Submission to the Advisory Group on Tax and Social Welfare 
1. Introduction

The Citizens Information Board (CIB) very much welcomes the opportunity to make a submission to the Advisory Group on Tax and Social Welfare. The CIB believes that the outcome of the deliberations of the Advisory Group can play a significant role in shaping a fairer and more equal society and in ensuring that those most in need are targeted in the most efficient manner and in a way that ensures that in the current economic circumstances the progress made in improving social inclusion and reducing numbers in poverty is, as far as possible, consolidated. We note that the Advisory Group has a number of reports to draw on (NESC and DSP) as well as previous Commission on Taxation and the Integration of Tax and Social Welfare Expert Group reports. 
The CIB Submission is informed by feedback from our delivery partners – Citizens Information Services (CISs)
, the Citizens Information Phone Service (CIPS), the Money Advice and Budgeting Service (MABS)
 and the National Advocacy Service (NAS). The experience of CISs, CIPS and MABS clearly reflects the current economic environment with an increasing number of clients who require additional support from the State. Citizens Information Services dealt with almost a million queries on all aspects of social service provision in 2010. Social welfare accounts for almost half of queries to CISs
, many of which point to difficulties and challenges faced by newly welfare dependent and  low -income (usually work-poor) households. Almost 70% of MABS clients are social welfare recipients, (growing from approximately 63% in 2007). 
The Submission is set out in four sections:
Section One: Summary of Points for Consideration by the Advisory Group
Section Two:  Key Contextual Factors Identified by the CIB


Section Three: Issues Relevant to the Work of the Advisory Group Identified
                        by CIB Delivery Partners
  

Section Four: Supporting Children in Low Income Families 

Section One: 
Summary of Points for Consideration by the Advisory Group
1.1 General Policy Context

Meeting the needs of the growing number of people out of work presents significant challenges in terms of both income support and ensuring that people who have become unemployed retain and/or acquire the relevant skills and motivation to facilitate a return to employment. The primary policy focus has to be on creating and maintaining employment and promoting the acquisition of further skills by unemployed and underemployed people while maintaining the income levels of people dependent on social welfare.   The welfare support needs of individual citizens need to be met in the short-term while simultaneously developing strong proactive job creation programmes. 

There needs to be a complementary balance between the provision of income supports, the provision of quality support services, activation measures and the enforcement of conditionality requirements that include appropriate and balanced sanctions for non-compliance. 
It is of critical importance that any changes to the social transfer system are predicated on the premise of ensuring that those most at risk of poverty in society is not worsened. The importance of statutory assistance in lessening inequality and protecting people against poverty cannot be over-emphasised. Tax, social welfare and activation programmes need to be commensurate with stopping the growth in unemployment and facilitating a quick return to suitable work of those who have become unemployed.
The Advisory Group should, as far as possible, look at ways of addressing anomalies, inequities and benefit traps identified in the social welfare system, mostly arising from the incremental introduction of provisions over the years.
A key factor to be considered in all proposals for change is that all reductions in adult social welfare payments will have an adverse affect on children (as parents struggle with meeting the costs of daily living) unless compensatory targeted mechanisms for children are put in place. The long term positive implications of breaking the intergenerational cycles of child poverty and disadvantage should, therefore, be a key consideration.
It is also crucial that due cognisance is given to the importance of supports during early childhood – remedial action at a later date is difficult and costly. Early childhood care, education and supports should, therefore, be seen as essential to changing the life-chances of children in poverty. 

1.2 Specific Measures
Child Income Supports
Any changes to Child Income Supports must ensure that families of low income working households would not receive less than they do under current provisions. The CIB is of the view that any alternative integrated payment introduced to replace FIS and Qualified Child Increase must ensure that work incentives are improved. To this end, there would be merit in exploring the provision of the payment to low income families based on household income rather than on household earnings. 
Family Income Supplement (FIS)
FIS has a dual role in addressing both work incentives for adults and child poverty objectives. Any redesign of FIS (if it is to be retained) must ensure that thresholds are adjusted in line with any changes in the income tax system or Child Benefit payment. This is necessary in order to ensure that work is rewarded and that those trying to remain in work on very low incomes are supported to do so. Also, FIS income limits should be kept under regular review taking account of trends in earnings, social welfare rates and poverty lines. Any administrative blockages to people accessing FIS should be identified and addressed. 
A Balance of Investment in Income Supports and Services

