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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Context
The Central London Prospectus was published in October 2010 by Central London Forward (CLF). It presented a matrix of twelve topics grouped into three sections – economy, environment and population, as follows:  

	ECONOMY
	ENVIRONMENT
	POPULATION

	1   BUSINESS
	5   PLACE
	9   PEOPLE

	2   SECTORS 
	6   MOVEMENT
	10 WORK

	3   GEOGRAPHIES
	7   DEVELOPMENT
	11 EDUCATION

	4   OUTLOOK
	8   SUSTAINABILITY
	12 PROSPECTS


This paper is one of twelve prepared to inform the prospectus. A draft was circulated in March 2010. This revised version takes account of comments received over the summer from CLF member authorities, the GLA and others, and incorporates key announcements and data released to August 2010, notably the GLA’s mid year population estimates for 2009.
The twelve papers and the prospectus together make up the Central London Economic Assessment (CLEA). They describe the situation in May 2010, against the background of the UK economy returning to uncertain growth after eighteen months of falling GDP and the prospect of severe cuts in public spending. The May general election resulted in a coalition government taking over from Labour, and local elections in a change of political control in several boroughs. 
Underpinning the papers are statistical tables, showing data at local authority level and for the Central London sub-region, the Rest of London and All London. 

The Central London Prospectus (amended final version), topic papers and data sets are all available on the Central London Forward website: www.centrallondonforward.gov.uk.
Sources

Key sources, abbreviated in footnotes, are listed as an appendix to this paper. Other references are given in full. A schedule of frequently-used publications in the preparation of the Central London Economic Assessment can be found in the prospectus.
Definitions
In the text, Central London with a capital ‘C’ refers to the sub-region of London. This area includes seven of London’s thirty three local authorities: Camden, City of London, Islington, Kensington and Chelsea, Lambeth, Southwark and City of Westminster. References to these boroughs/local authorities are highlighted in the text. Central London Forward, the partnership which provides a voice for Central London, is led by the seven local authorities.

The City is used both as a brand name for international wholesale financial services in the UK and to refer to the physical concentration of markets and businesses within the Square Mile of the City of London. The extent of the various geographical areas referred to in the CLEA are shown in Maps 1 to 5 in the prospectus, and described in paper 3, Geographies (Figure 3.1). 

Summary
The next page provides a one-page summary of this paper and concludes with three challenges. The summaries of all 12 topic papers are included in the Central London Prospectus.
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	PROSPECTS – Central London’s Population, May 2010  

	Wealth  The residential population of Central London has always demonstrated extremes of wealth and poverty but since the 1970s it has become increasingly polarised through the interplay of three processes: the professionalisation of the workforce, the gentrification of neighbourhoods and the ‘residualisation’ of council housing. Individual and household wealth is based on a combination of income and assets. While the wealth gap is huge compared to disparities of income, the contrast is acute between childless, double-earner professional / managerial households and no-earner households. One in three children in Inner London live in such households, compared with one in five in Outer London. Even amongst the employed, once other differences are discounted, there is an earnings gap of about 22% between City-type financial services and other sectors, exclusive of bonuses. The proportion of pensioners living in low-income households has been falling steadily but is still 27% in Inner London, compared with 19% in Outer London.
Home  For many people, particularly young families, the major obstacle to living in Central London is the cost of housing, both to buy and to rent. The Labour government’s preferred measure of housing affordability was the ratio of lower quartile house prices to lower quartile earnings. This increased from 4.0 in 1997 to over 9.0 in London a decade later. In Central London, only in Southwark was the ratio lower than the London average, whereas in Kensington and Chelsea it was already 10.0 in 1997 and peaked at over 20.0 in 2007. Unmet demand and restricted supply mean house prices in London are likely to remain high, with consequences: first-time buyers priced out of the market; long waiting lists for social housing; high demand for private renting; more households sharing or overcrowded; and spiralling housing benefit costs. 
Community  It is important that people feel safe, both in their homes and in public places. The number of notifiable criminal offences in all categories except drugs fell by 19% or more across Central London over the eight years to 2007/08. The predicted rise in crime figures because of the recession has yet to occur. On the government’s 2007 Index of Multiple Deprivation, Southwark scored highest in Central London, followed by Islington and Lambeth. Most poorer neighbourhoods have benefited from significant investment but Central London is some way from the Labour government’s 2001 vision that ‘within 10 to 20 years no one should be disadvantaged by where they live.’ Government-backed area programmes come to an end in 2011, including in Central London ten-year New Deal for Communities programmes in three areas and Working Neighbourhoods funding of £76m over three years. Many residents feel vulnerable and, those of working age, ill-equipped to compete for jobs. Successive governments have attempted to address ethnic, gender and age discrimination in the workplace and elsewhere and London’s diversity now extends throughout society. However, as Lord Ousley has observed, ‘race disproportionality’ persists, in prisons, health outcomes, comparative earnings, etc. Immigration policy has re-emerged as an issue, sometimes fuelled by Islamophobia. Poorer migrants are perceived to suppress rates of pay at the lower end of the jobs market and reduce the chances of obtaining an affordable home in a desirable neigbourhood. 

Well-being  Life expectancy for the least well-off has risen by three years over the last decade. They live as long now as the wealthy did a generation ago but the wealthy are living proportionally much longer. In Inner London the range between male life expectancy rates at ward level is 17 years, from 88 in the highest to 71 in the lowest. The poor not only die sooner, they spend more of their lives with a chronic disability. The deterioration in the public finances threatens not only the UK’s ability to invest in projects to sustain Central London’s global attractiveness. As fateful will be the impact of decisions about priorities and sacrifices in the day-to-day services that support the most vulnerable and promote equality of opportunity. 
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	Prospects – Challenges for Central London

	12.1
	Reducing the number of households which include children but have no adult in work



	12.2
	Maintaining a supply of affordable housing to rent



	12.3
	Addressing inequalities between different groups and localities, as they affect life chances, earnings potential and health 


1. WEALTH    

i) Income distribution

UK
In January 2010, the National Equality Panel, chaired by John Hills, professor of social policy at LSE, published its report on economic inequality in Britain.

The panel found that since the 1970s income disparities had grown significantly. In the 1960s and early 1970s, better off but not the most affluent households had roughly three times the income, after tax, of those near the bottom of the income scale. That gap had widened and since the early 1990s has been four to one. 

The study concluded that ‘over the most recent decade, the earnings inequality has narrowed a little and income inequality has stabilized on some measures but the large inequality growth of the 1980s has not been reversed.’   

According to the Institute for Fiscal Studies, household income rose by an average of two per cent a year between 1996/97 and 2007/08 but on most measures it ended up more unequally distributed than at any time since at least 1961.

London
The most successful cites attract the very rich and the ambitious poor and have populations which, in relation to wealth and income, are inherently unequal. 

Until thirty years ago the very rich were a relatively small group generally identifiable by class and status. In the ‘yuppie’
 boom of the 1980s a larger and younger group emerged, many of whom had become rich on earnings rather than, or as well as, inheritance. The group and culture quickly reasserted itself in the recovery following the early 1990s recession. 

