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Executive summary

Aims and approach

The Commission for Rural Communities (CRC) commissioned this research to provide evidence that
could be used in many different areas of its work. The role of the CRC is to provide well-informed
independent advice to government. It ensures that its policies reflect the real needs and circumstances

of people living and working in rural England. The CRC particularly focuses on tackling disadvantage and
economic underperformance. This project underpins that work, ensuring that people are not being unfairly
disadvantaged by living or working in a rural area.

The research compares the needs and costs of households in urban and rural areas. Specifically,
it considers what rural households need to achieve the same minimum living standard as their urban
counterparts. It distinguishes how these costs vary within rural areas, by different household types and by
degrees of rurality.

The minimum income standard (MIS) is the budget required to cover the cost of a basket of goods
and services for a specified household type to meet a minimum socially acceptable standard of living.
There are a number of different ways in which UK social policy seeks to measure and provide an ‘adequate
income’; for example, the minimum wage rate, benefit and tax credit levels, and the Government’s income
poverty threshold. However, these are not based on empirical evidence. In contrast, MIS is based on
evidence grounded in what people need to achieve a minimum living standard. The UK MIS was developed
for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation in 2008, and there is an ongoing programme of research to maintain
the standard. A limitation of UK MIS is that it is based on research into households in urban areas, and does
not focus on the needs of rural families. That limitation is addressed by this research.

The needs and costs of rural households are examined in relation to the budgets for urban
households established by the UK MIS research. The research is based on a series of 15 in-depth focus
groups in nine local authorities across England, informed by experts where necessary (e.g. heating
costs, car costs). The groups negotiated consensus about what households need as a minimum, having
considered a comprehensive list of all household needs from footwear to newspapers to heating. Budgets
were constructed for a range of household types, including working-age and pensioner, and households
with and without children. The groups discussed the needs of households in three different types of rural
area: rural town, village and hamlet.

A strength of the MIS approach is that it explains not only household costs but also the reasons why
these costs are necessary for a minimum living standard.

Key findings

The research found that although some things could be cheaper for rural households than for urban
households (e.g. leisure activities for primary school children) this was unusual. Most household
requirements were the same for rural as for urban families. However, there were critical differences that
meant, overall, all rural households faced additional costs (see Table 1 on page 8).

The table shows, for example, that a pensioner couple in a rural town has an additional cost of
£2.26, compared with a pensioner couple in an urban area, but the difference is negligible (one per cent).
A single working-age person living in a hamlet has an additional net cost of £41.37 a week, which adds on
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Table 1: Additional weekly rural costs for four illustrative rural household types,
compared with UK MIS: cash difference and rural cost as percentage increase

on corresponding urban budget (excluding housing costs and childcare)

Rural town Village Hamlet

Pensioner couple £2.26 £43.00 £48.08
1% 19% 22%

Single working-age adult without children £15.98 £31.92 £41.37
9% 18% 24%

Working-age couple with two children £46.67 £59.52 £72.20
12% 15% 18%

Lone parent with one child £21.98 £33.65 £36.81
9% 14% 16%

Based on April 2010 prices

24 per cent to the budget set for the equivalent person in an urban town or city. A family with two children in
a village requires nearly £60 a week more to achieve the same minimum living standard as an urban family,

adding 15 per cent to the budget.

Rural families face different costs from urban families in particular areas of household expenditure

(see Table 2).

Transport costs make up the single largest element of the additional costs — between 60 and
100 per cent of differences. This reflects the shift from reliance on buses as the main mode of transport
in urban budgets to the need for cars in most rural households. Cars were deemed essential in locales
where bus services were inadequate or unavailable. Across rural areas types, for each household
type, the biggest increases in additional costs come when transport needs change. For pensioners,
the largest settlement for which a car is needed is a village, so the largest difference is between costs

Table 2: Overview of areas of different and additional rural costs by commodity

category

Commodity category

Rural difference?

Transport

Key difference in terms of mode of transport and

distances travelled.

Fuel (heating and power)

Key difference in terms of fuel type and housing type.

Food

No difference except additional transport costs.

Clothes

Some difference in terms of outdoor wear.
Additional transport costs.

Household goods

Some difference: heating back-up and gardening.
Additional transport costs.

Communication

Some difference: Internet and newspapers.

Personal goods and services,
including healthcare

No difference except additional transport costs.

Social and cultural participation

Some direct cost difference for some households;
additional transport costs for all households.
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for those living in a village and for those living in a rural town. For all other household types, the biggest
difference comes between urban areas and rural towns, since a car is needed by those who live in the
latter.

After transport, domestic fuel costs make up the next largest element of the additional costs. These
increases reflect two issues:

e the absence of mains gas in many rural areas and reliance on more expensive forms of fuel
for heating; and

e the prevalence of larger, older and less well-insulated housing stock in rural areas.

Other costs have only a small effect on rural budgets. The main additional costs associated with food,
clothes, household goods, healthcare and social participation are the additional transport costs incurred
when accessing these goods and services.

Rural MIS and average income

The income required for rural MIS is less than national average (median) income. However, compared with
UK MIS — which is well below average — rural MIS is much closer to average income. Looking at the budgets
in relation to average income also allows us to compare them with the Government’s poverty threshold, set
at 60 per cent of median income.

For working-age households (with and without children) in all rural area types, the budgets are much
more than the poverty threshold. Most households require between 80 and 90 per cent of average income.
The MIS required by a single working-age adult without children living in a hamlet comes to 93 per cent of
average income (after housing costs).

For the pensioner couple household, rural budgets are lower in relation to average income. The rural
pensioner budgets range from slightly below the poverty threshold in rural towns (55 per cent) to somewhat
above it (67 per cent) in hamlets.

Earnings required to meet the rural MIS

Gross earnings required by working-age households (in which all adults are in full-time employment) to
meet the rural minimum differ from the wage required for UK MIS (see Table 3).

Households in rural areas need to earn more to cover a range of higher costs than those for urban
households. However, due to the increase in taxes and loss of tax credit that such increased earnings incur,
rural households need to earn a substantially greater amount than they would need to spend to pay for the
minimum living standard. For example, a single person living in a rural town needs to spend £16 a week

Table 3: Gross annual earnings required to meet rural and UK MIS, taking into
account tax and in-work benefits and housing and childcare costs (£)

Rural town Village Hamlet Urban
Single working-age adult without children 15,644 17,863 18,577 14,436
Working-age couple with two children 37,841 40,073 42,277 29,727
Lone parent with one child 17,773 19,431 19,980 12,454

Based on April 2010 prices.
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more than one who lives in an urban area, but would need to earn over £23 a week more, once an extra
£4.60 in income tax and £2.55 in national insurance are taken into account. A couple with two children in a
hamlet requires an extra £72 a week but would need to earn £241 more between them to afford it: not only
does this family have to pay an extra £75 in tax and national insurance, but it also loses £94 in tax credits.

Rural households would be unlikely to be able to earn enough for a minimum living standard on the
national minimum wage (£5.93 an hour). For example, a couple with two children in a hamlet — with both
parents working full-time — would need to be paid about twice the national minimum wage.

Rural MIS and benefits

Out-of-work benefits do not meet the MIS for rural households. Benefits offer least support for single
working-age households without children in rural areas, providing only around a third of the budget required
for a minimum living standard. For single working-age adults without children in urban areas, Jobseeker’s
Allowance comes to about 40 per cent of MIS.

For families with children, out-of-work benefits provide only about half of the required budget -
between 52 per cent for couples with two children in a hamlet and 59 per cent for a lone parent with one
child in a rural town. By contrast, in urban areas, benefits provide 62 per cent of MIS for couples with two
children and 65 per cent for lone parents with one child.

In urban areas, the rate of Pension Credit matches MIS for pensioner couples; in rural areas, the
same is only true for those in rural towns. For pensioner couples in villages and hamlets, Pension Credit falls
about 20 per cent short of meeting MIS.
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1 Introduction

Background

This report presents the findings of a study undertaken for the Commission for Rural Communities (CRC) to
develop a minimum income standard (MIS) for people living in rural areas. The MIS is the budget required to
cover the cost of a basket of goods and services needed for a specified household type to meet a minimum
socially acceptable standard of living. Income standard methodology has a long history in UK social policy,
famously used in Seebohm Rowntree’s work from the turn of the twentieth century, and to inform the
Beveridge Report. The approach slipped from the mainstream research arena until the 1990s, when the
Family Budget Unit at the University of York and the Centre for Research in Social Policy at Loughborough
University developed new methods for compiling household budgets. These were brought together to
produce the first UK MIS, which was published in July 2008. An ongoing programme of research and
knowledge transfer followed, including annual updates to maintain MIS over time. The original UK MIS
research was commissioned by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF) and the Foundation funds the
annual updates.