The CIB agrees with the Value for Money Review finding that in order to eliminate child poverty we need a combination of child and adult income supports and access to quality public services. The CIB recommends that any changes to the social welfare system must ensure that children are not adversely affected by any change. Any changes to the targets to reduce child poverty provided for in the National Plan for Social Inclusion 2007-2016 must take into account the changing profile of low income households due to loss of income from work. The Government review of the national poverty targets recently announced by the Minister for Social Protection should look in particular at the impact on families of having child dependants and being excluded from labour market and how these factors relate to whether or not a family experiences poverty. A clear implementation plan for reaching any revised targets identified is required.
Dealing with the Problem of Over-Indebtedness 

Short-term social welfare measures to support low wage households struggling with over-indebtedness should be explored by the Advisory Group in the context of enhancing any Government initiatives for assisting people with mortgage debt. Such measures could include a specific SWA interim provision and a provision for some form of social credit. 


Maintaining People in Employment

Additional mechanisms to support companies struggling to survive should be explored, including greater flexibility in workers combining welfare payments and work and for more extensive use of the Family Income Supplement.

Dealing with Benefit Traps

The eligibility criteria for Rent Supplement should be amended to allow for greater flexibility for retention in return-to-work situations.
There would be much merit in implementing the recommendation in the Report of the Mortgage Arrears and Personal Debt Group
 and the DSP internal review of the Mortgage Interest Supplement Scheme
 for an amendment to the provision which excludes people working more than 29 hours per week from rent supplement and MIS.

Supporting Educational Costs for Low-income Families

School participation costs were identified in the National Anti-Poverty Strategy as posing a potential barrier to participating in education for children in low-income families. This is a matter of ongoing concern which should be examined by the Advisory Group
Early Intervention

The work of the Advisory Group should have a strong focus on prevention and early intervention measures as a way of ending the intergenerational transmission of poverty and disadvantage and to improving outcomes for children. 
Recommended Reform of Integrated Child Income Supports

The CIB is broadly in agreement with the third approach outlined by the Policy and Value for Money Review
 which, the report suggests, would rely as much as possible on the current system but would make it more coherent and effective. The core elements of this approach are: 
· Replacing Child Benefit with a basic flat rate per child payment for all children
· Replacing Qualified Child Increase with Child Income Support Supplement
· Replacing the child related component of FIS with a Child Income Support Supplement   

· Abolishing  the Back to School Clothing and Footwear Allowance by subsuming it into the supplement payment but paying  it at a higher rate at critical times for families with children (e.g. September and December)
Section Two: Key Contextual Factors

The main contextual factors have been identified in recent DSP and NESC reports. Based on its analysis of feedback from its delivery partners in the last couple of years, the CIB wishes to highlight a number of these factors as central to the deliberations of the Advisory Group.
2.1 Household Poverty

In considering various tax and social welfare options, the Advisory Group will no doubt be cognisant of the fact that the scale of household poverty, in particular child poverty, has increased during the recession. Queries to CISs and CIPs come regularly and at an increasing rate from people living in households experiencing poverty. 
In 2009, the level of households living in consistent poverty rose to 5.5% from 4.2% in 2008. People living in households that were renting their accommodation at the market rate showed a significant increase in their rate of consistent poverty - 8.3% compared to 2.9% in 2008. These increases make attaining the Government target under Towards 2016 of eliminating consistent poverty by 2016 very difficult indeed.

People living in households where no person was at work had an at risk of poverty rate of 31.4% compared to 14.4% for the State. People in lone parent households experienced the highest at risk of poverty rate in 2009 at 35.5%. 
In 2009, more than one-third (34%) of households at risk of poverty were in arrears on one or more of the following items: utility bills, rent or mortgage payments, hire purchase agreements or other loans/bills
Child Poverty

Children continued to be the age-group most at risk of poverty in 2009 with an at risk of poverty rate of 18.6%. The consistent child poverty rate had been falling for a number of years (from 11% in 2005), in parallel with significant increases in Child Benefit. However, the 2009 rate (8.7% of children aged 0-17)  was an increase on a consistent child poverty rate of 6.3% in 2008 and compares with a rate of 1.1% among persons aged over 65 and 0.9% among persons aged 75 or over.  Almost 17% of people living in lone parent households were in consistent poverty in 2009.
Education Levels and Poverty

The clear relationship between education levels and poverty rates are shown by the fact that, in 2009, a consistent poverty rate of 7.8% was recorded for persons with a highest education level of lower secondary, falling to 3.3% for people with post leaving cert and 0.8% where the person had a third level degree or above.

