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Disclaimer

The results in this pack are not official statistics They have been created for research
purposes from the Integrated Data Infrastructure (IDI), managed by Statistics New
Zealand.

The opinions, findings, recommendations, and conclusions expressed in this sheet
are those of the author(s), not Statistics NZ.

Access to the anonymised data used in this study was provided by Statistics NZ under
the security and confidentiality provisions of the Statistics Act 1975. Only people
authorised by the Statistics Act 1975 are allowed to see data about a particular
person, household, business, or organisation, and the results in this sheet have been
confidentialised to protect these groups from identification and to keep their data
safe.

Careful consideration has been given to the privacy, security, and confidentiality

issues associated with using administrative and survey data in the IDI. Further det&

can be found in the Privacy impact assessment for the Integrated Data Infrastru@
available from www.stats.govt.nz. x

The results are based in part on tax data supplied by Inland Revenue to Staf(sgics NZ
under the Tax Administration Act 1994. This tax data must be used onl

statistical purposes, and no individual information may be publish;?disclosed in
any other form, or provided to Inland Revenue for administrativ& egulatory
purposes.

Any person who has had access to the unit record data h ified that they have
been shown, have read, and have understood section 8 e Tax Administration
Act 1994, which relates to secrecy. Any discussion o limitations or weaknesses
is in the context of using the IDI for statistical p ses, and is not related to the

data’s ability to support Inland Revenue’s cor@@ ational requirements.
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Key themes

This pack contains a wealth of information related to the output of the modelling, acros
key themes that we think are important for operational considerations.

3. Broader
1. Variation in 2. Supporting support and
wellbeing recent exits wrap-around
services
Key
themes

6. Effective 7. Defining
boost to groups for
income from targeted
public housing intervention

8. Older work-
ready
beneficiaries

5. Early entry
to the benefit

TAYLOR FRY
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1. Variation in wellbeing

Based on the measures used in this pack, wellbeing is lower across all

domains for main benefit clients and 16-64-year-olds in public housing

compared to the general 16-64-year-old population. See section 5.

Main benefit system clients score worse than the public housing and

general 16-64-year-old populations on 9 of the 12 measures discussed i

this pack. These include:

v
N

Income MH Hospitalisations O
$40,000 1.0x 6% 5@
$30,000 2% \
0.6x 4% 3.0x N\,
$20,000 3% ,\?~
$10,000 2%
1%
$0 0% Q<<
General  Public Main General Public  Main benefit
Population housing  benefit Popu housmg

Police Proceedings ’&fe Satisfaction

25% 3.7x % 502 2.4x
fo A)

212’ 2.8x @3 1.8x
% i 30%
E | 00 20(%0) .
5%
0% ' (;(/ 13? -

Gi ral Publi Mai . -
D s e ai? General Public Main
opulation housing b . .
Population housing benefit

\
&

Q

l%

%
(o\’o
&
<<’\A
Q_%onsiderations

= Wellbeing needs of benefit system
clients extend well beyond the
Ministry’s core focus of employment,
income and housing.

» Reducing barriers to employment,
increasing income and improving
housing outcomes may require
improvements in other wellbeing
domains to be successful.

= Analysis on how different wellbeing
domains influence each other may be
worthwhile.

Income Total personal income (earned income, benefits, Working For
Families tax credits and the effective boost to income from income
related rent subsidy) - Median over year

MH Hospital admissions % who have had a mental health related
hospital discharge in the last 3 years

Police proceedings % who have had a police proceeding against them
in the last 3 years

Life Satisfaction % who rate their overall level of satisfaction as 6 or
below (1-10 scale) — General Social Survey

TAYLOR FRY 6



2. Supporting recent exits &
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&
Q.

Q&

Some recent exits from the benefit system are estimated to have as much Qkonsiderations
future benefit receipt and public housing use as some on-benefit segments. &,Q The broad i ds of [
- , . r r re n
See section 3 for more details. @) ¢ broader wellare needs ol people
v who have recently exited from the
% of future working lifetime to age 65 on main benefits O$ benefit system do not necess arﬂy end
Recent Exits - > 33% of last 5yrs on main benefit ,&x When they eXit the benefit SyStem.
Under 25 - First benefit aged over 20 - JS-HCD § v
Under 25 - First benefit aged over 20 - JS-WR/EB Q_ " EXltlng the beneflt SyStem usually
Wider under 65 population - No benefit history within last 5 —— QO reSUItS 1n an end to any Mlnlstr}/"
e D financed training and broader
0% 10% 20% 30%
support.