Chris Hamnett, Professor of Human Geography at King’s College London, writing in 2003, noted that in the preceding two decades: 

· The incomes of the high-income groups had risen much faster than those of the poor 

· The relative size of the rich group had increased

· Financial and business services had played a key role in increasing inequality

· The division between rich and poor households was growing, particularly between two-earner and no-earner households.
  

From analysis of census data on occupational classes, Hamnett found that London did not appear to have seen a marked increase in the relative size of the lower ranked group. While inequality refers to the extent of difference, polarisation describes a process whereby numbers are increasing at the extremes at the expense of the middle. 

He concluded that the key trend was the not polarisation but professionalisation of the workforce, characterised by an upward shift in the occupational class structure of the economically active labour force.
 (See paper 10, Work.) Moreover, this was not restricted to London but was the dominant experience of all global cities. 

More recent studies suggest that London is home to significant income polarisation.  Analysis of the income distribution (after housing costs)
 of individuals shows that 28 per cent of Londoners are ranked in the top quintile nationally and 25 per cent are ranked in the bottom quintile – each considerably above the 20 per cent, UK distribution. Polarisation of income is even greater in Inner London, with 27 per cent in the bottom quintile and 29 per cent in the top quintile.
 
A recent study for the Institute for Fiscal Studies, into the reasons behind the increased income gap occurring over the last 30 years, concluded that the key drivers of increased inequality have been a widening earnings gap between unskilled workers and professionals and managers, and increasing relative wages for the better educated during the 1980s.
 
Earnings at the top of the financial services sector are in a league of their own. The ability of global financial institutions to pay large salaries and bonuses is possible because of the wealth of their clients, the massive financial volumes involved and fees based on a percentage of very large transactions.  Once differences in worker qualification, age and occupational mix are discounted there remains a difference of about 22 per cent in earnings between financial services and other sectors. Inclusion of bonuses, which have become an increasingly important factor since US business practices spread into the City, would add significantly to this margin.
 

At the other end of the scale, 15 per cent of full time employees in London, and almost half of part-time employees, in 2009 earned less than the then London Living Wage.

Aggravating this disparity is the cost of living. Until the recession, many comparative studies rated London as one of the most expensive cities in the world.
 
Central London

Figure 12.1 shows average incomes in England, London and at local authority level within Central London. 

Southwark’s profile is closest to All London figures. Incomes in Lambeth are consistently below London averages
, while Southwark and Islington are below on pension income. 
At the top end, the City of London incomes stand out in all categories except pension, and Kensington and Chelsea has exceptionally high mean incomes across all categories. Median incomes are also high in Westminster and Camden, especially for self employment. 
Figure 12.1
Incomes of individuals: by borough, 2008 

	Area
	Self employment
	Employment
	Pension
	Total Income

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mean
	Median
	Mean
	Median
	Mean
	Median

	
	£000
	£000
	£000
	£000
	£000
	£000
	£000
	£000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Camden
	71
	13
	49
	24
	17
	10
	60
	26

	City London
	138
	66
	80
	40
	21
	9
	99
	49

	Islington
	45
	12
	36
	23
	11
	9
	41
	23

	K&C
	132
	11
	105
	25
	22
	10
	122
	28

	Lambeth
	20
	10
	30
	22
	11
	9
	31
	22

	Southwark
	33
	11
	29
	20
	11
	8
	32
	20

	Westminster
	85
	13
	61
	25
	19
	10
	74
	27

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	London
	31
	11
	32
	21
	13
	10
	35
	21

	England
	21
	10
	24
	18
	12
	10
	26
	18


Source:  Stats Pack. GLA, 2010.
There is a range of median incomes across Central London (excluding City of London) of between 25 and 40 per cent: self employment, £10,000 to £13,000 (30 per cent); employment, £20,000 to £25,000 (25 per cent); pension, £8,000 to £10,000 (25 per cent); and total income, £20,000 to £28,000 (40 per cent).

Double-earner professional and managerial households form a core group of the well-off and pose a sharp contrast to the large group of no-earner households.
ii) Poverty
Child poverty

In 2007/08, nearly two out of five children (39 per cent) in London lived in households in income poverty, as defined by DWP.
 The UK proportion was 31 per cent. Trend data over the last 12 years show that the gap in child poverty rates has not narrowed.
 

Child poverty rates are particularly high in Inner London (44 per cent).  At the local authority level, five London boroughs have the highest rates in England: Tower Hamlets, Hackney, Islington, Newham and Haringey each have over 50 per cent of children living in income poverty by the DWP measure. 
It is important to distinguish between two different situations: children living in workless households and children living in low income households.
Children in workless households. 

According to DWP, in the autumn of 2007:
· 25 per cent of all London’s children lived in workless households, that is households with no adults in work. London has, by far, the highest percentage of all regions. Rates are exceptionally high in Inner London where around one third (32 per cent) of all children live in workless households. While the rate is lower in Outer London (21per cent) it still remains well above the rate in the rest of the UK (15 per cent).
 
· 28 per cent of children in London lived in families with at least one adult claiming a work-related benefit, or around 472,400 children.
 Three quarters of these children lived in lone parent families. Of all local authorities in Great Britain, the four with the highest percentage were London boroughs: Tower Hamlets (49 per cent), Islington (46 per cent), Newham and Hackney (both 41 per cent). A third of London boroughs appeared in the top five per cent of authorities in Great Britain on this measure. 
The combination of low pay for unskilled jobs and high housing costs largely explains why Central London has more workless households than elsewhere. (See paper 11, Work.) 

Children in low income households

Worklessness usually results in child poverty but low pay amongst working parents is equally significant.  Over half of all UK children living in poverty are in households where at least one parent works. 
Research in 2009 for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation found that the distribution across UK households of children living in poverty was as follows:
· Working couple, 44 per cent
· Lone parent working, 8 per cent
· Non-working couple, 15 per cent
· Non-working lone parent, 32 per cent. 

Pensioner poverty

The higher someone’s income, the better are their chances of having a good pension entitlement. 2.5 million elderly in the UK live on incomes below 60 per cent of the median level, the official poverty threshold.

London has the highest proportion of pensioners living in low income households but numbers have been falling since the late 1990s and regional differences are narrowing. Within London, the proportion of pensioners in low-income households is 27 per cent in Inner London (down from 42 per cent) and 19 per cent in Outer London (down from 26 per cent). 
Pensioners are a lower proportion of the population in London, especially in Inner London, than elsewhere. This means that, despite London having a higher rate of pensioner poverty compared to other regions, it is home to only 13 per cent of UK pensioners in low-income households in England, and Inner London to 5 per cent.
The government’s introduction of the Pension Credit has played a large role in reducing pensioner numbers in low-income households because the Guarantee Credit usually takes pensioners who claim it above the poverty threshold (after housing costs).

iii) Economic mobility

Inequality
Numerous reports by organisations and think tanks, such as the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and the Sutton Trust, have presented statistics showing that the UK is one of the most unequal of developed societies, that inequality has increased and shows few signs of diminishing significantly. 
A central theme of Professor Hills’ report is the profound, lifelong negative impact that being born poor, and into a disadvantaged social class, has on a child. These inequalities accumulate over the life cycle.
 