MIS represents a new evidence-based measure of income adequacy in contemporary social policy.
In contrast to MIS, other current measures of adequacy — for example, the minimum wage, benefit and tax
credit levels, and the Government’s income poverty threshold — are not based on empirical evidence. They
have been developed historically by negotiation between policy-makers and not as a result of evidence
about what people actually need. MIS, however, is grounded in informed social consensus about what
people need to achieve a minimum socially acceptable standard of living.

However, until now, a limitation of MIS was that it was based primarily on research undertaken in
towns and cities. The original study included limited research in rural areas, and highlighted the fact that
the UK MIS did not take into account certain different and additional costs for those living in rural or remote
locations.

Although the rate of income poverty is lower in rural than urban areas, it is growing faster in rural
areas than elsewhere (CRC, 2008). While a higher incidence of low pay in many peripheral and more
remote rural areas increases the risk of in-work poverty (Lawton, 2009), there is evidence to suggest that
rural low-income families face higher costs for certain essentials, such as food, domestic fuel and transport
than their urban counterparts (CRC, 2008; CRC, 2010; Smith, et al., 2007). At the same time, however,
there is limited systematic evidence about how needs and costs vary in relation to rurality.

This study identifies and explains the different costs experienced by different rural households
compared with their urban counterparts. The research develops a rural MIS in relation to the UK MIS,
focusing on needs and costs which differ from those specified in the most recently updated MIS (Davis,
et al., 2010). By providing this evidence, a rural MIS will promote informed discussion about what rural
households need to achieve the same living standards as urban households. This, in turn, will help motivate
and inform strategies to identify and address rural needs.

In this chapter, we present the aims of the research, provide a more detailed explanation of the rural
MIS, and offer an overview of the report.
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Aims

e The primary aim of the research is to investigate whether rural households have different costs from
urban households to achieve the same living standards.

e |ndoing so it aims to distinguish how these costs vary within rural areas, by different household types
and by degrees of rurality.

e [taims to present the costs of living in rural areas in a way that informs the social policy debate and is
accessible to the general public.

The study builds on and shares similar aims with the original MIS project. That is, it aims to:

e develop MIS budgets for rural households in England, using a methodology that is both rigorous and
defensible;

® generate sufficient information to provide detailed explanations of the rationale underlying the rural
budgets;

e provide income standards that are firmly grounded in consensus among ordinary people living in rural
locations, whilst being informed by ‘expert’ advisers to ensure conformity to necessary guidelines; and

e inform continuing debates about what minimum acceptable level of income is required to enable full
participation in today’s society.

What is MIS?

The MIS programme uses a new and innovative methodology, blending expert input and social consensus
negotiated between members of the public. Full details about the MIS programme are available online at
www.minimumincomestandard.org A general summary of MIS is offered (see Box 1 on page 13).

Report plan

The rural MIS project presented some new, unique challenges for the standard MIS methodology. The next
chapter details the particular methods tailored to meet these challenges. Chapters 3 and 4 present the
research findings. Chapter 3 discusses the rationales underpinning participants’ decisions about different
and additional rural costs. Chapter 4 compares the urban and rural budgets, and reports the additional
budgets required by different rural households to achieve the same standard of living as their urban
counterparts. Finally, Chapter 5 analyses rural income requirements in comparison to national average
income and benefit levels. It calculates how much rural households would need to earn to afford a minimum
socially acceptable standard of living.
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Box 1 MIS in brief

What is MIS? The minimum income standard is the income that people need to reach a minimum
socially acceptable standard of living in the UK today, based on what members of the public think. It is
calculated by specifying baskets of goods and services required by different types of household to meet
these needs and to participate in society.

How is it arrived at? A sequence of groups has detailed negotiations about everything a household
would have to be able to afford to achieve an acceptable living standard. These lists are very detailed and
include everything from socks to washing machines, dental costs to telephone call charges. In certain
areas of household requirements, experts check that the specifications given by groups meet basic
criteria such as nutritional adequacy. In some cases, information from experts is fed back to subsequent
research groups that check and amend the budgets. Each group typically comprises six to eight people
from a mixture of socio-economic backgrounds, and from the particular demographic category under
discussion — for example, pensioner groups decide the minimum for pensioners.

What does it include? Groups in the original research defined MIS as follows:

A minimum standard of living in Britain today includes, but is more than, food, clothes and shelter.
It is about having what you need to enjoy the opportunities and choices necessary to participate in
society.

So, a minimum is about more than survival alone. It covers needs, not wants; necessities, not

luxuries. In identifying things that everyone should be able to afford, it does not attempt to specify

extra requirements for every particular individual or group — for example, those with disabilities or
long-standing health problems. So not everybody who has the minimum income is guaranteed to
achieve an acceptable living standard. However, anyone falling below the minimum is unlikely to achieve
such a standard.

To whom does it apply? MIS applies to ‘nuclear’ families comprising a single adult or couple with or
without dependent children. It covers most of such households, with its level adjusted to reflect their specific
make-up. It does not cover families living with other adults, such as households with grown-up children.

Where does it apply to? MIS was originally calculated as a minimum for Britain; subsequent research
in Northern Ireland carried out in 2009 showed that the required budgets there are all close to those in
the rest of the UK, so the main budget standard now applies to the whole of the UK.

How is it related to the poverty line? MIS is relevant to the discussion of poverty, but does not claim
to be a poverty threshold. This is because participants in the research were not specifically asked to talk
about what defines poverty. However, it is relevant to the poverty debate in that almost all households
officially defined as being in income poverty (having below 60 per cent of median income) are also below
MIS. So, households facing relative poverty on this measure are generally unable to reach an acceptable
standard of living as defined by members of the public.

When was it produced and how is it being updated? The original research was carried out in
2007 and the findings presented in 2008, costed using April 2008 prices. Every July, new MIS figures
for the main budgets are published, updated to April of the same year. Annual updates take inflation into
account. In addition, every other year new groups are convened to review or rebase selected budgets.
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2 Methodology

Introduction

This chapter presents the methodology used in the study. In essence, the research involved facilitating
groups of members of the public to:

e review all commodities and allowances required in the UK MIS, which had been set to provide a
minimum socially acceptable standard of living for urban households;

e isolate which of these provisions (if any) would be inadequate or unnecessary for people living in rural
households; and

e agree how these should be altered, replaced or added to, to provide the same standard of living for rural
households.

The groups were drawn from rural areas and dealt with budgets for the same type of household as their
own (for example, groups of pensioners looked at budgets for pensioners). From the outset, the research
pointedly focused on how costs for rural households might be different from those for urban households.
While anticipating that rural households would incur some additional costs to their urban counterparts —
for example, transport costs — the research approach was sensitive to the potential for some costs to be
less for rural households. It was not assumed that the overall rural MIS would necessarily be more than the
UK MIS.

The rural MIS methodology differs from the standard MIS approach in two ways. First, unlike the
UK MIS research, it does not set out to construct detailed lists of every item, service and allowance rural
households need. Instead, the focus is on the different needs of rural households, compared with those
needs catered for in the UK MIS. So for areas of household requirements where the rural groups did not
identify different rural needs, it is assumed that items and services provided in the UK MIS suffice equally
across urban and rural households. For areas where they did identify differences, there was detailed
negotiation to determine exactly what was required to meet the needs of rural families.

Second, the task of researching needs in rural areas presented some unique challenges which did
not need to be faced in the UK MIS. In particular, new technical approaches had to be developed to
a) select what rural area would be researched, and b) calculate transport costs in different rural areas.
The new methods were developed outside groups, by the research team with input from expert
consultants. However, the fieldwork with groups fed into selecting and understanding types of rural locale.
The groups also provided the information for calculating transport costs, and their discussions served to
fine-tune how these calculations were done. This was in line with the overall MIS approach of using the
interaction of expert knowledge and criteria set down by members of the public to reach an informed
CcOoNsensus.

This chapter begins by explaining this method for selecting different types of rural area. We then
discuss how the fieldwork was undertaken: the various stages involved and the people who participated.
Following this is a report of the methods used to translate group discussion into weekly household budgets:
transport costs, fuel costs for household heating and power, and other costs.

14 Methodology



Defining and selecting types of rural locales

There is no single homogenous type of rural area. Therefore, a challenge in designing the rural MIS was
establishing how to represent different types of rural areas in a way which was a) policy-relevant, b)
methodologically robust, and c¢) practicable in terms of available project resources.

For both practical purposes and policy relevance, the selection of locales needed to be set in an
established typology. The ‘rural definition” spectrum or graded system was adopted, which classifies
areas using census data based on the population size of settlements and the population density of the
surrounding area.! This produces eight classes:

e urban (sparse);

e urban (less sparse);

e rural town/town and fringe (sparse);

e rural town/town and fringe (less sparse);

e village (sparse);

e village (less sparse);

e dispersed/hamlet and dispersed (sparse); and

e dispersed/hamlet and dispersed (less sparse).