Average future years in public housing ?y

Recent Exits - > 33% of last 5yrs on main benefit # ™ Focusing on Short_term employment

Under 25 - First benefit aged over 20 - JS-HCD may not result in the best long-term
Under 25 - First benefit aged over 20 - JS-WR/EB + outcomes. Continued support beyond
Wider under 65 populationy—el;l(r)sbenefit history within last 5 . &\b eXit may be needed to help Sustain
0 years year 2 years 3 years dyears employment, particularly for recent
(((e exits who have relied on the benefit

% serving a correction @ nce in next ten years )
Recent Exits - > 33% of last 5yrs on main benefit b SyStem a ]'Ot mn the paSt'
Under 25 - First benefit aged over 20 - JS—I—%_
Under 25 - First benefit aged over 20 &@B

Wider under 65 population - No benefit history €y last 5 =

years (</\/ TAYLORFRY 7
&
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3. Broader support and wrap-around services &

= A wellbeing lens highlights the potential value of broader support and
wrap-around services for key client groups. A good example is Sole

Parent Support clients, who have the highest combined estimated future

benefit and public housing payments. See Section 3 for more details.

SPS/YPP

JS-WR/EB

JS-HCD

SLP

$0

Average future cost - benefits and public housing

QO
$100,000 %Q/

?‘ $200,000 $300,000 $400,000

\
&

D
S
AS
R

Q&

Q_%onsiderations

= Sole Parent Support families are
likely to also be receiving health and
educational support for both the
parent and children.

= @Given the potential impact of future
outcomes, there may be a case for
broader wrap-around services
and/or greater coordination
between financial, housing,
employment, health and
educational supports.

SPS/YPP Sole Parent Support/Young Parent Payment
JS-WR/EB Jobseeker Support - Work Ready/Emergency Benefit
JS-HCD Jobseeker Support — Health Condition and Disability
SLP Supported Living Payment

TAYLOR FRY

8



4. Young Maori

IN-CONFIDENCE

= We’ve compared young Maori (aged 16-24) on a main benefit to young
Maori not on a main benefit across a number of measures.

= The group on main benefit score higher on all measures, even though the

level for other young Maori is relatively high in some cases.

% of next 10 years on
main benefit

% of next 10 years in
public housing

% who serve a corrections
sentence in next 10 years

% of next 10 years total
income* is below
threshold

All Maori (exc main benefit) aged

16-24
104,013 people

58%

Y
Maori aged 16-24 on main bene@

23,718 people

Q.
O

Q

%
o
Q/Q-
N
((&
Yonsiderations
QConside

* Young Maori not currently on a
main benefit are estimated to spend
16% of the next 10 years receiving a
main benefit. 20% are estimated to
serve a corrections sentence in the
next 10 years. These measures are
high compared to other ethnicities.

*Income includes earned income, benefits, Working For Families tax
credits and the effective boost to income from Income Related Rent
Subsidy. Threshold based on 52 weeks at 40 hours per week at
minimum wage (increased with CPI) - $34,320 p.a. in 2018.

TAYLOR FRY
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5. Early entry into the benefit system &

Q&

= estimated future time on main benefit and in public housing is materially Qkonsiderations
higher for young people who first received a benefit in their teens. ,Q o
S = These results support the Ministry’s
= Likelihood of serving a corrections sentence in the future is also much v continuing focus on interventions
higher. O$ aimed at people entering the benefit
,<\, system in their teens.
% of future lifetime to age 65 on main benefits

First benefit
aged under 20

First benefit
aged over 20

JS-WR/EB —/
JS-HCD #

SPS

JS-WR/EB &\2\%
JS-HCD Q/Q—

SPS SO YP/YPP Youth Payment/Young Parent Payment
0 JS-WR/EB Jobseeker Support - Work Ready/Emergency Benefit
0% 00% 20% 30% 40% JS-HCD Jobseeker Support — Health Condition and Disability
SPS Sole Parent Support

(</\/ TAYLOR FRY 10
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g

6. Effective boost to income from public hous1gg

The Income-Related Rent Subsidy (IRRS) is paid to public housing landlords,

to cover the balance between what a public housing tenant pays in rent and
the market rent for the property.

Income Related Rent Subsidy (IRRS) averages about $260 per week per

household (or equivalently $13,500 a year), providing a large effective boogx

to incomes.

>
Individual income for public housing tenants is much higher than ‘@e?fnam
benefit population. IRRS plays a large role in this. OQ'

Despite this, these two populations appear to have similar 16@5 of material
wellbeing. '\Y“

See section 5 for more details. '\,(/
Income - 16-64 Materlal emg Index - 16-64
$10,000

$40,000 1.0x 16
= l
50 O o
General Public Main bergEfi General Public housing  Main benefit

$30,000
$25,000
Population housing v Population

$20,000
$15,000

0.6x 10

Q_%onsuieratmns

Material wellbeing is more related
to household income than
individual income. And this may
explain why these two wellbeing
indicators tell a different story.

Developing a ‘household’ view is an
option for 2019 model development
work.