2.2 Role of Child Income Support

One of the goals for children in the National Action Plan for Social Inclusion, and stated in Towards 2016, is that “every child should grow up in a family with access to sufficient resources, supports and services, to nurture and care for the child, and foster the child’s development and full and equal participation in society (Towards 2016, p.30). A recent UNICEF Report
 noted that a country’s real economic and social progress is gauged by how well it cares for its children, including, in particular, their health and safety, material security, education and socialization, and inclusion in society. While children in the wealthiest countries (including Ireland) enjoy a relatively high standard of living, not all benefit equally from the relative prosperity. 
While a key determinant of child poverty is whether the child’s parent/s is working (in quality jobs with suitable childcare), it is also clear that reductions in child poverty are achieved by the sustained effect of substantial social transfers over time, including, in Ireland, increases to Child Benefit payments
. NESC makes the point that the converse is also true – reductions in Child Benefit will bring these rates back up again. Indeed, without benefits from social welfare payments and the use of tax exemptions, child poverty rates in Ireland would be three times greater than countries like Denmark and the Netherlands. This is because of very significant differences in the distribution of earned income
.
While child income support has increased significantly in the last decade, there continues to be an inequity between payments for younger children and

for older children in that there are clearly additional direct costs associated with older children, ranging from food, to clothing to social activities
. 

2.3 Meeting the Income and Other Support Needs of Unemployed
     Persons
The recent NESC Report
 highlights the needs of unemployed people – the need for appropriate income security and the need for help in finding employment or for appropriate further education or training. “They need to avoid poverty which undermines their attachment to the workforce and credibility as members of it”. 
The UNICEF report referred to above found that, in the absence of social assistance payments and tax system reliefs, the child poverty rate would be higher in Ireland than in any of the other 21 OECD countries they studied. The ongoing provision of adequate income supports to welfare dependent and low-paid work households must, therefore, continue to be key policy component in Ireland.

2.4 Reducing Early Disadvantage
According to the UNICEF Report, poverty and disadvantage in childhood are linked to inadequate nutrition and compromised physical development as well as impaired cognitive and linguistic progress. Children who fall far behind their peers in their early years are likely to find themselves at ‘a marked and measurable disadvantage’. UNICEF argues that preventing children from falling behind in different dimensions of their lives will not only better fulfil their rights, but also enhance the economic and social prospects of their nations. Conversely, it is suggested that when large numbers of children and young people are allowed to fall well below the standards enjoyed by their peers, both they and their societies pay a heavy price.  Allowing a child to suffer avoidable setbacks in the most formative stages of development of his/her life is, according to UNICEF, a breach of the most basic principle of the Convention on the Rights of the Child, i.e., the right of every child to develop to his/her full potential, and also impacts negatively on their potential to break the cycle of poverty and make a meaningful contribution to society.

.

While many families succeed in overcoming the odds and raising children who do not fall into any of the above categories of disadvantage, international research points to a strong and consistent association between relative income poverty and  children ‘falling behind’. Parental income is positively correlated with virtually every dimension of child well-being and children ‘falling behind’ is strongly correlated with relative income poverty. “The depth, duration and timing of that poverty in relation to the different stages of a child’s development may also be critical”.

The UNICEF report shows that intervention by governments is necessary to cut child poverty rates. While, as already stated, many countries would have child poverty rates of around 10% to 15% without government intervention and aid (due to their distribution of earned income), Ireland’s rate would be 34%. Only the UK (27%) and Hungary (29%) would come close to Ireland’s position on the bottom of the table on child poverty rates without social transfers.
2.5 The Importance of Addressing Income Inequality 

There is a vast literature documenting the effects of income inequality across a broad spectrum of economic and social indicators. The UNICEF (2010) report, while acknowledging the arguments in favour of maintaining significant income inequality as a way of stimulating economic growth, concludes from its analysis of the data available that there is a very strong relationship between increasing levels of inequality and greater health and social problems. In addition to more health and social problems, income inequality is also associated with overall social inequalities, among children in particular. The UNICEF Report offers a compelling analysis of social inequalities in terms of child well-being by assessing three dimensions of inequality – material, education and health—among a sample of rich countries. The data reveal a strong relationship between greater income inequality and lower levels of education and health inequalities among children.