Given that we needed to research a number of different household types in each area, it was beyond the
scope of the project to try to represent all eight areas. The UK MIS was assumed to provide for households
in urban areas in the above typology. In collaboration with the CRC, it was agreed that the rural MIS
research would focus on households in three area types:

e rural town/town and fringe (sparse);

e village (less sparse); and

e dispersed/hamlet and dispersed (sparse).

This selection ensures that a range of rural area types is considered, including the smallest and most
dispersed category of settlement. The above types are referred to hereafter simply as:

e rural town;

e village; and

e hamlet.

The use of population size and density measures to define area types in the standard typologies is done as
a proxy to represent the substantive issues experienced by rural households, and particularly their proximity
to key services. In designing the rural MIS method it was assumed that a crucial element of rural costs

would be associated with accessing key services.
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Table 4: Location of fieldwork sites

Rural town Village Hamlet
Task groups Northumberland Nottinghamshire Norfolk
Devon Suffolk Cornwalll
Checkback and final groups Shropshire Shropshire Shropshire
Lincolnshire Lincolnshire Lincolnshire
North Yorkshire North Yorkshire North Yorkshire

The rural MIS project recognised that included within each of the three area types selected there
would be households with varying degrees of access to essential services and retailers, thus varying
the costs associated with restricted accessibility. Therefore, to consistently assess the needs and
additional costs of particular households, a more detailed approach to selecting fieldwork sites was
required.

This approach needed to maximise the applicability and support the general application of the
rural MIS across England. The sites selected for fieldwork needed to be as typical (of their rural type) as
possible, at least in terms of the accessibility of services. To avoid particular local or regional influences,
we needed to talk to households in different areas of rural England. At the same time, we needed
continuity between the fieldwork sites in these different areas; particularly, they needed to be comparable
in terms of their accessibility.

To meet these needs, the Derek Halden Consultancy (DHC) was brought in to develop an average
composite accessibility score for each of the three rural types (a report of this analysis is in Appendix |).
The analysis entailed:

e reviewing data from the Department for Transport’s National Accessibility Indicator set for all
Census Output Areas (COAs) classified as, respectively, rural town (sparse), village (less sparse) and
hamlet (sparse);

e extracting vehicle distance and public transport travel times to key services;

e weighting the results in terms of the frequency of journeys to different services; and

e combining the results to create a total accessibility score for each COA in each region (165,665 in
total).

A mean average accessibility score was calculated for each rural area type. This was used to identify
and select the fieldwork sites. A list was generated of rural towns, villages and hamlets with average
accessibility scores and, from these, locales were selected to provide a spread of sites across England.

Given the size of the locales, it would not be possible to ensure the confidentiality of group
participants if we were to name the fieldwork sites. The research is based on 15 places (five each of rural
town, village and hamlet) spread over various locations (see Table 4).

Fieldwork

The research was supported by a series of initial tasks, including:

® various scoping exercises, particularly to develop methods and plan recruitment;
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e an orientation group, with rural experts from different rural community groups, to consider potential
sources of different rural costs, identify issues with conducting the research in a rural context, and
inform topic guide design for the main fieldwork; and

® aproject advisory group, with leading experts in the field.

The main fieldwork consisted of three phases: the task group phase, checkback group phase and final
group phase.

Task groups

A series of nine task groups produced detailed lists of the additional/different needs of rural households.
Groups were divided into pensioners, working-age adults without children, and parents with dependent
children. A group of each household type was drawn from each of the rural area types (see Table 5). In

this way, for example, parents recruited from rural towns discussed the needs of families with dependent
children in rural towns, pensioners recruited from hamlets dealt with the rural MIS for pensioner households
in hamlets, and so forth.

All groups — task groups and later groups — worked to the same definition of ‘minimum essential
needs’. This definition had been developed at the beginning of the original MIS research by participants,
with some light-touch input from the project advisory group of academics and policy experts (for further
information on the definition, see Chapter 3):

A minimum standard of living in Britain today includes, but is more than just, food, clothes and
shelter. It is about having what you need in order to have the opportunities and choices necessary to
participate in society.

Whatever item, service or allowance the groups agreed that households needed had to meet this standard
and not exceed it.

Another common feature across all groups was that they were asked to consider the needs of a
case study household similar to their own in terms of composition and location. Focusing on the case
study households’ needs meant that groups were steered away from focusing on their own individual
experiences and circumstances, towards developing a more universal minimum living standard.

Importantly, groups were also facilitated to consider key household variations. For example, the
parent groups addressed the needs of couple parents and lone parents, and the varying needs of children

Table 5: Task group composition

Area types Household types

Rural town Working-age people without children
. Parents

. Pensioners

Village . Working-age people without children
Parents

. Pensioners

Hamlet Working-age people without children
. Parents

. Pensioners
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of different ages. Information about varying and individual needs is necessary to develop a rural MIS for a
wide range of different household configurations.

Each task group reviewed the detailed lists of items, services and allowances on which the
original MIS was based. In doing so, they were tasked with negotiating consensus among themselves about:

e what types of living expenses are affected (increased or decreased) by rurality;
e what items, services and allowances need to be added, removed or revised; and

e what minimum standards are required in terms of the amount and quality (and this included
requirements to meet minimum accessibility needs).

Generally, group participants were steered away from talking about how much money households
need, and encouraged to stay focused on the things that they need. For example, the groups did not
discuss how much the case study household might need to spend on transport, but how many trips they
needed to make.

Throughout all group sessions, an important task of the moderator was to remind participants
regularly that they were defining needs and not wants: that this was a minimum not an aspirational
budget.

Checkback and final groups

Three checkback and three final phase groups were also recruited. In each phase, the three groups
comprised working-age people without children, parents and pensioners. The checkback groups reviewed
decisions agreed in the task groups and addressed any outstanding issues. Similarly, the final groups
reviewed the budgets post-checkback. They looked at any outstanding issues, particularly in
relation to differences between single and couple households, and economies of scale in households
with more than one child. As with the task groups, participants were recruited afresh for each group. This is
vital for a robust approach as it means that different groups of people reviewed the decisions reached
by previous groups.

There was an important difference between task groups and groups in the later phases. In the
task group phase, each group considered needs in relation to only one area type: rural town, village or
hamlet. Although this was effective for the task groups, for later phases we needed to achieve a clearer
understanding of the difference in needs between rural towns, villages and hamlets. So, each checkback
and final group covered a relatively wider geographical area, which encompassed a rural town, village and
hamlet. Participants were recruited purposively so that each group included a balance of people from rural
towns, and from villages and hamlets around those towns. In each of these groups, therefore, participants
were asked to focus on not one but three case study households. For example, the pensioner groups
considered the needs of a pensioner household in the rural town in question, one from a specified village
outside of the town, and one from a specified local hamlet.

Recruitment and participants

The project contracted the specialist recruitment services of BMG Research. Drawing from the DHC
analysis of typical rural settlements in terms of accessibility, the research team provided BMG with
postcodes for selected fieldwork sites. BMG purchased a phone book dataset for the postcode areas, and
recruited participants by telephone.

A total of 88 people participated in the main fieldwork, with an average of 6 participants per group.
Participants were purposively recruited on the basis of:
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e where they lived — rural town, village or hamlet;

® age - pensioner or working-age household; and

e household — with or without dependent children, single or couple households.

In addition, parent groups included participants with children in a range of age groups:
e infant/toddler;

e pre-school age;

e primary school age, and

e secondary school age.

Participants were recruited to include a reasonable balance in terms of gender: 47 men and 41 women.

MIS methodology recognises that individuals draw on their own experiences. For example, if
groups include only those on low income, the risk is that the research would represent groups of
people in poverty describing living in poverty. To develop more universal budgets, reflecting the
expectations of the general population, it is important to include people from a range of socio-economic
backgrounds.

Socio-economic background was assessed in recruitment interviews primarily in terms of
participants’ occupational class; where participants categorised themselves in relation to the standard
typology (see Box 2). This was supported by further information about sources of household income
(earnings, benefits or mix of both) and housing tenure. A small minority of participants opted not to provide
this information, and this did not necessarily exclude them from taking part. Of the others, around a quarter
categorised themselves as being of occupational classes A or B, more than a quarter defined themselves
as C1, aquarter as C2, and under a quarter as D-E.

Box 2 Occupational class typology

e A Higher managerial administrative or professional occupations

B Intermediate managerial administrative or professional people, senior officers in local government
and civil service

C1 Supervisory or clerical and junior managerial administrative or professional occupations

C2 Skilled manual workers

D Semi- and unskilled manual workers

E Allthose entirely dependent on the State through long-term sickness or unemployment, casual
workers and those without a regular income
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Transport costs

In the UK MIS, households’ main transport needs are met through provision for bus fares and occasional
taxi fares. None of the urban budgets allow for households to have a car. When considering rural MIS, most
groups decided that a car was a minimum essential and the cost of running a car comprised a significant
element of the budget. To address this, a method was developed for the project to calculate minimum car
costs, consisting of three elements:

e cost of motoring per mile;

e type and number of trips required; and

e distance of trips.