* Income is median individual income and:’ lgdes earned income, benefits, Working For Families tax credits and the effective boost to income from Income Related Rent

Subsidy. The material wellbeing index i

things that could be expected in a typicﬁbusehold and capacity to cope with unexpected demands on finances.

re based on answers to questions about household’s non-monetary standard of living, access to necessities, access to non-essential TAYLOR FRY
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.. : : (9'\
7. Defining groups for targeted intervention &
A
<

= Many previous or existing targeted interventions have been targeted at Q_%onsiderations
groups based on broad definitions of people’s current state e.g. Young ,Q , L
SLP trial, Flexible Childcare Assistance. ('} = It may be worthwhile considering

v defining groups for targeted

= In Section 6 of this pack we show there can be as much variation in O$ intervention based on estimated
estimated outcomes within a broadly defined population of interest, as<\, outcomes (or factors that correlate
there is between that population and the general population. As a with those estimated outcomes),
example, we show below differences in ‘% of next ten years pred¢ rather than descriptions of their
be spent in public housing’ for all females (exc SPS) aged 16 ersus current state.

female SPS clients aged 16-24 with different charactenstlcs ) )
= For example, young clients with a

All females (exc SPS) All female SPS clients Female SPS clients Female SPS clients Female SPS clients hlgh likelihood of serving a
aged 16-24 aged 16-24 aged 16-24 withno aged 165 h two aged 16-24 with four : :
257,395 people 11,250 people characteristics* ch teristics characteristics corrections spell in the future.
(25%) O 25%) %)
% of next 10
years in 16%
public @ 5.4x

housing

*Characteristics are: in public housing, prior @gﬁal sentence, educational level < NCEA 2, and CYF/OT history.

Q/?‘

(<>/ TAYLOR FRY
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8. Older work-ready beneficiaries &
Q&
= Disparity in estimated outcomes between JS-WR clients aged 50-54 and Q_%onsiderations
the general population of people aged 50-54 is high. This is partly because ,Q .

Older work-ready clients may be

the general population has low estimated future levels of benefit receipt O strong candidates for targeted
and public housing use. Sv intervention because:
=  We show below how the estimated % of the next 10 years on main ben,e(i;o - They may need retraining
measure varies within the JS-WR aged 50-54 group and compared g\?ﬂ support and face other age-
people aged 50-54. OQ- related barriers to employment.
= See section 6 for more details. SQ - They have limited remaining
\/\ time to accumulate wealth in
, , /}Y _ support of their retirement.
All people (excJS-WR) AllJS-WR clients JS-WR clients ]S-WRC-I:{ ts JS-WR clients L
aged 50-54 aged 50-54 aged 50-54 with age% with aged 50-54 with LlVlng off NZ Super alone does
313,227 people 6,669 people no char(agco/tt)erlstlcs* ton (33.700/?)3r1st1cs* four chaz‘;;);enstlcs* not afford a hi gh level of material
wellbeing.

% of next 10
years on
main benefit

*Characteristics are: in public housing, prior %‘\%ml sentence, zero earned income in Sep 18 quarter and more
than 50% of the last 5 years on main ben%/&“

N/ TAYLOR FRY
&



Introduction



IN-CONFIDENCE s

<
Background A@(’
&

What does the model do? What services are Qﬁ“mated?

The functional purpose of the model is to: The model estifgates use of a range of services for all resident

. . New Zealangers aged 16 and over.
1. Estimate people’s wellbeing

, , ) See A dix B for details of the services covered.
2. Estimate people’s service use

3. Estimate the payments associated with service use \“
QQ{ow long do we estimate future outcomes for?
. \:\’ We estimate outcomes over people’s whole future lifetimes
What do we mean by wellbeing? ?‘ (i.e. until death)

An interim wellbeing framework was developed to su&@ t
the work. See Appendix A for details.

Almost exclusively, the indicators in the frame@%% that are
estimated by the model are based on serv1c$se

Other indicators, such as survey-baseé@ ective wellbeing
measures, are not estimated by the el, but are important
to help understand current wellb @

Q/?“

(<>’ TAYLOR FRY
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What’s the purpose of this pack?

D
(o\’o
&

What this pack does
1. Presents some baseline modelling results

2. Describes current and estimated wellbeing for people in
the context of the interim wellbeing framework
developed for this work

3. Signals the future direction of the modelling work

What this pack doesn’t do
ol
<<'\,

There is a wealth of other information that can besd@wn

from the modelling. There are various ways th rmation
can be interrogated and presented.

This pack is not intended to be exhaustive. We have
presented some of the most interesting findings.

d MSD’s internal
hness of the

Separate pieces of analysis by Taylor Fr
actuarial team will look at some of the\yi
insights in more detail.

A
Current status of iqx“me modelling

odelled as a stochastic variable that is also

a function her variables (welfare, housing, education,

justice e owever, income is not currently a predictor of

other &omes (like part-time work income predicting

hi rates of welfare exit). For this reason there are
iMitations to the income estimates, found as part of our

Income has be 184

Q@alidation testing:
’\,% = Average levels and aggregate transition patterns in

income over time appear reasonable

= There is too much reversion to the mean visible for
estimated income distribution for some cohorts; for
groups that start materially below (or above) average
income, their estimated income after 10 years is closer to
average than past data implies.

The results presented are fit-for-purpose to show
comparisons and general trends, but we expect specific
numbers attached to income estimates to be improved in
2019 work, where more inter-dependence is modelled.