Birth cohort studies highlight the impact of poverty on life chances and between generations. Children who experienced poverty in childhood are less likely than other children to continue in school after age 16, or to attain educational qualifications. When adult, they are more likely to have low incomes and worse employment prospects.  The typical professional employee born in 1970 comes from a family with an income 27 per cent above the average, compared to 17 per cent above average for their counterparts born in 1958.
 
Women who experience poverty in childhood are more likely than those who did not to become mothers at a young age and lone parents. There is also a significant relationship between poverty and ill health and disability.
 
Wealth
Individual and household wealth is based on a combination of income and assets, and the wealth gap is huge compared to disparities of income. While the National Equality Panel found that those near the top of the income distribution earn four times as much as those near the bottom, the gap in terms of wealth is almost 100 to one.

Those in higher paying jobs not surprisingly accumulate the most wealth. That in turn reinforces advantages for their children: ‘Your origins, and your parents’ income provide a series of nudges that tend to push people in a particular direction, from your chances of being read to as a child, whether your parents can buy a house in the catchment area of a good school, educate you privately, pay for a second degree, provide help with a deposit to buy a house, or leave an inheritance’.
 
Given ambition and breaks, an individual may overcome poverty in a lifetime of application and advancement. But, at society’s extremes, and passed on within families from one generation to the next, are parallel legacies: the one, of poverty and disadvantage through worklessness; the other, of wealth and opportunity from inheritance. 
Interventions
Tax credits
 have helped families in poverty – 718,000 in London since 2003; but many others remain outside the tax system. 
In December 2009 the government unveiled plans to turn the Post Office into a people’s bank, enabling millions more people on lower incomes to open an account, get a mortgage and qualify for cheaper online services and direct debit tariffs for electricity and gas. The government plans include: children’s savings accounts; business accounts that ring fence a proportion of income each week to pay bills through standing items; and closer links with credit unions.

The London Living Wage is the hourly rate that GLA Economics calculate is needed to be paid to someone to achieve ‘an adequate level of warmth and shelter, a healthy palatable diet, social integration and avoidance of chronic stress for earners and their dependents’.
 

In 1999 the Labour government set as target of halving child poverty by 2010 and eradicating it by 2020.  Most researchers, including the National Equality Panel, conclude that policies covering children’s early years are crucial for social and economic mobility. 
Sure Start is the government’s programme to bring together support services for families with children under five years old. It is the cornerstone of the government’s drive to tackle child poverty and social exclusion.  Delivery is through the network of Sure Start children’s centres, which provide early education integrated with health, family support and childcare services daily from 8:00am to 6:00pm. Local authorities have the responsibility of setting up the centres by 2010, in consultation with parents, the private, voluntary and independent sectors, primary care trusts (PCTs), Job Centre Plus and other key partners. The Sure Start programme is also central to the objectives set out in the government’s ten-year childcare strategy
 to enable all families with children to have access to an affordable, flexible, high-quality childcare place for their child and to give parents more choice about how to balance work and family life.

The London Child Poverty Commission is a cross party initiative whereby the Mayor and London Councils work together to reduce child poverty in London. Activities include boosting numbers of parents in work, particularly mothers in part-time work, and the take-up of Child Tax Credits by working families

The welfare trap continues to discourage some would-be job seekers, particularly in Central London. In order to increase parental employment in London, London Councils has suggested the government should consider fixing housing benefit awards for six months for all claimants who have been on housing benefit for over a year and are moving into paid employment. This would incentivise work by providing some financial security to taking a job as well as ultimately reducing the overall benefits bill.

The Equality Act 2010 will come into effect in October 2010. It consolidates UK legislation on equality, replacing nine existing laws and more than 100 other measures. If enacted, it will place a new legal duty on public bodies to address socio-economic inequality. Such legislation, while necessary to outlaw blatant discrimination, on its own does little to promote the conditions for social and economic mobility.  

2. HOME
i) Home ownership – affordability

One of the most challenging obstacles to living in London, in terms of cost, is the ability to rent or buy a house. Just as a variety of skilled and unskilled jobs has disappeared from the job market, so a range of housing options has gone from the housing market. 

Over the past decade it has become relatively much more expensive to buy a house in London than elsewhere in the UK.
 The government’s preferred measure of housing affordability is the ratio of lower quartile house prices to lower quartile earnings. This ratio increased from 4.0 in 1997 to over 9.0 in London a decade later.  People on low incomes have found homes increasingly unaffordable in London, let alone Central London, and home ownership in London has become difficult for many on median incomes.
 

Central London

Local authorities in Central London often describe their populations as polarised. By this, they usually mean that the cost of housing relative to incomes makes it possible for only the very rich or the very poor, through subsidised housing, to become residents. Polarisation is linked to gentrification of the housing stock, as Central London has become a location of choice for more, but by no means all, of those who work there. In previous generations, children of Central London residents could find nearby a place for rent or purchase, where they could afford to set up home and raise a family. This is now impossible for most. 

Kensington and Chelsea is the borough with the highest average house prices, while prices are lowest in Lambeth and Southwark.

Figure 12.2 shows how mean house prices rose in Central London to 2008. In Lambeth and Southwark both the average cost in 1996, and the rate of increase in prices to 2008, were around the London average. Elsewhere, and disproportionately in Kensington and Chelsea, prices rose steeply.

Figure 12.3 shows how remote the prospect of owning a home in Central London has become for people on lower incomes. Only in Southwark was the ratio increase of lower quartile house prices to lower quartile earnings slightly lower than the All London average, reaching 8.0 in 2008.
 The ratio in Kensington and Chelsea, already 10.0 in 1997, peaked at over 20.0 in 2007. 

Figure 12.2
Mean house prices: by borough, 1996 to 2009
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Source:  Housing Statistics. DCLG, 2010. 

Figure 12.3
House prices related to earnings: by borough, 1997 to 2009
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Property agents Knight Frank note that one of the most notable changes in affordable housing, in its broadest sense, has been the growth of groups eligible to apply for subsidised housing. There has already been a shift away from key worker eligibility status towards income-based assessments. 
Numerous initiatives, national and regional at local authority level, exist to assist first-time buyers, usually through shared ownership. Knight Frank claim that 90 per cent of UK households are potentially eligible for subsidised housing under the schemes.
 In the UK, £60,000 of household income is now the accepted limit for eligibility for access to most shared ownership schemes and there is talk of this limit being raised to £74,000 in the capital. In London Boris Johnson, the Mayor, has equated eligibility for affordable housing with liability to pay the basic rate only of income tax. 
Impact of the recession

In Central London, the top end of the market, supported by demand from non-UK purchasers attracted by the weakness of sterling, remained more buoyant than the domestic market.
  Agents reported that properties in the so-called ‘bonus belt’ of Central London were by the end of 2009 achieving prices equal to, or in excess of levels at the peak of the market in summer 2007, and up 50 per cent from their lowest point in February 2009. 
  