The UNICEF Report ranks 24 OECD countries according to how successfully they practice the ‘no child left behind’ ethos. Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands and Switzerland appear at the top of the league table, while Greece, Italy and the United States are shown to have the highest levels of inequality for children. Ireland is ranked 13th in the category of material well-being; 2nd in the category of education well-being and 7th in the category of health well-being and in the second-tier group of countries in respect of its overall equality record.  By measuring economically advanced countries against one another, the UNICEF Report creates a meaningful comparison, revealing the real potential for improvement to reach the standards of other OECD countries.  The report concludes that government policies to restrict inequality at the lower end of the income scale are unlikely to be successful if they are limited to social protection expenditures alone. A 2008 OECD Report concluded that  in order to reduce inequality, “we have to make sure that people are capable of being in employment and of earning wages that keep them and their families out of poverty”.
     
2.6 Welfare to Work Incentives: Role of Secondary Benefits
Various measures have been put in place over the years to encourage people back to work or to retain employment, including the retention of secondary benefits.  The retention of secondary benefits, particularly rent supplements and medical cards, is very highly valued by and useful to beneficiaries and the loss of these benefits constitutes a major disincentive to taking up work or staying at work.  

The original rationale for the retention of secondary benefits was to provide a smoother transition from welfare to work. However, there has not been any systematic analysis of the long-term effects of the various incentive measures.   It is clear that they have short- term effects but the extent to which the short-term retention of secondary benefits has facilitated people staying long-term in work or returning to work has not been evaluated.  
2.7 Educational Under-achievement

One in ten children in Ireland leaves school with literacy problems, rising to one child in three in disadvantaged communities. These children are more likely to experience educational failure, damaging their life chances. As adults, they are more likely to be long term unemployed, to experience poverty, and to enter the criminal justice system. The DEIS (Delivering Equality of Opportunity in Schools) initiative provides additional, targeted investment in schools in areas of concentrated disadvantage, but a significant  proportion of children from non-employed households do not attend DEIS schools.

The Free Pre-School Year is widely regarded as an effective support for children and for their families in the final year before school entry.
Section Three: Specific Issues Identified by CIB Delivery Partners
3.1 People with Complex Income Support Needs

A significant and increasingly common feature of the lives of citizens who use CIS, CIPS and MABS services is their multi-faceted income support needs. These citizens are typically living on the margins, trying to maximise household income using the optimum combination of income from available work (very often part-time and atypical) and social welfare supports. In many instances, the information, advice and advocacy support sought is around helping them to identify and access the most favourable combination of work/welfare options. For some, usually because of the nature of their household circumstances, the most favourable financial option is clearly full-time social welfare payments even where there is a possibility of work.(See Case Examples included in the Appendix).    
3.2 Costs of Schooling

The cost of schooling has emerged as a major issue for service users in recent years with many families seeking information and advice from CISs and CIPS about how to get additional assistance. The cost of sending a child to school puts severe strain on household finances and every effort should be made to reduce costs, through mandatory book schemes and other initiatives. Working parents on low incomes are seen to be at a distinct disadvantage in that they cannot claim the Back to School Clothing and Footwear Allowance. There is a need to introduce further measures to reduce the cost of schooling, e.g., costs of books.


3.3 Role and Contribution of Family Income Supplement (FIS) 

Despite the major efforts that have been made to improve the take up of and access to FIS and the fact that these efforts have met with some success, there continue to be a number of aspects of the operation of FIS that are identified by CIB delivery partners on an ongoing basis as problematic:
· The same income thresholds apply to all families whether lone parents or couples. This limits the incentive for the second person in a couple to work and can also act as a deterrent to increasing the numbers of hours worked.


· Childcare costs are not taken into account in the income assessment for FIS – this would provide a stronger incentive for both couples and lone parents to take up employment and avail of FIS.


·  Self-employed people are not eligible for FIS even where their household income falls below the income threshold – access to FIS would encourage people on low incomes to remain in self-employment during a recessionary period rather than becoming welfare dependent.


·  FIS is cut off after 6 weeks if a person is unable to work due to illness – this cut-off point is regarded as too rigid.


·  Some Local Authorities take FIS into account in assessing levels of Differential Rent while others do not – this inconsistency is both inequitable and confusing for the public.


· There are long delays in the processing of claims for FIS – this acts as a disincentive to some people to move from social welfare to low paid employment. 