TAYLOR FRY
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. ~
The population at a glance @29
A

Who are we looking at? What does the fut ook like for them?
= QOur model looks at all New Zealand residents The model fopécasts that adult New Zealanders will spend a
aged 16 and over as at 30 September 2018. total of 6.4 le'fion future years receiving a main benefit
=  We refer to this population as ‘adult New Zealanders’ A'\/O$
N
= That’s 3,875,000 New Zealanders & Males Females  Sxdult New
OQ_ Zealanders
- %Q UOELIIEIEEE g g 2.0m 3.9m
Pacific Other \ ofpeople
Islande \%
’\Y“ Average future years
@) : 1.5 1.8 1.7
on main benefit ears ears ears
to age 65 y y y
Average future years 0.6 1.1 0.8
Ethnicity in public housing years years years
Maori
14% Total future
benefit payments $45.6bn $70.2bn $115.9bn
to age 65
9(0 Totalfuture ¢ 7 in $49.4bn $77.0bn
?“ housing payments

* Here, ethnicity is the person’s prioritised jc group. * Future payments are discounted to the present day TAYLOR FRY 18

Q_



IN-CONFIDENCE %
O
. N
Results for the population as a whole — Benefit gg%tem
A

Most people contribute relatively little to the total number of estimate future years recei\sﬁﬁg a working-age benefit for the adult

New Zealanders. Future benefit receipt is highly concentrated: QQ‘
/
1.3% of adult New Zealanders 3.6% of adult New Zealanders (’} 7.6% of adult New Zealanders
make up make up \'e make up

4

\Y
ol
25% of the total future years 50%oF the total future years 75% of the total future years
receiving a main benefit to age 65 rec g a main benefit to age 65 receiving a main benefit to age 65

&

(</\/ TAYLORFRY 19
Q
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: . (0\0
Benefit receipt over next 10 years gg-
A
4

People estimated to spend at least 25% of next 10 years on main benefit* Q_?‘

/
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% /o

- A
@)
¥
,<\,O Of people estimated to spend more
\“?‘ than 25% of the next 10 years
Q- receiving a main benefit, 61% are
currently receiving a main benefit.

Under 25 & first ben age < 20

Under 25 & first ben age > 20

Current main Under 25 & SLP

benefit clients
Over 25 and >75% of last 3 yrs on main ben

Over 25 and <75% of last 3 yrs on main ben _\Vy

Over 25 and SLP

Not on main benefit

Recent exits

O

Benefit history within 1-5 years

20% are currently part of the wider
under 65-year-old population who
have not received a benefit in at least

QO
(9<<’ the last 5 years.
<
N/

* Measured as receiving a main benefit in at least Q&rters of the next 10 years

Wider under 65
population
No benefit history within last 5 year:

TAYLOR FRY 20
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Results for the population as a whole — Public ll@ﬁsmg

Public housing use is even more concentrated than the benefit system (partly d@ to public housing

being a limited resource over the short-to-medium term): Q
/
0.4% of adult New Zealanders 1.1% of adult New Zealanders receive?\a 2.2% of adult New Zealanders
make up make up $?‘ make up
& v
S
&
N
\Y%
\Y‘
25% of the total future years in 50°/ /\?he total future years in 75% of the total future years in
public housing public housing public housing
,&
&
RS
O
<
%)
¥

(</\/ TAYLOR FRY 21
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Regional view - Average future payments per hga-(a of population

Q&
oAy
D
Total . N\
Benefits Llfjt@lge Total
> $59k to age 65 % .
_ (Wousing
$55k-§59k Northland  $41k ?'S\’ $20k $61k
$45k-$54Kk Auckland $ $27k $55k Desp .lte high pub Zlc_

” %41{ o — housing payments in
$35k-$44k VL2 §< 5 Auckland, the East Coast
< $35Kk Bay of Plent\}’:\/ $34k $16k $50k and Northland regions

East CoXst $41k $21k $62k have the highest
Sanaki $35k $15k $50k estimated combined
o . L ", ok benefit and public housing
Centra 52 $ S5 payments per head of
&\2\ Wellington $28k $21k $49k population.
Q/Q. Nelson $25k $13k $39k
@ Canterbury $25k $16k $41k
0 Southern $24k $11k $34k
%Q/Q * Future payments are discounted to the present day