March 2009 was the worst month for number of house sales in London
 while May was the low point for mortgages for housing advances.
 The second half of 2009 showed signs of improvement but from a very low base. There were more widespread increases in the fourth quarter of 2009 and the Land Registry has reported a 5.1 per cent increase in house prices across London in 2009. Doubts persist about how sustainable growth is in the short term. 
The long boom in house prices to 2007 was caused partially by easy access to credit. Loans were readily available, often covering all costs and were not constrained by salary income. The tightening of credit conditions since the banking crisis has led to restricted opportunities to borrow. 
The National Housing Federation reported in October 2009 that a London home cost £362,810 on average. First time buyers of such a property, in order to obtain a 90 per cent mortgage of 3.5 times their salary, would need a gross annual income of over £93,000 while the average income in London was £26,156. 
Throughout 2009, very few lenders were prepared to lend above 90 per cent of valuation and by its close many required deposits of 25 per cent. In the two years since August 2007, the size of house purchase deposits in the UK tripled, from 9 per cent of the purchase price to 26 per cent.

Despite house prices falling in the recession by between 15 and 20 per cent, the proportion of a buyer’s income required to secure a mortgage, came down by only one per cent: when house prices peaked in 2007, 24 per cent of a buyer’s income was required to secure a mortgage and by mid 2009 it had only come down to 23 per cent, despite the fact that buyers needed to put down larger deposits than in the past.

UK figures from the Council of Mortgage Lenders show that the number of first time buyers aged under 30 who rely on gifts from family and friends to fund their deposit increased from 40 per cent in 2006 to 80 per cent in 2009. First time buyers were borrowing around three times their income in May 2009.
 
Rising prices in the boom were not just down to lax controls on credit. They also reflected that the supply of new homes in the South East has struggled to match the demand produced by a rising population and an even faster growth in formation of separate households. This means that house prices in London are likely to remain high, and relatively unaffordable, compared to elsewhere in the UK.
  
ii) Rented sector – stresses

Rising demand for housing, combined with diminishing supply, has had a number of consequences: bigger waiting lists for social housing; increased demand for private renting; more households in overcrowded accommodation and spiraling housing benefit costs.
· Bigger waiting lists for social housing 
At the same time as house prices have soared, the number of lettings to social housing in London has slumped, from 70,000 to 42,000 per year.
  
The number of households on London local authority waiting lists grew at an average rate of 6.3 per cent per annum between 1997 and 2008. The total was over 353,000 in 2008 (accounting for 11 per cent of all households), up from 177,000 in 1998.
 
Social housing accounts for 24 per cent of London’s housing stock.
 Three areas within Central London have a lower proportion: City of London (15 per cent), Westminster and Kensington and Chelsea (22 per cent each). Southwark has the highest proportion (47 per cent). 

Former Mayor Ken Livingston’s requirement that all new housing should have a 50 per cent affordable element has been abandoned by Mayor Johnson in favour of a more modest quantitative target for London as a whole. 
Knight Frank predicts that, as a result of the economic downturn, the social housing sector will become a more influential force in the housebuilding industry. 

· Increased demand for private renting. 
The gap between the cost of social renting and private renting is significantly larger in London than elsewhere in England. In London, the average weekly social rent is £80 and private rent is £180.
 Elsewhere, the averages are typically around £50 and £100 respectively.  
The differential is because London has a much larger private rental housing market than other regions and it covers tenants at all levels of incomes. Elsewhere in the UK, the market caters predominantly for lower income households.
· More households in overcrowded accommodation

The high demand for affordable accommodation, not least from low-paid immigrant workers in service industries working unsocial hours in the CAZ, means that Central London has proportionally more tenants living in overcrowded and temporary conditions.

London's social rented sector has the highest rate of overcrowding, but the rate in the capital's private rented sector almost doubled in the 15 years to 2008.
  
According to Shelter, between 2007 and 2009 the number of children living in overcrowded conditions rose by 54,000 to more than one million, including 331,000 who lived in London – one fifth of the capital's children.
  
Westminster City Council has called for the social housing system to be overhauled, with tackling overcrowding as the priority.
 Requirements include new models of private sector investment in rental housing which would also generate additional social sector units, and allowing local authorities to build more family-sized homes.
· Spiraling housing benefit costs
Housing Benefit is available to tenants to subsidise the cost of renting their homes in either the private or social rented sectors.
Four out of 10 of London households (21 per cent) receive housing benefit.  Proportions vary between local authority areas with the highest in East London; 42 per cent of households in Hackney, 38 per cent in Tower Hamlets and 37 per cent in Newham are reliant on weekly payments to meet their rent, compared with 18 per cent nationally. Numerically, most are in social housing but include about 150,000 households who privately rent (approximately 25 per cent of all those privately renting). 
A local authority campaign led by Westminster City Council argues that the introduction in 2008 of centrally-imposed local housing allowances to curb costs has had the opposite effects. The reforms aligned housing benefit to average private rents according to the number of bedrooms in different zones across the country

Councils not only have to house anyone with a ‘local connection’ who has been homeless for six months but also have to pay housing benefit for households who move into the area from elsewhere and are already in receipt of benefit. The migrating household can move into any house and the Council is obliged to cover the payment up to a sum calculated by formula. 
In a number of well-publicised cases, private landlords have set rents for properties at a pound or two below the maximum for the zone allowed by the DWP formula, requiring local authorities in Central London to provide benefit of up to £1,800 a week for one household occupying a five-bedroomed house worth more than £1 million.
 This compares with an average rent in the private sector nationally of around £100 a week. There is neither pressure on tenants in such accommodation to move on or to find work which would result in loss of eligibility for housing benefit. The contrast to overcrowded households paying full costs from earned income for estate flats in less desirable areas is stark.
The Department for Work and Pensions acknowledges there are problem both of fairness and escalating costs. The recession, rising private sector rents and the acute shortage of social housing means that benefits costs will continue to rise. DWP has been seeking views on proposals to reform the housing benefit system to make it better able to assist people into work, more equitable and more efficient, while ensuring value for money.
  
3. COMMUNITY

Figure 12.4 presents a selection of data relating to households, housing, ethnicity, crime, poverty and life expectancy, to describe the social characteristics of the seven local authority areas which make up Central London. 