Transport costs were then calculated using the formula: cost per mile x number of trips x distance of trips.

Cost of running a car

The per-mile costs of owning and running a car were provided by Go Motoring Ltd, based on bespoke
analysis for the project using information provided by the groups (see Appendix Il). They included:

e petrol, using the April 2010 national average price;

e depreciation, based on annual mileage driven, and the type and age of vehicle specified by groups;
® insurance, based on certain assumptions such as drivers having a clean licence;

e service, maintenance and repair;

e road tax; and

breakdown cover.

A range of per-mile costs were required for different households, varying with type of vehicle, annual
mileage and insurance requirements (driver’s age and marital status).

The groups that agreed cars were required as a minimum were asked to specify exactly what
vehicle was required to meet this minimum need, including make, model, engine size and age. In all cases,
groups selected basic second-hand vehicles. The annual mileage for these vehicles was calculated in
terms of number of trips x distance of trips (see below).

Type, number and distance of trips

The groups also specified the type and number of trips required as a minimum. More details are provided
in Chapter 3. Trip distances were derived in a number of ways. First, the DHC analysis provided average
trip distances from each of the three rural area types to a number of key services (see Table 6 on page 21).
This shows, for example, that looking at all hamlets in England, the average distance by car to the nearest
hospital is 10 miles.

The groups recognised these figures as being familiar in their experience. However, they
challenged using the same approach to derive a figure for travel distance to employment. It seems
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Table 6: Average vehicle distance to key services from the different rural

area types (median average miles)

Rural town Village Hamlet
GP 1 2 3
Hospital 9 5 10
Primary school 1 1 1
Secondary school 3 3 5

that while it is reasonable to assume that households would travel to their nearest GP or school, it is

not reasonable to assume that travel budgets should be based on households accessing the nearest
employment hub (defined as an employment location with over 500 jobs). Groups argued that the
distance this implied was too small, and that conceptually restricting travel horizons to the nearest
employment hub served to restrict their employment opportunities. Therefore, in the rural MIS, travel-to-
work distances are based on National Travel Survey data about average travel-to-work distances; that
is, data about distances actually travelled (driven) to work rather than average distance to the nearest
employment hub (see Table 7).

Other distances were derived directly from the fieldwork itself. For example, trips for grocery
shopping were relatively local —in most fieldwork sites, there was a supermarket in the rural town
(specifically a chain store, operating a national pricing policy, adequate for a household’s routine grocery
shop). Groups assumed that most leisure activities would be based in the rural town. Shopping for clothes
and larger household goods and certain other social and personal business would require trips to the next
big town or city. Taking an average of all actual distances involved in the fieldwork, the following round trip
distances are used in the analysis:

e rural town—hamlet: 13 miles;

e rural town-village: 12 miles; and

e distance from all rural locales to next big town or city: 34 miles.

Fuel costs (heating and power)

The project contracted the Energy Audit Company (EAC) to calculate the household fuel budgets. In both
the UK MIS and rural MIS, the groups specified what kind of fuel is appropriate for particular household
types (based on the type of accommodation that groups had agreed on as a minimum for that household).
They also discussed the fabric of the building and likely insulation levels. For the rural MIS, EAC then

identified an appropriate dwelling for each household type, drawing on an extensive database of Local

Table 7: Average travel-to-work distance by car to key services from the different
rural area types (median average miles)

Urban Rural town Village Hamlet

5 7 7 7

Source: National Travel Survey, combined datasets 2002-2006 UK data archive dataset (Department for Transport, 2008)

Methodology 21




Authority housing. A fuel provider was selected, based on availability of type of fuel and average fuel cost.
Applying the same method for each household type, EAC then calculated the cost to provide heating/
hot water at an appropriate temperature to meet the needs of the inhabitants and to maintain the fabric of
buildings (see Appendix Ill).

In the rural MIS, some groups specified the need for different housing types than those used in the
UK MIS - such as houses in the absence of flats, and older buildings in hamlets (see Chapter 3). Groups
also discussed types of fuel used in areas not served by mains gas.

Other costs

For other items, services or allowances identified as differing for rural households, groups negotiated how
they should be dealt with in the budgets. Where new or alternative requirements were agreed, these were
costed, using lifespans specified by the groups.

For household requirements where the groups did not identify different rural needs, it is assumed
that rural households face the same costs as those provided in the original MIS. Details of methods and
costing approaches used in the UK MIS are available on the MIS website.

It is important to highlight that the rural MIS does not consider variations in childcare costs. Families’
childcare costs vary widely, both in terms of the costs charged by childcare providers and by families’
needs. Some families require full-time childcare, while others require none. This variability means it is
particularly difficult to standardise childcare costs.

The rural MIS also does not take rent or mortgages into account. Because housing costs vary so
widely, all MIS budgets work better when excluding these items. Where these costs are needed to calculate
earnings requirements (see Chapter 5), the default costs in the original MIS are applied. Rent, council tax
and water rates in the original MIS are based on actual social housing in Loughborough. The research
team compared social housing rents in Loughborough with rents for corresponding housing types in the
fieldwork sites. Some rents in the rural areas were higher, some were lower, and there was not a consistent
difference either way.
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3 How the rural minimum is different, and why

Introduction

A strength of MIS methodology is that it identifies not only what budgets are required for different
households, but also the rationale for why these households require the items and services provided for
by the budgets. This chapter reviews the groups’ decisions and decision-making, looking at the reasons
they agreed why particular items, services or costs needed to be included or changed. Consensus about
these decisions was frequently reached only after detailed — and sometimes heated — discussion and
negotiation.

From the outset, group participants had a clear understanding that the research was concerned
with minimum standards (needs, not wants) and how needs and costs compared between urban and rural
households. The approach throughout the fieldwork was that group decisions needed to be based explicitly
on ‘rural rationales’. Decisions about different and additional costs needed to be related to living in rural
towns, villages or hamlets. In some instances, groups decided that there were general urban versus rural
differences: households in rural towns, villages and hamlets faced the same issues, which were different
from those faced by urban households. In other instances, groups identified differences between those in
rural towns, villages and hamlets.

This chapter begins with a discussion of how the minimum was defined for and understood by
the groups. It then provides an overview of what areas of household need/expenditure were identified as
differing between urban and rural households. The rest of the chapter expands this overview and considers
the rural rationales underpinning the groups’ decisions.

Acceptable minimum

The concept of the ‘acceptable minimum’ is at the heart of all of the research in the MIS programme. In the
original research, defining this was the task of eight orientation groups. After debate, the following working
definition was agreed:

A minimum standard of living in Britain today includes, but is more than just, food, clothes and
Shelter. It is about having what you need in order to have the opportunities and choices necessary to
participate in society.

This definition has been used in all subsequent MIS research, and was used in all of the rural groups.

All participants were asked to consider this definition at the beginning of each group and it was
referred to throughout group discussions. For example, when participants queried whether the budgets
would be for people in or out of work — on the basis that the former might expect a higher living standard —
referring to the definition helped groups in differentiating between needs and wants. That is, the budgets
are meant to meet the minimum essential needs everyone has, independent of income. The rural groups
understood the definition and applied it in their debates. A parent in the final group commented, ‘Well, you
are talking about a minimum requirement aren’t you, you are not talking about what you would like to be able
to do?’
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Table 8: Overview of areas of different and additional rural costs by
commodity category*

Commodity category Rural difference?
Transport Key difference in terms of mode of transport and
distances travelled.
Fuel (heating and power) Key difference in terms of fuel type and housing type.
Food No difference except additional transport costs.
Clothes Some difference in terms of outdoor wear. Additional

transport costs.

Household goods Some difference: heating back-up and gardening.
Additional transport costs.

Communication Some difference: Internet and newspapers.
Personal goods and services, including No difference except additional transport costs.
healthcare

Social and cultural participation Some direct cost difference for some households;

additional transport costs for all households.

*Detailed lists of all items in the UK MIS are available on the MIS website: www.minimumincomestandard.org
Summary of difference between urban and rural household needs

Groups identified different or additional rural costs in some, but not all, areas of household spending
(see Table 8). (As discussed in Chapter 2, housing and childcare costs are not included.)

Details about the groups’ decision-making in relation to these areas are discussed in the
following sections.

Transport
Mode and type

In the UK MIS groups decided that, as an essential minimum, transport needs could be met by buses, with
an allowance for taxi fares for occasional trips.

In the rural MIS the bus and taxi model was only deemed adequate for pensioners in rural towns.
For these, the concessionary bus fare meant that travel was generally free, but a taxi was required for
occasional trips; for example, for returning home from leisure activities in evenings. In the urban budgets,
the taxi fare allowance was set at £10 per week per household (whether single or couple). The rural MIS
groups agreed that the £10 allowance would suffice for single pensioners in rural towns. However, an
increased rate of £12 was required by couples, that each person might, at times, make separate journeys
(based on the example developed by groups of 2 x £6 journeys).