TAYLOR FRY 22
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How to read the segment results

fo\O$

Outcome

The outco@%ing shown is included in the
_| title of thAs ide

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% Q 0% 70% 80% 90% 100%
o YP/YPP | 9% QG
First benefit JS-WR / EB O~
aged under 20 JS-HCD % of future working lifetfyfe
Under 25 - SPS Some of the outcomeé_ﬁyrepresented as a % of future
) i JS-WR/EB 5x working lifetime. For ¥his round of modelling this means
First benefit JS-HCD the proportion rters that the outcome is estimated
aged over 20 SPS i K
o S tooccur bet@ ow and age 65. The modelling will be
___ SupportedLiving SLP enhanced l?z 19 to give a truer measure of % of future
JS-WR / EB . e ¢ .
Over 75% of last 1S-HCD workin lifetime for benefit receipt.
3 years on main Q— 18X
i SPS Ch 0-2 13
benefit O X Lo
| SPSCh3-13 4 13x Multipliers
T JS-WR / EB % .
Under 75% of last S-HCD \ 9x The multipliers
Over 25and on a 3 . J 12x shown for each
; . years on main N/
main benefit . SPS Ch 0-2
benefit SPS Ch 313 /\?“ 9x segment represent
— (J 9x how much greater
Carer \ .
Partner Q 184 the outcome is for
Supported Living No reassessment OQ 24x that segment
2yr mental health Q/ 23x compared with the
- L 2yr other \2\ 22x ‘Wider under 65
B T >33% of last Syrs on ma%n benef%t & J 22x population — No
L <33% of last S5yrs on main benefit Q_ X benefit history
) >33% of last 5yrs on main benefi Q/ 3x within last 5 vears’
Recent Exits L <33% of last 5yrs on main be @ 7x t Y
Wider under 65 [ Benefit history within 1- s 3x segment.
population — No benefit history within last 5+years 2x
Pensioners d;nd over 1x
| - /Q,/ |
Segments 0
Results are split using the segmentatio% ructure for prior benefit system reporting. Additional segments have been
TAYLOR FRY

added to capture the wider popula

hot previously captured by the model.
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D
O
Segmentation — % of future lifetime to age 65 onéfr\am benefits™
3

Under 25

Over 25and on a
main benefit

NOMB

Recent Exits
Wider under 65
population
Pensioners

0% 10% 20%
YP/YPP
First benefit JS-WR / EB
aged under 20 JS-HCD
SPS
First benefit PRI/ I0E
aged over 20 JHaICID
SPS
Supported Living SLP
= _ JS-WR /EB
Over 75% of last JS-HCD
3 years on main SPS Ch 0-2
benefit
SPS Ch 3-13
JS-WR / EB
Under 75% of last JS-HCD
3 years on main SPS Ch 0-2
benefit SPS Ch 3-13
Carer
Partner 4
Supported Living No reassessment
\
2yr mental health 4
2yr other _
>33% of last Syrs on main benefit 6X
<33% of last Syrs on main benefit I 3
>33% of last Syrs on main benefi
<33% of last S5yrs on main be I 3%
Benefit history within 1a5'we€ars L
I No benefit history within las ears 1x

< and over
&

7x

30%

10x
9x

* Measured as number of quarters in which a %sgn is estimated to receive a main benefit divided by quarters to 65

&

40%

oo

50% ?‘ 70% 80% 90% 100%
<O
18x
24x
23x
22x
22x

Multipliers are relative to the ‘Wider
under 65 population — No benefit history
within last 5 years’ segment

TAYLOR FRY
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: o >, :
Segmentation - % of future lifetime to age 65 og@%am benefits

Q&

Key results Implications Q_?“

Future time on main benefit is materially higher for young = Early entry toflie benefit system remains a strong guide to
people who first received a benefit in their teens. future use. s

The multiplier (i.e. how many times greater each segmentis = Giverxfb¥ length of time SLP clients are estimated to remain

than the “‘Wider population under 65 - no benefit history a chight of MSD, it is worthwhile thinking about their

within the last 5 years segment) across all ‘on-benefit’ being even if employment is not an option.

segments is 14x (average age is very similar to the @)

c o%np arison group) g€ a5 Y g( The Recent exit and Not on main benefit segments with
N greater than 33% of the last five years receiving a main

SLP clients have the highest estimated % of future work{{/@/ benefit arguably warrant as much attention as some of the

lifetime on main benefits. ((r\/(/ on main benefit segments.

Recent exits and Not on main benefit segments Vﬁﬁ% greater

than 33% of the last five years receiving a majindenefit have

a relatively high estimated proportion of fiffure working

lifetime on main benefits. &

N/ TAYLOR FRY
&
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O%

o : : > . :
Distribution of estimated future years to age 6500 main benefit*

Main benefit - Under 25 - First benefit under 20

% estimated zero future years = 0.0%

0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48

Main benefit — Over 25 - >75% of last 3 yrs on
main benefit

% estimated zero future years = 0.0%

¥

0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36

Not on main benefit - Supp only/OB

% estimated zero future years = 25.5%

0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44

Main benefit - Under 25 - First benefit over 20 Under 25 - SLP

&
Q
?\

/:

% estimated zev;fure years = 0.0%

0 24 28 32 36 40 44 48

% estimated zero future years = 0.0%

0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 0 4 8 1

\s
OQ_\“
\

S

% estimated zero future years = ég“

0481216202420336 0 4 8 12

<
Recer@
\)E

estimated zero future years = 19.4%

Main benefit - Over 25 - <75% of last 3 yrs on

main benefit Over 25 - SLP

% estimated zero future years = 0.1%

k

16 20 24 28 32 36

Wider under 65 population

% estimated zero future years = 79.4%

0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48

@*4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44

3

These charts show the distribution
of estimated future years to age 65
on main benefit for each high-level
segment. They give a sense of range
of estimated benefit receipt.