Figure 12.4
Social structure and outcomes: by borough, mid 2000s
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London

Couple-based households 

2004/5

32% 25% 31% 31% 32% 37% 31% n/a n/a 44%

Social housing owner 2006

36% 15% 44% 22% 41% 47% 22% n/a n/a 24%

Minority ethnic population 

2005

48% 30% 42% 50% 46% 56% 51% n/a n/a 42%

Crimes of violence per 1000 

residents

40.8 120.4 48.7 24.1 46.9 45.5 51.1 n/a n/a 34.1

Index of multiple deprivation

29.22 12.84 38.96 23.51 34.94 44.64 26.30 n/a n/a n/a

Standardised mortality rate

100 57 107 65 107 98 79 n/a n/a n/a

Sources: DCLG Survey of English Housing; ONS; Home Office; DCLG/ONS; and ONS

Note: the seemingly high level crime of violence figure for City of London reflects its relatively low number of residents


Source:
London’s Place in the UK Economy. LSE for City of London Corporation, 2008.
i) Deprivation 

On the government’s 2007 Index of Multiple Deprivation, Southwark (46) scored highest in Central London, followed by Islington (39) and Lambeth (35). The City of London (13) and Kensington and Chelsea (24) had lowest scores. 
The set of indicators confirms Islington, Southwark and Lambeth to be the three areas with highest levels of poverty and deprivation, but looking at a broader range of indicators,
 differences emerge:

· Islington had significantly more children in families who were in receipt of key out of work benefits, 44 per cent, compared to 37 in Southwark and 36 in Lambeth
· Southwark had the highest proportions of employees on a very low wage and of working age households in receipt of tax credits

· Lambeth had more than twice as many persons in priority housing need as any other authority except Southwark, and the highest proportion of deaths of persons aged under 65
· Southwark had the highest rate of teenage pregnancies in the capital (76.2 per 1,000 girls aged 15 to 17), followed by Lambeth (74.4).
 The average across London was 45.6 and 41.0 nationally.
There are of course significant variations within local authority areas as well as between them. Borough averages disguise dramatic variations by social class within boroughs.  
Figure 12.5 shows the concentrations of relative deprivation across Central London.
Responses
In 1997 a Social Exclusion Unit was established within the Prime Minister’s Office. The unit produced a series of topic-based reports, culminating in the 2001 National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal, with its vision that within 10 to 20 years no one should be disadvantaged by where they lived. 

Government-backed area programmes will coming to an end in March 2011, notably New Deal for Communities programmes on the Aylesbury Estate (Southwark), Clapham Park (Lambeth) and EC1 Finsbury (Islington), and three-year Working Neighbourhoods funding of £76m in Central London. In January 2010, the National Equality Panel concluded that the government was a ‘very long way’ from fulfilling its vision. Some government policies have helped the more mobile poor up the ladder but at the cost of concentrating deprivation more strongly than before. (See paper 3, Geographies.)

Figure 12.5
Map showing relative deprivation across Central London, 2007 
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ii) Crime 

In the 2009 Annual London Survey, over a third of respondents (the largest single category) highlighted safety and policing as the worst thing about living in London.
  
Crime data, even more than other statistics, need to be treated with caution, given differences in policing policy and recording practices over time and across districts. 
International comparisons suggest that UK (and London) residents suffer from relatively high levels of victimisation. It is important for London’s ongoing attractiveness that residents feel safe both when in their homes and in public places. 
The predicted rise in crime figures because of the recession has yet to be seen in official statistics. According to Home Office figures, the number of crimes recorded by the Metropolitan Police Authority (MPA) fell by 8 per cent for the period from July to September 2009 compared to the same quarter the year previously, while people’s perceptions of levels of crime, revealed by the latest British Crime Survey, showed no change in the twelve months to September 2009.
Central London
Borough-level data on eight types of offence reveals trends and variations across the capital and within Central London. (Figure 12.6) 

Across London in 2007/08, the most common category of offence was theft and handling (39 per cent), followed by violence against the person (20 per cent). There were two categories of offence where proportions in Central London exceeded those for the Rest of London: theft and handling (47 per cent, compared to 36) and drugs (10 per cent, compared to 8).

In the eight years to 2007/08 violence against the person and sexual offences increased by 5 per cent in the Rest of London but fell by 19 per cent in Central London. Robbery offences also rose in the Rest of London but declined in Central London. In both areas, the number of drugs offences increased dramatically from relatively low figures in 1999/2000.

Figure 12.6
Notifiable offences in the Metropolitan Police Area: by area, 2007/08 and 1999/2000 compared

	
	Central London
	Rest of London

	Offence
	Number

2007/08
	%

2007/08
	% change

since 99/00
	Number

2007/08
	%

2007/08
	% change

since 99/00

	Violence against the person
	39,295
	17.2
	-19
	133,448
	21.1
	5

	Sexual offences
	1,981
	0.9
	-19
	6,785
	1.1
	5

	Robbery
	9,451
	4.1
	-22
	27,549
	4.4
	15

	Burglary
	20,403
	8.9
	-35
	73,491
	11.6
	-21

	Theft and handling
	107,644
	47.0
	-24
	224,512
	35.5
	-17

	Fraud or forgery
	6,808
	3.0
	-78
	26,203
	4.1
	-64

	Criminal damage
	18,445
	8.1
	-38
	84,048
	13.3
	-26

	Drugs
	21,863
	9.6
	125
	49,397
	7.8
	212

	Other
	3,039
	1.3
	1
	7,670
	1.2
	-4

	Total 
	228,929
	-
	-23
	633,103
	-
	-12


Source: 
MPA/GLA, 2010.
Note:
The City of London is excluded from this analysis.
Within Central London, the total number of offences in Westminster (64,000) was a third more than in Southwark (40,000) and over twice as many as in areas with the fewest, Islington (30,000) and Kensington and Chelsea (23,000).

In Westminster and Kensington and Chelsea over 50 per cent of offences were theft and handling, compared to just over a third in both Lambeth and Southwark. In these boroughs only, the proportion of offences categorised as violence against the person (Lambeth 21 per cent and Southwark 22) exceeded the All London average of 20. The total number of offences in Camden and Lambeth were similar but with a different profile: burglary and theft and handling together accounted for 60 per cent in Camden but for only 45 in Lambeth. In Islington the proportion of burglary was relatively high and fraud or forgery low.

The number of offences in all categories except drugs and other notifiable offences fell by 19 per cent or more across Central London over the eight years to 2007/08. Most dramatic reductions were in fraud or forgery (especially in Islington), criminal damage (all areas), and burglary (especially Kensington and Chelsea and Lambeth).  
Drugs offences increased by 125 per cent across Central London, compared to 212 in the Rest of London. Within Central London they accounted for between 8 per cent (Islington) and 12 per cent (Kensington and Chelsea) of total offences in 2007/08.

Crimes involving violence cause most anxiety to residents, businesses and visitors. In the mid 2000s there were 34 incidents per 1000 residents across All London (Figure 16.4). Central London with its large daytime increase in population recorded higher rates, with the exception of Kensington and Chelsea (24 per 1000). Highest rates of all were in the Central Activities Zone – City of London (120) and City of Westminster (51), with other areas ranging from 41 in Camden to 49 in Islington. 
Local crises occur, such as an outbreak of teenage stabbings in London in 2007/08 and a spate of shooting incidents in the summer of 2009, attributed to young teenagers involved in ‘respect’ shootings to settle petty disputes, and mostly involving a gunshot to the leg.
 The MPA’s anti-knife crime campaign, Operation Blunt 2, began in May 2008, with increased use of ‘section 60’ stop and search powers. In the first year to April 2009 around 85,000 people were searched, with an arrest rate below five per cent. 
The Black community is disproportionately represented both as alleged perpetrators, that is ‘those proceeded against’ by the MPA, and as victims.
 People from an ethnic minority are six time more likely to be searched than White people. Among London’s 10 boroughs with the highest knife crime, the biggest fall (down 25 per cent) occurred in Islington where there were relatively few searches (84). In Southwark, rates were up by 8.6 per cent and there were over 9,400 searches, while in Lambeth, the number of incidents increased by 3.8 per cent, with 1,512 searches.
Keeping the nation’s capital safe is more costly and complex compared to the rest of the country.
 