All other groups asserted that households needed cars (see Table 9 on page 25; further details
about agreed vehicle specification are available in Appendix Il). Decisions about the need for private
vehicles were mediated primarily by the availability of public transport, the need to access employment, and
the need to co-ordinate employment and childcare responsibilities.

There was a strong and automatic consensus among all groups from the outset that bus services
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Table 9: Minimum transport provision in rural MIS

adult without children

Ford Fiesta 1.2

Ford Fiesta 1.2

Rural town Village Hamlet
Single pensioner Bus + taxi One car: One car:
Ford Fiesta 1.2 Ford Fiesta 1.2
Pensioner couple Bus + taxi One car: One car:
Ford Fiesta 1.2 Ford Fiesta 1.2
Single working-age One car: One car: One car:

Ford Fiesta 1.2

Working-age couple
without children

Bus + one car:
Ford Fiesta 1.2

Two cars: 2 x
Ford Fiesta 1.2

Two cars: 2 x
Ford Fiesta 1.2

Two cars: Vauxhall
Astra Estate 1.4 +
Ford Fiesta 1.2

Two cars: Vauxhall
Astra Estate 1.4 +
Ford Fiesta 1.2

Two cars: Vauxhall
Astra Estate 1.4 +
Ford Fiesta 1.2

Couple parents with
up to three children

One car: Vauxhall
Astra Estate 1.4

One car: Vauxhall
Astra Estate 1.4

One car: Vauxhall
Astra Estate 1.4

Lone parents with
up to three children

in hamlets would not exist or be so infrequent that cars were essential for accessing services,
opportunities and networks. Groups characterised life in a hamlet without a car as one of isolation and
dependency on others.

In villages, groups stressed that needs were mediated by the bus service. Irrespective of the bus
service, all working-age households would still require at least one car. However, with a good bus service,
pensioners in a village would have their minimum needs met by a similar bus+taxi model to that applied
in the budgets for pensioners in rural towns (but with an increased taxi allowance). Nevertheless, groups
highlighted that bus services vary widely in different villages. On balance, the groups agreed that the
budgets for a village should be based on the assumption that it was not one served by an adequate bus
service (that is, a service which met needs for accessing services, opportunities and networks).

In rural towns, groups decided that a car was essential to access employment. One working-age
participant expressed this in relation to the MIS definition of minimum, arguing that the lack of a car in a
rural area greatly reduced ‘opportunities and choices necessary to participate in society’ by restricting
employment opportunities. Groups agreed that, as a minimum, a working-age couple without children in

a rural town could ‘muddle through’ with one car between them. In this case, examples were discussed in
which one of the couple might be able to drop the other at work on his/her way to the workplace, or where

one partner would drive and the other would travel by bus.

Groups spent considerable time negotiating consensus about the minimum needs of a couple
with children in rural towns. It was agreed that without a car each, choice of employment would be limited
It was also agreed that although based in the town, children’s friends would extend into the surrounding

villages and hamlets, and so children’s social opportunities could be inhibited if the family relied on one car.

However, the critical issue was that two cars were required to manage and sustain the balance between

employment and childcare responsibilities. Buses were not responsive or flexible enough to ensure this, as

two parents in the final group summed up:

Parent 1: I don’t know what the bus running times are either, but you would find it very difficult
to get to work at the times you wanted.
Parent 2: Also, you have to get there quickly and back because of childcare.
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Parent 1: And if you have kids in childcare and you have an emergency you need to get there
and back.

The groups were asked for detailed specifications of the requisite vehicles, including make and model. All
groups agreed that needs would be met by basic models purchased as second-hand cars (between three
and five years old) with a lifespan of between five and seven years. The requirements of families with up to
three children included an estate car on the basis that at least one car needed to be a bigger vehicle to be fit
for purpose. As one final group parent explained:

I would agree that they need a bigger car because you never just have your own kids in — they

are always bringing other kids with them, they have always got their kit with them ... | would find it
difficult to get by with just one small car without the kids missing out on a lot of social activities and
allowing their friends to join in ... and when you do go shopping ... to avoid the high charges of
delivery you end up trying to lay the seats down and get things pushed in your car.

The cars specified by the groups can take up to five passengers. In some circumstances, minimum vehicle
requirements may change for larger families. Generally, for families with four or more children a seven-
seater car is required instead of the estate car. However, in couple parent households, if one or more of
these children is of secondary school age, they could manage as a minimum with the standard combination
of small car and estate car. When in the care of one parent, a family with younger children would need the
seven-seater car to fit all the children into one vehicle at one time. However, families with older children
could, if necessary, leave a secondary school-aged child unattended when transporting other children. Car
costs include costs for children’s car seats as appropriate.

Trips

Groups specified the journeys that households needed to make to provide a minimum standard of
accessibility to services, opportunities and networks. Groups agreed the number of trips households needed
to make and the destination of those trips. As appropriate, groups considered trips required in relation to:

e employment;

e primary and secondary school;

e food shopping;

e shopping for clothes and household goods;

e social and cultural participation, including leisure and extracurricular activities, pre-school playgroups,
visiting friends and family, and holidays;

e personal business, including banking and hairdressing; and

healthcare, including trips to dentists, GPs and hospital.

Groups often referred to the need for careful planning to make travel as efficient as possible. For example,
outside of towns, ‘popping out’ to buy a pint of milk, which had been forgotten when shopping, could be a
time-consuming and costly exercise. At the same time, parents in particular emphasised the planning, time
and expense in driving children to activities in evenings and weekends to ensure their full social inclusion.
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Table 10: Annual household mileages for selected rural MIS households

Rural town Village Hamlet
Pensioner couple N/A 3,137 3,555
Single working-age adult without children 4,846 6,098 6,223
Couple parents with two children, one pre- 6,633 13,943 15,235
school-aged and one primary school-aged
Lone parent with one year old infant 4,913 7,563 7,798

When possible, trips were planned to cover multiple purposes. For example, pensioners agreed that trips
for personal business would be combined with those for social and cultural participation, and parents
specified that grocery shopping would be done en route from work. Guidance provided by the groups on
‘trip-chaining’ has been used in the calculations of the rural MIS travel costs.

Annual mileage was calculated for selected households using the method outlined in Chapter 2
(see Table 10). The figures show annual household mileage, including couple households with two drivers.
Despite this, it might be helpful when considering these figures to note that the National Travel Survey
reports that, for the ten years leading to 2008, the overall national average distance travelled per person by
car was 3,494 miles a year.?

Housing and fuel

In the UK MIS, budgets were based on the groups’ decision that the minimum acceptable standard would
be met by local authority housing, which would have gas central heating, double glazing and reasonably
good levels of insulation. Housing costs were estimated for particular housing types (see Table 11).

In the rural MIS, groups considered the same specifications — both source of fuel and the type of
housing for which heating costs needed to be calculated. Although the rural project did not look at housing
costs, groups did look at the type of housing required because of the effect variation in housing could have
on other costs, particularly on fuel. When considering this, the rural groups made decisions about the
type of housing that households a) required to meet their needs, and b) were likely to be able to access in
different types of rural area.

In rural towns, fuel source and housing was the same as in urban areas. Groups agreed that
households in rural towns would have mains gas, and that it was reasonable to assume that pensioners

Table 11: Housing types for original MIS households

Household type Accommodation type
Single pensioner/single working-age person One bedroom flat with access to outside space
without children
Pensioner couple/working-age couple without Two bedroom flat with access to outside space
children
Lone parent/couple parent plus one child Two bedroom house with small garden
Lone parent/couple parent plus two children Three bedroom house with small garden
Lone parent/couple parent plus three/four children | Four bedroom house with small garden
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and working-age households without children would have access to flats, and families with children would
have access to terraced housing. However, the groups specified different fuel sources and housing for
households in villages and hamlets. They decided that it was not reasonable to assume that households
would have access to mains gas, so heating would be provided by oil central heating or electric storage
heating. In terms of housing types, the groups specified that:

in the absence of flats, a pensioner couple household required a two bedroom bungalow;
e acouple family with two children required a three bedroom, semi-detached house;

e alone parent with one child required a two bedroom terraced house (the same as for rural towns and in
the original MIS); and

e asingle working-age adult required a two bedroom house, which in a hamlet would be an older
cottage.

All groups agreed that housing in the hamlets generally would be older, with less effective insulation.
These descriptions reflect the CRC’s findings that, while over 60 per cent of homes in urban areas have
cavity wall insulation and are on mains gas, this is true of only 32 per cent in villages and 21 per centin
hamlets (CRC, 2010).