A high proportion of SLP clients
remain on benefit until age 65
(see spike from 40 years in
‘Under 25 - SLP’ chart).

30.8% of the whole under 65-
year-old population are
estimated to receive a main
benefit at some point in their
future lives.

This shows that while future
main benefit receipt is
concentrated (see slide 19), a
broad range of people will need
to rely on a main benefit at
some point in their future lives.

TAYLOR FRY 26
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] [ ] [ ] \ [ ]
Segmentation — Average future years in pubhcgjé’hsmg
& Years
4 5. L 6 7 8 9 10

o
N
N
w

[ YP/YPP # 14x
First benefit JS-WR/ED S —— )
aged under 20 JS-HCD — 11x
Under 25 - SPS 18x
First benefit JS-WR / EB I 6 ?\
il A0 JS-HCD I 6
SPS 12x
Supported Living SLP 12x
— T JS-WR / EB
Over 75% of la'st JS-HCD
3years on'mam SPS Ch 0-2 21x
benefit
L SPS Ch 3-13
_ JS-WR / EB
Over 25and on a U3nder 75% oflg st JS-HCD
main benefit yea;s on main SPS Ch 0-2 \ > 1x
enefit SPS Ch 3-13 10x
T Carer 10x
Partner 8x
Supported Living No reassessment - 1ix
2yr mental health 9x
s 2yr other 9x
= >33% of last S5yrs on main benefit Sx
NOMB <33% of last S5yrs on main beneﬁQ_ 2x
= >33% of last 5yrs on main ben 8x
Recent Exits <33% of last 5yrs on main @it I 3x
Wider under 65 [ Benefit history with@ears I 3x Multipliers are relative to the ‘Wider
population I No benefit history within Tast 5 years _— 1x under 65 population — No benefit
Pensioners &65 and over Bl 0.6x history within last 5 years’ segment

«X
N/
&
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Segmentation - Average future years in public R@%smg

Key results

Sole Parent Support clients have the greatest estimated
future use of any benefit segment, highlighting the broader
welfare needs of people who are looking after children on
their own.

Recent exits with greater than 33% of the last five years
receiving a main benefit have high relative future public
housing use.

A\
Q\Ov

X

Implications

<
L
oAy

= This highlights.fhe broader welfare needs of people who are

looking aftggchildren on their own and the role the
Minis}@ays in the wellbeing outcomes of both parent and
chil ere may be a case for broader wrap around services

Qf§\??s families and/or greater coordination between

inancial, housing, employment and early childhood

((Oeducation support.

<

Recent exits’ broader welfare needs do not necessarily end
when they exit the benefit system. Support options beyond
benefit exit may be worth considering.

TAYLOR FRY
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— Average future payments -

&

bene(gtﬁ and public

& Thousands
$0 $50 $100 $150 $200 $25§g $300 $350 $400 $450 $500
YP/YPP Q- 13x
First benefit JS-WR / EB Q 10x
aged under 20 JS-HCD &’ 12x
Under 25 - SPS C/ 17x
First benefit JS-WR/EB 5X
aged over 20 JS-HCD S 8x
| SPS XO 12x
Supported Living SLP & 17x
— T JS-WR / EB ?“ 10x
Over 75% of last Q
. JS-HCD 10x
3 years on main SPS Ch 0-2 Vg 18x
benefit O
L SPS Ch 3-13 Q 15x
[ JS-WR /EB % 6x
Over 25and on a U3nder 5% oflg st JS-HCD \ 7x
main benefit years on main SPS Ch 0-2 VS/ 11x
enelit = SPS Ch 3-13 (‘J\, 10x
Carer x 7x
Partner QQ 10x
Supported LlVlng No reassessment O 13x
2yr mental health Q/ 9x
| 2yr other \b 9x
= >33% of last Syrs on main benefit 6x
NOMB .
L <33% of last 5yrs on main beneQ_ 3x
>33% of last Syrs on main be 6x
Recent Exits <33% of last 5yrs on mai efit 2x
Wider under 65 [ Benefit history wi@ years 2x Multipliers are relative to the ‘Wider
population — No benefit history withif™ast 5 years 1x under 65 population — No benefit
Pensioners 0.3x history within last 5 years’ segment

Q/Q 65 and over

* Future payments are discounted to the pres@y

\/
&
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Segmentation — Average future payments - beneﬁtﬁ and public
housing @29

Key results Implications Q_?“

= SPS and young SLP clients have the highest estimated = Given the exgénf to which the Ministry is estimated to
average future payments across both benefits and public support S d young SLP clients, the ability to influence
housing. This reflects relatively high estimated future the wellBeing of these clients and their families is high. In
benefit receipt and public housing use. the g@@ ext of WEAG considerations, this may be as much

_ _ a caring and volunteering as it is about earning and

= There is a large difference between under 25-year-old JS- Qgi.;n g.