Distinctive aspects of policing in Central London include:
· Meeting higher costs of both staff and infrastructure 

· Preventing potential terrorist activity

· Mediating across an increasingly diverse society

· Responding to episodes of serious violence

· Policing demonstrations, and national and international events

· Protecting heritage sites, diplomatic premises, government institutions, financial and other headquarters buildings 

· Undertaking other national policing functions.
iii) Social cohesion

London prides itself on its different populations rubbing along, more or less, across cultures and between generations, in a climate of live and let live. 
· Policing, both policy and practice, continues to be a perennial flashpoint, with persistent allegations of racial discrimination especially by BAME youths 

· Migration policy has reignited as an issue, particularly as it is perceived to impact on rates of pay at the lower end of the jobs market and affect access to finite resources, notably affordable housing.   

Discrimination 

John Denham, Communities Secretary, delivered a statement on race in January 2010, ten years after publication of the Macpherson report which found the Metropolitan Police Authority to be ‘institutionally racist’ in its response to the unprovoked murder of a black teenager, Stephen Laurence. 
The minister appealed for a more nuanced look at ethnic background and disadvantage. He highlighted the emergence of growing Black and Asian middle classes alongside persistent underachievement by White working class boys. The statement said that the fact that minority ethnic families are twice as likely to be poor is not likely to be a reflection of simply their race.

	Box 12-A

Inequality, race and class (January 2010)
‘Britain is not the same place it was decade ago … New trends that are linked to race, class and identity make the situation more complex. Focusing on somebody’s race or ethnic background to explain their achievements or opportunities is far too simple ... If the cause of disadvantage is social class, we will promote opportunity. And if the cause is a combination of racism and if social class we will tackle both together.’
John Denham, Communities Minister, January 2010.
‘The reality is that racial disadvantage is alive and thriving. Have a look at the race disproportionality in our prisons, youth custody centres, mental health institutions, stop-and-search policing, health outcomes, unemployment, comparative earnings and low pay. Look, too, at the underrepresentation of people of colour in senior positions.’
Lord Ousley, Chair and previously Chief Executive of the Commission for Racial Equality 1993-2000, January 2010.



Successive governments have attempted to address ethnic, gender and age discrimination in the workplace and elsewhere. The Equality Act 2010 is intended to consolidate all UK legislation on equality, replacing nine existing laws and more than 100 other measures. Most measures come into effect on 1 October 2010.
Migration
Immigration policy has re-emerged as an issue, sometimes fuelled by Islamophobia. Poorer migrants are perceived to suppress rates of pay at the lower end of the jobs market and reduce the chances of obtaining an affordable home in a desirable neigbourhood. 

The increase in immigration since the mid 1990s (see paper 9, People, section 3) was never properly explained to the public. The government’s message was muddled. For a long time there was reluctance in government to acknowledge that an increase was occurring, how it would be managed and why migrants should be welcomed, especially those from East European countries newly admitted into the EU. 
The sense of drift was increased by a series of administrative debacles over the monitoring of asylum seekers, including released non-UK citizens from prisons, and management of visa applications, all given extensive media coverage. Then, in 2008/09, a harsher tone was adopted as the points-based immigration control system for non-EU migrants was put in place.
By 2009 a survey of six western European countries plus US and Canada, showed that one in five Britons, twice the European average, thought immigration was the most important issue facing the country.  While roughly 10 per cent of people in Britain are immigrants, the average Britain believed the figure to be 27 per cent.
  

Across the UK, access to social housing revived as a source of contention and potential racial tension. The government’s Annual Citizenship Survey asks people if they think their ethnicity counts against them in getting access to public services. Whites are relaxed except in housing, where 24 per cent say their ethnicity disadvantages them. In 2001 only 15 per cent thought so.
  
A frustration for London’s public services is the contrast with arrangements in New York. There, as migrants boost the economy so the city keeps most of the additional revenue to invest locally, whereas revenue generated in London disappears into the national exchequer.

4. WELL-BEING

i) Health

Despite ten years of targeting investment through the NHS and elsewhere to reduce health inequalities, people in England living in the poorest neighbourhoods will, on average die seven years earlier than those living in the richest parts of the country.
  

Across Inner London there is a gap of 17 years between the best and worst, male mortality rates at ward level, with life expectancies of 88 and 71 respectively. 

Within Central London, life expectancy at borough level ranges from over 79 years for males and over 84 for females in Kensington and Chelsea to under 74 years for males and under 80 for females in Lambeth, Southwark and Islington. 
Similarly, standardised mortality rates vary considerably between areas. At the extremes are the exceptionally low rates of City of London (57) and Kensington and Chelsea (65) and the relatively high rates of Islington and Lambeth (both 107). (See above, Figure 12.4)
These disparities need to be put in context. Life expectancy for the least well-off has risen by 2.9 years over the last decade. The poor are living as long now as the wealthy did a generation ago but the wealthy are living proportionally much longer.  
A study in Denmark into international life expectancy predicts that at least 50 per cent of the babies who were born in 2007 in Britain will live to be 103 or above.
  The authors suggest that  third age should describe those under 85, with a fourth age comprising the ‘oldest old’. 

Age and disability

The poor not only die sooner, they spend more of their lives with a chronic disability. In the UK, the average disability-free life expectancy is now 17 years between those at the top and those at the bottom of the economic ladder. If you are poor, you are more likely to suffer diseases related to an inadequate diet, lack of exercise, alcohol, smoking and stress. 

The Danish study suggest that although the number of cancers is rising as people live longer, and chronic diseases such as diabetes and arthritis are increasing, better diagnosis and treatment mean that people can live good lives in spite of them. The poor benefit but again less than the rich who in general enjoy healthier lifestyles and often are able to obtain access through private schemes to early diagnosis and prompt/expensive treatments, which may not be available on the NHS.

The aging populations of rich countries such as the UK threaten to unbalance the population and pose severe challenges for the traditional welfare state. The government is considering raising the age of retirement to 68 but three-quarters of the UK population of that age have a chronic disability: ‘So you have to address the inequalities for the bottom 75 per cent if you want to have a healthy population working at 68.’
  