The descriptions were then matched by EAC (the heating costs consultant) with typical, actual
properties, based on data about local authority housing stock in rural areas. The data showed that local
authority housing — of the types and in the locales specified — typically used electric storage heating.
Domestic fuel costs (heating and power) were calculated for these properties and for each household type.
The type of property had a significant effect on households’ fuel costs. Because of the quality of insulation
typical in bungalows and terraced housing found in rural areas, there is little or no increase in fuel costs
between those in villages and those in hamlets. However, because of differences in the quality of insulation
in semi-detached and cottage-type housing, heating costs double between villages and hamlets for a
family with two children and for a working-age adult without children.

Food

The groups were asked to review the food lists developed for the UK MIS. These comprised weekly
household menus, analysed to ensure nutritional adequacy, and converted into shopping lists. These
lists were then costed at Tesco (as the most prevalent UK supermarket) to create food budgets. The rural
groups decided that there was no reason rural families would require a different diet from urban families
and agreed that the standing MIS food lists were appropriate for rural households without needing any
adjustments. The groups were then asked to consider where food would be bought and any differing or
additional costs, for example, costs of supermarket delivery services.

The rural groups agreed that the majority of domestic shopping (for example, groceries, toiletries
and cleaning items) would be purchased at a national supermarket chain. Although this could involve
additional travel costs, the prices and range of goods available at local shops still made supermarket
shopping more cost-effective:

They have all got their fixed price and they don’t have a variety like supermarkets, they don’t have
no other brand, it is usually, if you look at cereals and things in normal shops, it is always the biggest
brands and a lot more expensive. There is no chance of getting anything cheaper.

Working-age man without children, task group
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... Some things that you find in the local shop are ridiculously expensive, which if you plan your
shopping you should never have to buy in the local shop...
Parent, task group

However, local shops would still be used to purchase top-up perishable items like bread and milk in
between supermarket trips, and participants thought that these staple items did not necessarily cost
significantly more than in the larger stores. Moreover, for some people, using local shops where possible
rather than supermarkets, was seen as important to preserve the existing amenities:

There are a proportion of people who wouldn’t buy at the supermarket, on the principle, like my
husband, that you must support your local businesses... you know the fact that in a village you have
got this [shop], this [shop] and this [shop]and you lose them if you don’t support them.

Parent, final group

Farm shops were mentioned by some groups, particularly as good local sources of eggs and vegetables,
although they acknowledged that not everyone necessarily had access to these outlets, and that some
produce was not available throughout the year:

This time of year is the problem: yes there’re seasonal vegetables available but if you want reqular
vegetables the supermarket is the only place that can give it to you January to January.
Parent, task group

Clothes

For the most part, when groups were presented with the lists of clothing and footwear that are included
in the UK MIS they did not feel that any changes needed to be made. The one notable exception was
provision of wellington boots and waterproofs. The UK MIS had included wellington boots and rain coats
for some, but not all, household members. When discussing the topic of clothing, rural groups were quick
to point out that this was a universal need for their households and that these items should be added as
standard for any individuals who did not already have them in the budgets. They explained that many
country roads did not have pavements, country lanes were often muddy, and that routes might include
going across fields and using farm tracks. One working-age participant without children in the task group
commented, ‘Well it does get very slushy when it is snowing here, and muddy, and boots and shoes really
don’t cut it | am afraid.

Similarly, waterproof clothing was also considered essential, one pensioner in the task group
pointing out: ‘The grass in the country grows longer than that. In the city it never grows that long; up here it
goes like that. If you're out walking you're wet up to there.

Household goods

Pensioners asserted that because of occasional power cuts, provision of a back-up heating source

was essential. These groups suggested that power cuts were more likely in rural than urban areas.
Indeed, data analysis carried out by the CRC in 2006 found that respondents in rural areas were more
likely to report experiencing a power cut in the last year compared with urban households (rising to more
than twice as likely for those in villages and hamlets (CRC, 2006). The pensioners explained that they
could be left for several hours without power and that in the winter this represented a health risk. For this
reason they decided that alternative heating was required; either solid fuel or cylinder gas heater.

The budgets include the cost of a gas heater and cylinder, reserved for use only in power cuts and
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hence with a long lifespan. This cost is close to that of one bag of coal and a packet of firelighters
per year.

As mentioned above, the lack of flats in villages and hamlets meant that the rural budgets include
provision for bungalows or houses for pensioners and working-age households without children.

This introduces additional costs for these households for maintaining gardens. (The UK MIS for urban
households with children already includes these costs). For working-age households without children, this
includes a budget for basic gardening equipment and a small allowance for plants (£5 a year).

The pensioners set a more extensive gardening budget. This reflects the groups’ assertion that
rural gardens are likely to be relatively large (or, at least, ‘not small’) and that assistance would be required
for routine annual maintenance. After negotiation it was agreed that a minimum budget of £80 a year was
required. This would be used, for example, to pay someone to trim a hedge once a year or used every other
year (£160) to pay to have a tree pruned. The pensioner groups also agreed that £5 a year was inadequate
for plants. Instead, it was decided that a minimum of £50 a year was required, as one participant in the final
group described, ‘just to keep things going ... not a luxury’.

Apart from these items, the groups felt that there was no rural difference in requirements for
household goods. However, travel costs to access such goods would vary. In the task group phase there
was considerable discussion about retailers for household goods. Small, local retailers were valued. Some
participants described how independent retailers might, if asked, match the prices charged by larger
chain stores. A number of participants felt that small retailers provided better customer service in terms of,
for example, delivery, installation of televisions or washing machines; and a more responsive after-sales
service. In the words of one pensioner, they offered ‘a lot better service than these big boys. [independent
shops] are just taking advantage of the laziness [of the chain stores].’

Nevertheless, all groups built in regular journeys to the nearest city or large town to access
household goods and clothes — from once a fortnight for working-age adults without children to once
every six weeks for families with children. Overall, groups agreed that these larger urban areas offered the
greater choice of products and prices that people required. Such trips also served a range of functions:
shopping could in itself be a valued form of recreational day-trip away from home. Moreover, trips could
combine shopping, leisure, visiting friends and relatives, and even healthcare (such as visits to dentists
and opticians). An example of the multi-purpose function of shopping trips to large towns and cities was
well illustrated by the working-age participant who explained, “You have got the cinema there you know,
just walk around, have a coffee, you don’t have to buy anything. | have got my youngest daughter who lives
there [in the city] too.

Communication
Telephones

The rural groups agreed with the urban groups that a landline was a necessity for every household, and that
mobile phones were required by each adult and any secondary school children in the household. There
was some discussion about mobile phone network coverage — some had to choose particular providers

to receive a signal. However, even in areas with signal problems, a mobile phone was still essential as

its purpose was to be able to make calls when away from home, while the landline provided a means of
communication when at home.

Internet
A finding from the 2010 MIS review (Davis, et al., 2010) was that people considered Internet access in the

home to be essential for all working-age households, whereas previously this had been considered to be
necessary only in households with a secondary school-aged child. The rural MIS research drew the same
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conclusion, with similar reasons given concerning possible disadvantages if people could not access
information or goods and services that are discounted online:

I would consider it an advantage living in a rural area having access to the Internet ... We don’t have
access to multiplex and huge shopping centres so our best way to find out where to go to get
something at a reasonable price is get on the net.

Parent, task group

Participants pointed out that although it might be possible to access goods and services in other ways, or
to get Internet access at libraries or Internet cafes, the cost of travelling to places where they might be able
to do so would outweigh any possible savings:

Anything you can use to reduce your cost and time of running and getting somewhere you will
use that; it just makes common sense. So pick up the phone or on the Internet rather than going
somewhere because everything is so far away.

Parent, task group

Other uses cited were for online banking, as many rural locations do not have banking facilities, and to
enable parents to keep in touch with what was happening at their children’s schools:

My eldest son, because he does go to school that bit further away, a lot of the time that school
Internet page is the only contact I've got with what he’s doing at school, because I'm not going to the
school gate every day to go and pick him up.

Parent, task group

It was also seen as important for children living in rural areas, who could use online messaging to stay in
touch with their friendship networks more cheaply than other means:

My two boys spend far more time on MSN and very little on mobiles.
Parent, task group

Newspapers

Rural pensioner groups, like their urban counterparts in 2010, did not assess that the pensioner budgets
needed to include provision for the Internet. This was hotly debated, with groups finally deciding that,

while desirable, overall Internet access was not yet a minimum essential need for pensioner households.
However, groups decided that pensioners in villages and hamlets did have additional costs for newspapers,
whereas this did not arise as an issue for the rural working-age groups.

The issue here for pensioners in villages and hamlets was the additional cost of having newspapers
delivered. This added £1.20 per household per week to the urban budget for the pensioners’ newspapers.
Some pensioner group participants who particularly valued the Internet highlighted that the revised
newspaper budget — a total of £5 a week (for papers plus the added delivery charge) — was enough to pay
for broadband. In this way, the agreed budget provided pensioners in villages and hamlets with the choice
of having newspapers delivered or having Internet access.