WR/EB clients who first received a main benefit under the ((O

age of 20 and those that didn’t. Those that did, have ,\/S
estimated average future payments about two and half _~,
times higher than those that didn’t. In fact, average (}’
estimated payments for under 25-year-old JS-WR/

clients who didn’t receive a main benefit under age of

20 are lower than for the ‘Over 25 — Under 75%of the last
three years on main benefit’ segment. A

(</\/ TAYLOR FRY 30
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Segmentation — % of future lifetime to age 65 belgg;&?income threshold™
A

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% %0% 70% 80% 90% 100%
YP/YPP ~ 1.9x
First benefit JS-WR / EB L) 2 0x
aged under 20 JS-HCD 2.0x
Under 25 SPS \ 2 2.0x
First benefit e : 1.6x
aged over 20 JSsli o\ L7x
iy SFS < 1.8x

L Supported Living SLP - 2.3x

Over 75% of la'st IS_‘;Q:QSE SN\ 2'4);‘5)(

3years on.mam SPS Ch 0-2 L J b 1x

benefit - ’
SPS Ch 3-13 2.2x
. JS-WR / EB A 2.1x
Over 25andona U3nder 5% ofl.a st JS-HCD 2.3x
main benefit yeell)rs on'mam SPS Ch 0-2 ~ 1.9x
enefit SPS Ch3-13 : 2.0x
Carer = 2.6x
Partner 2.8x
Supported Living No reassessment - 2.7x
2yr mental health 2.7x
| 2yr other 2.7x
T >33% of last 5yrs on main benefit 1.8x
LYOLE <33% of last S5yrs on main benefit 1.5x
T >33% of last S5yrs on main bene 1.9x
Recent Exits <33% of last 5yrs on main 1.5x
Wider under 65 [ Benefit history within ars 1.4x Multipliers are relative to the ‘Wider
population I No benefit history withinhk years 1.0x under 65 population — No benefit
Pensioners Q/QS and over history within last 5 years’ segment

Income includes earned income, benefits, W- ¢ For Families tax credits and the effective boost to income from income related rent
subsidy. Threshold based on 52 weeks até&;@a rs per week at minimum wage (increased with CPI) - $34,320 p.a. in 2018.

Q~

* Measured as number of quarters in which @“ is estimated to have income less than income threshold divided by quarters to 65.
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Segmentation — % of future lifetime to age 65 bek@? income threshold

Key results

For all on-benefit segments, estimated average % of future =
lifetime to age 65 below the income threshold is over 50%

i.e. on average we estimate these people’s incomes to be

lower than the threshold most of the time.

The % of future lifetime to age 65 below the income
threshold for each segment is much higher than the
equivalent figures for % of future lifetime to age 65 on main\S
benefits. Up to 3.2x higher (Under 25JS-WR/EB - first main
benefit over age of 20 segment). \)

L
Compared to other segment slides the multiplier Qge much
lower because the comparison segment has a Q/g@er % on
this measure.

& .

Implications

A
L
¥
Beneficiarigixfaterial wellbeing is likely to be relatively low

for alarge of their future lifetime to age 65, even when
not rec ¢ a benefit.

x
M '&)n benefit segments are estimated to spend over 50%
eir working lifetimes earning below the income

((O hreshold. While labour for low skilled work will always be

needed, ideally people progress earnings over time with
experience and skill development. However, this highlights
that many people do not progress their income materially.
Exiting clients may benefit from continued support to
develop their knowledge and skills.

Note

Personal income does not capture income and financial
support from a person’s broader household/family/whanau
e.g. partner’s income. Household income is a better
measure of financial capability and material wellbeing.

TAYLOR FRY
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Segmentation — % serving a corrections sentencs@iﬁ next ten years

Under 25

Over 25and on a
main benefit

NOMB

Recent Exits
Wider under 65
population
Pensioners

YP/YPP

First benefit JS-WR / EB
aged under 20 JS-HCD
L SPS

First benefit JS-WR/EB
aged over 20 JS-HCD
L SPS

Supported Living SLP
— _ JS-WR / EB
Over 75% of last JS-HCD
3 years on main SPS Ch 0-2
benefit - SPS Ch 3-13
— JS-WR / EB

Under 75% of last JS-HCD
3 years on main SPS Ch 0-2
benefit SPS Ch 3-13

— Carer

Partner

Supported Living No reassessment
2yr mental health

2yr other

>33% of last S5yrs on main benefit
<33% of last Syrs on main ben

>33% of last 5yrs on main b

<33% of last S5yrs on mai efit
Benefit history wit =5 years
No benefit history withthdast 5 years

Q/Q 65 and over

<X
N/
&

0% 10%

20%

30%

17x

40%

I |5

I O

I 11X

6x
bx
I 3x

I 1 4%

I
I 4%
1x

8x

10x

16x

K

7x

17x

?\

15x O$

£
50% K
S

R
9

60%

70%

80% 90% 100%

Multipliers are relative to the ‘Wider
under 65 population — No benefit
history within last 5 years’ segment.
Corrections sentences not modelled
for over 65-year-olds.
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Segmentation — % serving a corrections sentencgézﬁ next ten years
A
L