Mental health

A study published by the Young Foundation in 2009 concluded that people in the UK, though generally happy, lived in a psychologically fragile society in which increased wealth has been accompanied by soaring levels of individual isolation and stress, with millions unhappy, lonely and unable to cope with profound changes in the workplace, relationships and family life. The report says that the welfare system seeks to meet physical and material needs only, and has not kept pace with change, such as the decline of traditional social networks, from the church to the family, leaving people with less support.
 
The IDeA has Investigated how well-being and resilience can be promoted through public policy.
 

Since 2007 there has been a public service agreement which sets out the goal of a home and a job for four categories of socially-excluded adults: those with learning difficulties, those with secondary mental health issues, ex-offenders and people leaving care.
In 2010, the Labour government published a strategy to increase the employment rate of those with severe mental health conditions and decrease the disparity with the overall rate for people with disabilities by 2025.
Funding levels for addressing mental health, both directly and indirectly, need to be maintained or augmented, as a failure to do so can result in acute personal and family distress.  Should mental illness result from, or lead to, substance misuse and/or criminal activity there will be wider community disbenefits and costs.
Physical exercise

The Chartered Society of Physiotherapy published a report in 2009 claiming that at least one third of children in the UK do not get enough regular exercise and that around a third of children aged two to 15 are overweight or obese.

London is investing heavily in its sporting infrastructure and improving public spaces around the capital as part of London 2012. A significant factor contributing to London winning the 2012 Games was a commitment by the government to invest in increasing the ease with which its residents could gain access to sporting groups and facilities.
 
Sport England published in December 2009 findings by geographical area from its Active people survey 3 for the 12 month period ending October 2009. These show that 17.7 per cent of London adults participated in 30 minutes sport at least three times a week; the highest rate was in Hammersmith & Fulham (23.2 per cent) with the lowest in Brent (12.3). In Central London, Camden (21.6) and Westminster (20.4) had the highest rates with only Lambeth (17.3) and the City of London (16.8) below the London average.
  
ii) Inequality
Central London has always exhibited huge contrasts and continues to do so: vast incomes and extensive child poverty; empty mansions and overcrowded flats; huge disparities in health and life expectancy; jobs aplenty but many workless households; gated enclaves and gang-roaming estates. 

Between individuals, there is differential access to credit, education, employment, pension, housing, healthcare, and redress.

In a widely-reported 2009 study two health researchers presented data and evidence to show that more unequal societies are bad for almost everyone within them, the rich as well as the poor. They concluded that almost every modern social and environmental problem – ill-health, lack of community life, violence, drugs, obesity, mental illness, long working hours, big prison populations – was more likely to occur in a less equal society.

They suggested that the UK’s and London’s deep-seated health inequalities will only be moderated if policies and investment target the underlying determinants of health, such as income and employment, availability of affordable housing and access to high quality health and care services. 
iii) Quality of life

From an employer/employee perspective, the environment, and quality of services such as health, education, and public security matter not only in Central London, where a business may be located, but also in the areas where employers, employees and their families live. This means that quality of life, including public services, in the commuter areas within and around Greater London affects the economic competitiveness of the central business district, especially when so many of its key businesses and skilled employees are internationally footloose.
In international surveys comparing the quality of life of different cities, London scores high on many measures, including culture and tolerance, but falls down on others, including moving around and safety on the streets. 
To an extent, Central London’s restless, sometimes edgy character and crowded, changing environment are by-products of its success, aspects of the dynamism which attracts business and people to the city. But they mean that the privilege and benefits of living in the centre of a global city are accompanied by high costs, stressful encounters and services operating at full stretch. Everyone is affected to a degree but poorer residents disproportionately so. Central London can be wonderfully liberating but also cruelly isolating. 

Previous papers have discussed the importance to businesses and residents alike of aspects of place, transport, property and the environment. This paper has focused on the contrasts within Central London of wealth, home, community and well-being. 

Residents of Central London share common delights and frustrations but a gulf separates those with optimism, independence and the opportunities for a comfortable future from those struggling to make a life, find a home and keep their health. Many of the latter find themselves reliant on the availability and quality of a range of public services.
The deterioration in the public finances means that the UK’s ability to invest in capital projects, including transport, will diminish in the coming years. This could affect the longer term competiveness of the capital, as less-indebted countries continue to upgrade and enhance their facilities and environments. 
With more immediate effect will be the decisions that have to be made this year (2010) about priorities and sacrifices in the day-to-day services that provide support to the most vulnerable across Central London and promote equality of opportunity for all its residents. 
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Appendix:  Sources

References in the footnotes refer to publications, as follows:
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	Details of publication
	Date of publication

	CLP 2008 
	A World Class Economy: Sustaining and Sharing Success.
Central London Partnership
	March 2008

	GLA 2008
	London’s Central Business District. Its global importance. 

GLA Economics
	January 2008

	GLA 2009(1)
	Rising to the Challenge: The Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy for Greater London (Public Consultation Draft). 
Greater London Authority 
	October 2009  
[Final version May 2010]

	GLA 2009(2)
	Economic Evidence Base. 
Greater London Authority 
	October 2009

[Updated June 2010]

	GLA 2009(3)
	Third Economic Recovery Action Plan Update. Greater London Authority  
	November 2009  

	GLA 2009(4)
	Investing For Recovery – A New Deal For London. Greater London Authority / London Councils 
	December 2009  

	GLA 2009(5)
	London’s Economic Outlook: Autumn 2009 (GLA’s medium-term planning projections). 
Greater London Authority  
	October 2009

	GLA 2009(6)
	The London Plan: Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London (Consultation draft replacement plan). 
Greater London Authority 
	October 2009

	GLA 2009(7)
	Mayor’s Transport Strategy (Public Draft). 
Greater London Authority 
	October 2009
[Final version May 2010]

	LSE 2009
	London’s Place in the UK Economy, 2009-10. 
LSE for City of London Corporation
	October 2009 

	LSEB 2009(1)
	London Story (2009 update).
London Skills and Employment Board 
	December 2009 

	LSEB 2009(2)
	Strategy to 2014. 
London Skills and Employment Board 
	December 2009


All other publications are referenced in full in footnotes. 
A schedule of frequently-used publications in the preparation of the Central London Economic Assessment is included in the Central London Prospectus, p.26.






� An anatomy of economic inequality in the UK: report of the National Equality Panel. Chairman, John Hills. January 2010. Data predates the recession.


� Economist, 06.02.10.


� ‘Young urban professional’ or ‘young upwardly mobile professional’.


� Unequal City. London in the Global Arena. Chris Hamnett, Routledge, 2003, p.73.


� ‘Inequality refers to the extent of dispersion between different levels of income/earnings, whereas polarisation relates to changes in the absolute and relative size of the groups in different income/earnings groups over time … The distinction is whether the number of earners at both the top and bottom ends of the distribution is growing at the expense of the middle (polarisation) or whether the gap between the top and bottom of the distribution is growing (greater inequality).’ Unequal City. London in the Global Arena. Chris Hamnett, Routledge, 2003, p102.