Personal goods and services
As in many other areas of the budgets, people living in rural areas did not think that their location made any
difference to their needs in terms of healthcare, but accessing services to meet those needs might not be

as straightforward for those not living in urban areas.
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Dentists

The UK MIS was based on the assumption that all adults should be able to visit the dentist three times a
year: twice for check-ups, including a scale and polish, and once a year for some additional kind of dental
treatment, such as having a filling. The cost for dental treatment was at NHS rates.

The rural groups agreed with this pattern, but said that they would have to travel further in order to
visit an NHS dentist. A working-age participant without children in the final group said, “You went to the
nearest dentist many years ago, but now they aren’t there.’

It was agreed by the groups that the budgets should still include the costs of using an NHS dentist
rather than a private dentist. As one working-age parent argued, ‘Well, it is cheaper to make the journey
than it actually is to go private’. Pensioners and families with children said that this would be a separate
journey each time it was necessary. However, working-age participants without children said that they
would be likely to fit a visit to the dentist into routine journeys — for example, on the way home from work.
Alternatively, they would incorporate other activities, such as shopping, into the trip:

So ifit was only for a check-up, apart from having raging toothache, | think most people would
combine a trip to the dentist out of town with some other kind of activity, either a leisure activity or
some shopping.

Working-age woman without children, final group

GP

In the UK MIS, groups agreed that an amount for prescription charges needed to be included in the
budgets for working-age adults (for pensioners and children under 18 there is no charge), and that four
prescriptions a year should meet minimum needs, equivalent to one per season. Since all households in
the UK MIS relied on public transport there were no additional costs attached to visits to the GP, and any
emergency trips to the GP or to hospital were incorporated in a budget for taxis.

The rural MIS groups agreed that the number of prescriptions did not differ, but that transport
costs for travelling to the GP and hospital needed to be incorporated. For all groups, separate trips to GPs
needed to be provided; they would not be combined with other trip purposes. Pensioner groups decided
to include six trips to the GP every year. Working-age people without children included four trips per person
per year. Families with children agreed on four trips per parent per year. The parents also specified that
for younger children (infants and pre-school), six trips a year per child would be necessary. Primary and
secondary school children required the standard four trips per year per child.

Hospital

Single and couple people of working age without children said that one trip to hospital per person per year
should be included. Any other trips to visit hospitalised friends or relatives would be incorporated into their
fortnightly trips to the nearest city. Pensioners decided that four trips should be allowed per person per
year: two for treatment and two to visit people in hospital. For parents and children, groups specified two
trips per person per year.

Social and cultural participation
For all adults (working-age and pensioner), it was agreed that — excluding transport costs — the same
budgets for social and cultural participation specified by the urban groups would suffice for rural

households. These decisions were reached only after considerable debate. For example, in the parent
groups, discussion suggested that while the overall budget would be the same, the distribution of
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costs might be different, and rural groups agreed slightly less for social activities and slightly more for the
occasional family take-away. Also, across adult groups, participants debated whether budgets should
include an amount for taxis for adults to travel home from evening activities where alcohol had been
consumed. However, it was decided this was not required in a minimum standard and that transport in
such situations could be provided by having a designated driver and car pooling with others.

Budgets for children in rural areas differed from those set for children in the UK MIS. The social and
cultural participation budget for a rural primary school child was set at a lower rate than that for one in an
urban area. This is because the urban budget includes £16 a month for rewards for good behaviour, such
as a cinema trip or meal at McDonalds. The rural parents felt that this was too much and reduced it to £7 a
month, arguing that primary school children would be less exposed to, and thus have less expectation of,
commercial leisure.

I think it might be that the urban kids know that there is a new picture to go and see every month
(laughs) and they expect to go and see it, whereas the rural kids are perhaps a bit further away from
some of it ... | think there is a difference in lifestyle in terms of how you occupy your time in the urban
area; it might be that that is what you do and you go shopping more often and you go to the cinema
because it is there, whereas in the rural areas you don’t do that as often.

Parent, final group

For other children — infants, pre-school and secondary school — rural budgets are more. The rural pre-
school child’s budget is £1 a week more than the urban one, reflecting increased provision for attending
more organised playgroup sessions. Groups asserted that organised, out-of-home pre-school activities
were vital for children’s opportunities to socialise — to develop social skills and play networks. In rural
areas, it could not be guaranteed that opportunities for parents and pre-school children to meet other
families would arise locally without proactive engagement in such planned activities. For the same reason,
the rural infant budget is increased to match the rural pre-school child budget.

The rural budget for social participation for the secondary school child is about £8 a week more
than for their urban counterpart. The urban budget includes about £5.50 in pocket money and provision for
one organised sports or leisure activity a week. The rural groups argued that this assumed that the children
accessed other informal leisure locally — such as meeting each other in the street or shops, or in each
other’s homes — and that this would not be possible for many rural children.

I think as a rural community we spend a lot more on our children’s activities ... It’s harder for rural
teenagers to meet up with their friends outside school because their mates would probably live in
another village.

Parent, task group

Local opportunities for socialising had to be more proactively arranged for secondary school children. In
addition, some provision was required for children to access and experience larger urban areas.

When children hit secondary school and get to about 14 they want more trips to the town and the
city because they find the village life really boring ... | think there is more of a demand from the kids at
secondary school age to go to [the city].

Parent, final group

As aresult, the rural budget for a secondary school child allows for two organised activities per week.

It also provides £5 a week for children to meet each other in the rural town (to pay for, for example, fish
and chips, or a drink and snack) and £20 a month for a city trip with friends. Parents specified that these
budgets would be inclusive of children’s pocket money.
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The groups also revised the amount provided by the urban groups for secondary school trips. The
urban budget allows nearly £80 a year for school trips. This was specified on the understanding that it
would allow a pupil to attend at least one but not all major school trips (such a foreign visits) during the total
time in secondary school. The rural group decided that this was inadequate, suggesting that even minor
school trips involved significant travel, which incurred costs. £130 a year was required as a minimum so
that, as in the UK MIS, children were not disadvantaged and had reasonable opportunities to participate in
at least one major school trip.

In addition to budgets for social and cultural participation, rural households face additional costs
for travelling to activities. In most cases, this included travel to activities based in the rural town. For school-
aged children, this also included occasional journeys outside town for sports away-game fixtures (with
an understanding that trips would be shared between parents of children in the same team). Although
secondary school children would have free school transport, the transport budgets build in provision for
children to be collected from school by car once a week in school term. This was specified by groups to
allow children to access after-school activities, which would mean missing the school bus.
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4 Results: additional rural costs

Introduction

This chapter presents the findings about the budgets required for rural households, using four illustrative
household types. The figures shown are the amounts that households need to spend each week, after
paying their rent and any childcare costs.

The point of reference here is how the budgets for rural households compare with those for
urban households. Urban household budgets are taken from the 2010 MIS review (Davis, et al., 2010).
Comparisons are made between the same household types in rural and urban areas, using April 2010
prices throughout.

The four household types used as a focus for the analysis are:

e single, working-age adult without children;

e pensioner couple;

e couple parents with two children, one pre-school-aged child and one primary school-aged child; and
® |one parent with one child, a one year old infant.

The same four household types were used when reporting the UK MIS, and so aid comparison between
the two reports. Note, however, that in addition, the calculations made here can be repeated for eleven
main household types, plus variations for ages of children, to cover the great majority of households in
Britain. The online Minimum Income Calculator at www.minimumincome.org.uk allows these calculations
to be made for rural as well as urban households.

This chapter begins with an overview of the findings, followed by a report of the individual findings
for the four household types. The next sections attempt to unpack and explain these headline findings. The
budgets are broken down by key components to show what the additional costs represent. As transport
represents the largest component of the budgets, a further breakdown is offered of the car budgets.

Overview

The budgets required by all rural households to achieve a minimum socially acceptable standard of living
are substantially more than those for urban households. An overview of the additional budget required by
the four illustrative households in each rural area, in terms of the percentage increase on the respective
urban budgets, is provided below (see Figure 1 on page 36). It shows that most rural budgets add between
9 and 19 per cent on to the urban budgets.

The ‘more rural’ households are, the greater the budgets they require. Households in villages and
hamlets require more than those in rural towns — for the households shown here, a percentage difference
of between 3 and 15 points. However, these increases do not tend to be as steep as those between urban
and rural towns. Excluding the pensioner budgets, which follow a different pattern, the rural town budgets
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Figure 1: Additional costs across different area types
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are about 10 per cent more than the UK MIS, village budgets are between 14 and 18 per cent more than
the UK MIS, and hamlet budgets are between 16 and 24 per cent more. Differences for a wider range of
11 household types are shown on the MIS website at www.minimumincomestandard.org. These confirm
the general pattern shown here, but also show that in general, rural costs add more as a percentage to
budgets of smaller households than larger ones. This is largely because the fixed cost of car ownership is
proportionately a greater burden on a household that starts off with lower costs.