3.4 Atypical Working

Many households seeking information, advice and advocacy from CISs are, as already stated, reliant on a combination of part time work and social welfare 
. Many employees are having their working hours reduced with no clear guide about what days per week they will be working. This has negative consequences for employees applying for social welfare for the days they are not working. Other families are finding that their combined income leaves them marginally above the threshold for additional supports such as FIS - or it may disqualify them from applying for some grants and schemes, even though they may be partly reliant on social welfare to survive.
3.5 The Impact of Benefit Traps

There continue to be some anomalies in the operation of the retention of secondary benefits system (see Appendix/ Case Examples) 

A significant benefit trap relates to Rent Supplement which is paid to social welfare recipients living in private rented accommodation who cannot provide for the cost of their accommodation from their own resources.  The fact that it is not paid to anyone in full-time employment creates a trap for those wishing to take up employment if their take home pay is not well above the level of social welfare (Rent Supplement could be worth €100 a week for a single person).  

A benefit trap that arises regularly refers to the withdrawal of Mortgage Interest Supplement (MIS) from people taking up work whose remuneration for employment is less than or equal to the amount of MIS granted. Article 6 of the Social Welfare (Consolidated Supplementary Welfare Allowance) Regulations, 2007 (“Regulations”) provides that “MIS will cease 30 days after commencement of employment or the date on which the claimant first receives remuneration, whichever is the sooner”, acts as a significant barrier to employment. Furthermore, the effectiveness of Article 6(3) of the Regulations, which provides that "a person shall be regarded as being engaged in remunerative full-time work where he or she is so engaged for not less than 30 hours per week", would be greatly improved if it referred to an income limit/means test, rather than set hours. This issue is further compounded by the fact that, where the property is jointly owned and mortgaged in joint names, MIS will not be granted if only one spouse loses his/her job (section 198 (6) of the Social Welfare (Consolidation) Act, 2005).
3.6 Impact of Budget 2011
Changes introduced in Budget 2011(a further €8 weekly reduction in adult social welfare payments and €10 per child per month reduction in Child Benefit) present significant difficulties for CIS, CIPS and MABS users. Unlike 2010, when compensatory measures were given to those targeted families in receipt of Qualified Child Increase and Family Income Supplement, no such measures for low income families were provided in 2011. 
3.7 Administrative Difficulties

A key and regular component of feedback from CISs and CIPS is the impact of administrative delays on service users. While such delays are not integral to the delivery of an inclusive welfare and taxation system, they do contribute significantly to people’s feelings of exclusion and alienation which can have a long term negative impact on their attitude to activation programmes and returning to work. This is particularly the situation with many self-employed people who may feel that their willingness to engage in enterprise and to take on risks is not replicated by the availability of an easily accessible social welfare support system. 

Section Four: Supporting Children in Low Income Families 

4.1 Priorities for Child Income Supports

As outlined, many of the queries to CISs and CIPS focus attention on the complex difficulties and challenges faced by low-income families. A simple answer to the problems of low income families is obviously more income and it is generally agreed that the best way to provide this is through employment. Policy changes must, therefore, continue to be clearly aimed at improving incentives to work, eliminating benefit traps and simplifying the system of retention of benefits. 

While the CIB recognises that there is very little scope for improvements to the level of social welfare payments or for extensions to benefit coverage in the current economic climate, targeted supports for children in low income families must remain a core policy objective. To this end, the CIB fully supports the NESC view
 that the core income support objectives for children should be to: 


(i) Give priority in allocating additional resources for child income support to children in low-income households; and 


(ii) Treat such families equitably (whether their parents are in work or on social welfare). 
4.2 Role of Income Transfers
Income support generally, and specifically measures geared towards children should be provided by direct cash benefits rather than through the income tax system. The provision of benefits via the income tax system necessarily excludes those people who do not pay income tax and may disproportionately benefit high rate taxpayers depending on whether there is an allowance or credit involved. It is also generally the case that the criteria for qualifying for benefits are much stricter in the case of direct income support than in the case of tax concessions.  Indeed, expenditure by means of tax concessions is subject to considerably less scrutiny than direct expenditure.  This should not be the case.  In any event, direct income support can be more appropriate and more targeted than tax concessions.  Unlike direct income support, tax concessions are generally available, not to the person in need of support, but to the taxpayer.  From the point of view of good governance and facilitating citizens to avail of benefits, it is also better that there be one agency delivering benefits. 