� Measuring poverty before housing costs distorts the picture for London because:


Housing costs are a fixed item; they must be met. Income after housing costs is a better proxy for a household's disposable income


Housing benefit is treated as income. Therefore, a rent rise causes housing benefit to go up which increases income before housing costs 


Rents in London are higher then elsewhere. Otherwise identical families in receipt of housing benefit will have a higher income before housing costs if they live in London than if they live elsewhere; yet the cost of other essential items are also higher in London.


� GLA 2009(2), p99.  Households below average income 2007/08. DWP, 2009.


� Accounting for changes in inequality since 1968: decomposition analyses for Great Britain. Mike Brewer, Alastair Muriel and Liam Wren-Lewis, for the Institute for Fiscal Studies, December 2009.


� LSE 2009, p35. Based on Labour Force Survey figures. 


� A Fairer London: The 2009 Living Wage in London. GLA Economics, 2009. See also paper 10, Work.


� However, the Mercer Worldwide Cost of Living survey shows London falling 13 places (from 3rd  most costly city to 16th) in 2008, primarily as the result of the significant depreciation in sterling.


� The mean is the sum of all incomes divided by the number of individuals receiving an income; the median is the income figure in the middle of the range when ordered by magnitude.


� Households below Average Income 2007/08. DWP, 2009. Households in income poverty are defined by DWP as households with less than 60 per cent of median income, after accounting for housing costs.


� GLA 2009(2), p.104. Figure 7.7.


� Child Poverty in London: 2008 Update. DMAG briefing, 2008-31. See GLA 2009(2), p.105.


� Key benefits are: Job Seeker’s Allowance, Income Support, Incapacity Benefit, Severe Disablement Allowance, Disability Living Allowance.


� Social mobility survey 2009 of 2,000 plus adults, published in September 2009 by the Sutton Trust, found that: the percentage believing that people in the UK have ‘equal opportunities to get ahead’ fell 15 percentage points from 53 per cent in 2008 to 38 per cent in 2009; 70 per cent think parental income plays too big a part in children's life chances; 75 per cent believe the UK income gap is too big; and 55 per cent think the Government should be responsible for tackling income inequality. 


� An anatomy of economic inequality in the UK: report of the National Equality Panel. John Hills, January 2010. 


� Panel on Fair Access to the Professions. Cabinet Office, April 2009.


� A review of Poverty Dynamics research in the UK. Smith & Middleton, 2007. See GLA 2009(2), p.106.


� An anatomy of economic inequality in the UK: report of the National Equality Panel. John Hills, January 2010. 


� There are two types of credits: Child Tax Credits are made up of family, child and disability elements Working Tax Credits are for people who are employed or self-employed. Claimants may qualify for help towards the costs of childcare.


� £7.85 in June 2010. For more details on the London Living Wage, see paper 10, Work.


� Choice for parents, the best start for children. HMG, 2004.


� GLA 2009(4).


� GLA 2009(2), p.94.


� GLA 2009(2), p.100.


� Home truths 2009 – London: how the recession has increased housing need. National Housing Federation, October 2009. The London borough with lowest average house prices is Barking and Dagenham.


� This may be because the housing market in Southwark, where around 60,000 council-built homes were built, has a particularly high proportion of former local authority flats.


�  Knight Frank affordable housing review 2009. Knight Frank, September 2009. 


� LSE 2009, p.68.


� A survey in December 2009 by agents John D. Wood of 4,000 houses and 5,500 flats, found that, on average, sale prices were three per cent above their pre-recession peak in Mayfair, Knightsbridge, Belgravia, Pimlico, Chelsea, Holland Park, Notting Hill and Regents Park. Evening Standard, 13.01.10


� Land Registry, January 2010.


� Measured in value terms. Gross advances on buy-to-let properties continued to fall but at a slower rate than previously.


� Moneyfacts.co.uk.


� Knight Frank affordable housing review 2009. Knight Frank, September 2009.  


� Financial Times, 10 July 2009.


� GLA 2009(2), p101. 


� Data in these paragraphs taken from Housing in London: The evidence base for the London Housing Strategy. GLA, Nov 2008. 


� Data from Rents, lettings and tenancies: numbers of households on local authorities' housing waiting lists, by district: England 1997-2008. CLG, 2009. The numbers on local authorities’ social housing waiting lists have also been rising in the rest of England over the past decade, but at a slower rate: 4.9 per cent annually compared to 6.3 per cent in London.


� Fifteen years of the Survey of English Housing: 1993-94 to 2007-08. Communities & Local Government, September 2009.  The percentage of households in social rented accommodation declined from 40% to 19%. 


� Housing in London: The evidence base for the London Housing Strategy. GLA, November 2008, Figure 1.4.4.


� Fifteen years of the Survey of English Housing: 1993-94 to 2007-08. DCLG, September 2009.


� Survey of English housing data. A Shelter Analysis. Shelter, July 2009.


� Room to move. Westminster City Council / Local Government Information Unit, September 2009.


� ‘We have 26 families on £1,600 a week rents which you could only afford on a salary of £250,000. About 900 families have rents of £500, for which you would need a salary of £75,000.’ Philippa Roe, Cabinet member for housing, City of Westminster. Quoted in Times 22.02.10. The average rent in the private sector nationally is around £100 to £110 a week.


� Supporting people into work: the next stage of housing benefit reform. DWP, December 2009. The closing date for responses to the consultation was February 2010.


� London’s Place in the UK Economy. LSE for City of London, 2008.


� Young Londoners sexual health: an update review. London Assembly Health & Public Services Committee, August 2009.


� London Annual Survey. GLA, 2009.


� Metropolitan Police Authority, November 2009. These incidents contributed to the rose by three per cent between July and September 2009 in gun crime in England and Wales, although murders involving shootings were at a 20 year low. Operation Trident is a MPA initiative targeting black-on-black murder and violent crime.


� Statistics for London 2009/10, obtained from the MPA by the Sunday Telegraph via a Freedom of Information request, showed that of those people ‘proceeded against’ by the police for street crimes 54 per cent were Black or Mixed Race; for robbery, 59 per cent; and for gun crimes 67 per cent. Black people made up 29 per cent of victims of gun crime and 24 per cent of the victims of knife crime. Around 12 per cent of London’s population is Black. Sunday Telegraph, June 2010.


� GLA 2009(4). 


� Transatlantic trends: Immigration German-Marshall Fund et al, 2009.


� Economist, 24.10.09. Relates to UK.


� Fair Society, Healthier Lives. Professor Sir Michael Marmot, February 2010.


� Kaare Christensen in The Lancet, October 2009.


� Professor Sir Michael Marmot, quoted in Guardian, 11.02.10.


� Sinking and swimming: understanding Britain's unmet needs. The Young Foundation, December 2009. 


� The State of Happiness – can public policy shape people’s well-being and resilience? IDeA, 2009.


�  Fit for the future - how healthy and active are our children. Chartered Society of Physiotherapy, September 2009.


� GLA 2009(2), p.64.


� Sample sizes ranged from 90 in the City of London to over 100 in Islington.


� The Spirit Level. Richard Wilkinson and Kate Picknett, Allen Lane (Penguin), 2009.
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