistical geography, consisting of, on average, 125
households and 280 people. There are 341 OAs in Cambridge City

Means-tested benefit payable to those aged 60 and over

For the purposes of this report, pensioners are treated as those aged 60
and above

Households renting privately or from a social landlord
Grouping containing one fifth of items (in this case one fifth of output areas)

Level of mortality seen in an area compared to what would be expected
given the age structure of the area. An SMR of 100 indicates an area has
the same level of mortality as would be expected; 150 indicates it has 50%
more; 50 indicates it has 50% less

Super output area: Statistical geography formed from groupings of output
areas

Electoral unit; there are 14 wards in Cambridge City
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