4.3 Child Benefit Supplement/Increases for Qualified Children
A targeted Child Benefit Supplement for children in low-income families could make a significant contribution to reducing or eliminating child poverty without affecting work incentives.  While the issues involved in introducing such a provision are complex, there is merit in continuing to proactively explore this option. Targeted child income supports are, therefore, required on an ongoing basis to supplement the universal Child Benefit provisions whether the latter are taxed or not.     
While increases for a qualified child (IQC) payable with welfare payments (currently €29.80) have the advantage of being targeted, they create disincentives to work and, therefore, require an innovative approach.  One such approach in the short-term would be to provide for the retention of the IQC for a year or more after a person takes up employment or reaches the earnings limit for the payment in question.  In effect, the IQC could be treated as a secondary benefit since provision for its retention would lessen the disincentive to get into paid employment.
4.4 Benchmarking Child Income Support
A key consideration for the Advisory Group is how child income support instruments (for both working and welfare dependent households) are benchmarked so as to ensure that child anti-poverty targets are realised in both the short and medium-term. The role of FIS and any additional targeted provisions for children in low income families will be crucial in this regard.   
5. Overview
As is widely recognised, household joblessness has serious implications for the financial situation of families and consequently for the psychological and material wellbeing of their members, particularly children. It also has important implications for the scale of public support necessary to prevent poverty. While there is a need for much innovative thinking in the areas of job creation and skills enhancement to ensure that the focus can move away as soon as possible from welfare support for the unemployed to work and employment stimulation programmes, the need to keep all children out of poverty must be a policy priority in the short and medium-term as well as in the longer term. Identifying mechanisms for targeted child income supports for low income families, whether on social welfare or in low income work, is thus basic to the deliberations of the Advisory Group. 
� There are 42 Citizens Information Services (CISs) in the national network.


� There are 53 MABS companies delivering money advice nationwide.


� The number of queries handled by CISs in 2010 was 990,626. In 2010, CIPS' responded to 144,513 requests for information and advice from the public. The total number of new clients seen by MABS in 2010 was 21,653, an increase of 13.4% on the figure for 2009. The total active caseload in 2010 was 24,755. The MABS National Helpline took over 27,700 calls in 2010, compared with 24,737 calls in 2009. In the first half of 2011 the helpline has assisted 16,620 callers.





  


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.finance.gov.ie/viewdoc.asp?DocID=6585&CatID=45&StartDate=01+January+2010" �http://www.finance.gov.ie/viewdoc.asp?DocID=6585&CatID=45&StartDate=01+January+2010�


� Review of the Mortgage Interest Supplement Scheme (2010), � HYPERLINK "http://www.welfare.ie/EN/Policy/CorporatePublications/Finance/exp_rev/Documents/misreviewjuly2010.pdf" �http://www.welfare.ie/EN/Policy/CorporatePublications/Finance/exp_rev/Documents/misreviewjuly2010.pdf� 


� Department of Social Protection (2010) A Policy and Value for Money Review of Child Income Support and Associated Spending Programmes, � HYPERLINK "http://www.welfare.ie/" �www.welfare.ie�


� UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre (2010), Report Card 9, The Children left behind – A league table of inequality in child well-being in the world’s rich countries, UNICEF. 


� Callan et al (ESRI 2008) expressed the view that the increase in Child Benefit, especially in 2001-2, contributed to a fall in child poverty of up to a fifth of the total number of children living in poverty.


�  UNICEF (2010),  Fig. 5a, p. 22 


� The at-risk-of-poverty rate for older children (12-18 years) is 1.5 times that of younger children (0-5 years), (Combat Poverty, 2008, Combat Poverty Advice to Government Budget 2009). The Vincentian Partnership for Social Justice research on minimum essential budgets found that household types containing older children have higher income shortfalls than similar household types with younger children (� HYPERLINK "http://www.budgeting.ie/" �www.budgeting.ie�).


�  NESC (2011),  Supports and Services for Unemployed Jobseekers





� OECD (2008), Growing Unequal? Income Distribution and Poverty in OECD Countries, p.16.  


� There were 470,284 people signing on the Live Register.  The number of casual and part-time workers increased in the year to July by 6,793 to 85,865 in total, accounting for 18.3% of the Live Register.





� National Economic and Social Council (2005), NESC Strategy 2006: People, Productivity and Purpose.
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