Individual budgets

The first series of individual results (see tables 12—14) compares the weekly MIS for urban and rural
households. These figures show the additional rural cost: how much more per week rural households need
to achieve the same standard of living as urban families. For example, the research finds that a lone parent
with one child in a village requires £33.65 more per week to reach the same standard of living as a lone
parent with one child in an urban area.

The figures also indicate how needs and costs vary between rural households. They show, for
example, how the additional cost increases for ‘more rural’ households by allowing comparison of the
budgets for those in rural towns, villages and hamlets.

In the following, we highlight some key observations from these figures.

e Among rural households, the single sharpest increase in additional need is for the pensioner couple
living in a village. There is a negligible difference between the budget required for a pensioner couple living
in a rural town and one in an urban area. However, there is a substantial additional budget for pensioners in
villages, with a modest increase in that additional cost between the village and hamlet households.

¢ |nabsolute terms, across all households and rural areas types, the largest additional budgets are
required by couple parents with two children (which is also the household with the highest overall
costs). This family in a hamlet needs £72.20 more per week than a similar urban family.

e Theincrease in the additional requirement is fairly steady for the couple family in a rural town, through
village to hamlet. The pattern of increase for the lone parent family is fairly similar, though with a slightly
sharper increase in costs between rural town and village (difference of £12 a week) and a smaller
increase between village and hamlet (£3 a week).
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e Inrelative terms, the household with the greatest additional costs is the single working-age adult without
children. A single working-age adult living in a hamlet requires 24 per cent more than the MIS for a

similar household in an urban area.

These findings are examined further in the following sections.

Table 12: Comparison of weekly MIS for urban households and rural town households
(excluding housing costs and childcare)

Urban | Ruraltown | Additional | dditional
rural town cost
budget budget rural town as bercentage
total (£) total (£) cost (£) p &
increase

Single working-age adult 175.34 191.32 15.98 9.1%
Pensioner couple 222.22 224.48 2.26 1.0%
Couple parents with two children 402.83 449.51 46.67 11.6%
Lone parent with one child 233.73 255.71 21.98 9.4%

Table 13: Comparison of weekly MIS for urban households and village households
(excluding housing costs and childcare)

Additional
Urban Village Additional village
budget budget village costas
total (£) total (£) cost (£) percentage
increase
Single working-age adult 175.34 207.26 31.92 18.2%
Pensioner couple 222.22 265.22 43.00 19.3%
Couple parents with two children 402.83 462.35 59.52 14.8%
Lone parent with one child 233.73 267.38 33.65 14.4%

Table 14: Comparison of weekly MIS for urban households and hamlet households
(excluding housing costs and childcare)

Urban Hamlet | Additional | dditional
hamlet cost
budget budget hamlet as bercentage
total (£) total (£) cost (£) p J
increase
Single working-age adult 175.34 216.71 41.37 23.6%
Pensioner couple 222.22 270.30 48.08 21.6%
Couple parents with two children 402.83 475.03 72.20 17.9%
Lone parent with one child 233.73 270.54 36.81 15.8%
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What makes up the budgets?

The difference between budgets — between urban and rural, and between the individual rural budgets —
is fairly easily explained if we consider what additional rural needs the MIS addresses. It is clear that the
additional needs of rural families are dominated by transport and domestic fuel costs. This is shown in the
second series of individual results (see tables 15-17 on pages 39 and 40). In each of these tables, the first
column shows the additional rural cost in pounds. The remaining columns show what percentage of this
cost results from transport, domestic fuel and other costs.

Transport costs make up the single largest element of the additional costs. This reflects the shift
from reliance on buses as the main mode of transport in the urban budgets to the need for cars in most
rural households. As discussed in previous chapters, transport costs are inclusive of all running and
ownership costs.

After transport, domestic fuel costs make up the next largest element of the additional costs.

The increase in costs for heating and power reflects two issues. First, some rural households required
alternative — and unavoidably larger and older — housing types than those used in the UK MIS. Second,
the rural groups decided that most rural towns would be served by mains gas but that the budgets should
not rest on the assumption that it would be available in villages and hamlets. For households in these
areas, the budgets include the cost for electric storage heating, which is significantly more expensive than
mains gas.

Other costs — including any additional costs for clothes, household goods, communications, and
social and cultural participation — have a limited impact on the budgets. In the case of the couple parent
family, the rural groups slightly reduced the budget allowed in the UK MIS for social and cultural participation.
Analysis here helps to explain the observations mentioned above:

e The biggest increases in additional costs for all household types come when their transport needs
change. For pensioners, the largest settlement for which a car is needed is a village, so the largest
difference is between a village and a rural town. For all other household types, the jump comes between
urban areas and rural town, since a car is needed for the latter.

e Specifically, groups decided that pensioners’ needs in rural towns could be met by using buses
(which would be free to use with concessionary passes) and taxis. The allowance for taxis was set
at a slightly higher rate than for those in urban areas by £2 a week. Household fuel costs were
unchanged from urban areas because pensioners living in rural towns were deemed to have access to
mains gas. In contrast, pensioners in villages faced significant additional costs. Outside of rural towns,
a car was seen as a necessity. At the same time, unlike urban and rural town pensioners, those in
villages and hamlets would require bungalows (in the absence of flats) and they would not have access
to mains gas. Living in a larger property heated by electric storage heating significantly increased
fuel costs. The change from flats to bungalows also introduced other (albeit relatively small) costs for
maintaining gardens.

e Groups decided that, in all rural area types, a couple with two children would require two cars to
manage childcare responsibilities and employment commitments. For the couple family in town,
the only additional cost is for transport. Village and hamlet couple parent families also face
increased fuel costs because of the additional cost of storage heating. This cost is markedly
higher in hamlets than villages, reflecting the likelihood that buildings would be older and insulation
less effective.

e |nhamlets, the relatively small increase in the additional cost for lone parents and large increase for
single working-age adults reflects differences in heating costs for the housing types selected by

38 Results: additional rural costs



groups. That is, groups agreed that lone parents in villages and hamlets would require (and be likely
to access) terraced housing. The difference in heating a village terraced house and one in a hamlet
is marginal. For single working-age adults, on the other hand, groups specified that a) unlike in the

urban budgets and in rural towns, those in villages and hamlets would require houses rather

than flats, and b) in hamlets, this would likely to be older, cottage housing. The cost for heating
an older hamlet property was about £9 a week more than for heating a more modern

village one.

e The particularly high percentage increase required for single people in hamlets can be explained by
the combination of this high heating cost and the fact that the additional cost of running a car is high
relative to a single person’s budget. A lone parent with an infant has to spend an additional £30 a week
on transport in a hamlet compared with an urban area, and a single person has to spend an additional
£24. However, because the overall budget for the lone parent is a third more than for that for the single
person, this £24 represents a relatively larger slice of the single person’s budget. The proportionate
extra cost for families with older children is smaller still, because in this case the cost of the car will be

partially offset by savings on bus fares.

Table 15: Components of additional costs for rural towns

Additional rural
town cost (£)

Of which (%)

Transport Heating Other
and power
Single working-age adult* 15.98 100 0 <1
Pensioner couple 2.26 88 10 2
Couple parents with two children** 46.67 103 0 -3
Lone parent with one child 21.98 87 0 13
*<1 indicates less than one per cent
**Minus figures indicate a reduced budget, compared with urban budgets
Table 16: Components of additional costs for villages
Additional
H o,
village cost (£) Of which (%)
Transport Heating Other
and power
Single working-age adult 31.92 72 27 1
Pensioner couple 43.00 65 26 9
Couple parents with two children** 59.52 93 9 -2
Lone parent with one child 33.65 86 6 8

**Minus figures indicate a reduced budget, compared with urban budgets
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Table 17: Components of additional costs for hamlets

Additional
hamlet Of which (%)
cost (£)
Transport Heating Other
and power
Single working-age adult* 41.37 58 42 <1
Pensioner couple 48.08 69 23 8
Couple parents with two children** 72.20 80 22 -2
Lone parent with one child 36.81 82 10 8

*<1 indicates less than one per cent

**Minus figures indicate a reduced budget, compared with urban budgets

Transport budgets

The tables above show that transport costs make up between 60 and 100 per cent of additional costs.
Except in the case of the rural town pensioner households, these costs refer to car costs. The final series
of individual results (see tables 18-20 on pages 41 and 42) lists the transport provision required for the
different households and the percentage of the weekly transport budget required for accessing work and
school, personal business and social and cultural participation, and healthcare.

These results show that travel patterns vary between pensioners and working-age households
(with and without children). Pensioners living outside urban areas and rural towns lose the benefit of the
concessionary bus pass as a reliable, main source of transport. Compared with working-age households,
a greater proportion of the transport budget is required for accessing healthcare. Costs for travel to
healthcare increase for hamlet households, reflecting increased distance to GPs and hospitals.

For nearly all working-age households, the overall single greatest additional cost in rural MIS is
for accessing work and school. (Most costs relate to acce