Key results Implications Q_?*

= Offending rates are highest among young age groups and = This further highlights the significance of early entry into
particularly males. This reflected in the segment chart with the benefit$ystem as an indicator of poor future outcomes
the under 25 segments having the highest estimated % and liggi&onstrained wellbeing. ‘Young males who first
serving a corrections sentence in the next ten years. ent he benefit system under the age of 20’ is a strong

Segments with a relatively high proportion of males (e.g. JS- capgtidate for a target group for intervention, with health,
WR and JS-HCD) have the highest estimated % amongst cation/skills and employment needs all likely to be
these. ((Oimportant.

= For under 25-year-old JS-WR/EB clients who first receiveq,/\’
a benefit under the age of 20, 45% are estimated to se

corrections sentence in the next ten years. QQ\

= Note the elevated levels for recent exits. This reflects
prior off-benefit outcomes research findings¥>that a
portion (about 2.5%) of people exiting thq,benefit system go

into prison. Q
S
%

1 What happened to people who left the benefi s@n during the year ended 30 June 2014, E Judd & J Sung
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Income estimation — introduction

D
&
j(x

Income estimation is new to the modelling this year

Income captures a number of sources including wages and
salaries, benefits, Working for Families tax credits and the

effective boost to income from Income Related Rent Subsidy.

Income has a clear relationship to material wellbeing

Understanding income pathways for different groups of
people is an important wellbeing consideration.

Current status of income modelling

A\
= Income has been modelled as a stochastic variable tha&}&~

education, justice etc). However, income is not cat¥ently
a predictor of other outcomes (like part-time wgr
income predicting higher rates of welfare eX{®). For this
reason, there are limitations to the inco@-estimates,
found as part of our validation testing)

also a function of other variables (welfare, housingg&:\,

- Average levels and aggregate transition patterns in
income over time appear re@nable.

- There is too much r%fg to the mean visible for

estimated income digfxidution for some cohorts.

<2.

A

= The results presegted are fit-for-purpose to show
comparisons <a'general trends, but we expect specific
numbers apfathed to income estimates to be improved in
2019 woﬁrhere more inter-dependence is modelled.

In the @ slides we show estimates of income for two

exalg@d groups

O@‘§\show earned income and total income across all sources.

<
S

Interquartile range is used to highlight income variation
within the example groups

In this section we refer to percentiles and interquartile
range:

= Percentiles — The xth percentile is the level below which
x% of the population falls.

» The interquartile range — is the middle 50% of the
population (between the 25% and 75™ percentiles, or
upper and lower quartiles).
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Total Income — SPS aged 25-30 &
A

On a total income basis, SPS cohort’s income compares
reasonably well with aﬁemales in this age bracket. Total incomes

Estimated total income™ - Interquartile range

890,000 are lower, but not @he same extent as the second example group.
$80,000 ==
$70.000 =" = Upper quartilesthcome is estimated to be about $22k less by 2028
’ S Lo and lower 4t tile income about $7Kk less.
$60,000 ST - e
650,000 === Upper quartiles =77 = Ther@ore disparity at higher income levels, with about a $35k
Pl dif&@ ce in the 90™ percentiles ($80k vs. $115k).
$40000  ____aa .
$30,000 Lower quartiles _ _ _. . ﬁe that many females aged 25-29 are supported by partners and
620,000 T TI=seeeezzzIIIII oo e- @’so this comparison is not necessarily a good comparison of material

/\/(/ wellbeing.

$10,000
. S
2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 20
----- All females aged 25-29 == ===+ SPS@30Sep 18 aged \2‘ SPS clients’ total income appears to compare reasonably well
L with all females in this age bracket. However, it is hard to
* Total income includes earned income efits, draw firm conclusions about material wellbeing because the
Working For Families tax credits and effective boost extent to which people in these groups areﬁnancially

to income from Income Related R@Subsidy. Expressed supported by partners/family is not clear.
as quarterly income times four?@i a nominal basis.
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Earned Income - SPS aged 25-30 &Qfo

Estimated earned income - Interquartile range

$90,000
$80,000

$70,000

$60,000 -

-
‘_
_———
- e

$50,000
$40,000

$30,000

$20,000 Pl

$10,000

$0 mmmmmmm -
2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 @

————— All females aged 25-29

SPS @ 30 Sep%@ 25-29

*Earned income includes wages and sa]@s, ACC weekly
compensation, Student Allowance, éﬁ parental leave,

rental income, shareholder inco
sole trader income. Expressed i uarterly income times

four, on a nominal basis.

\
&

d partnership and

A

This page looks at just eagz&d income for the same cohort.
As expected, there’&;ﬁ\rarge gap at the start of the estimates.

This gap is estig%d to decrease over time as more of the starting
cohort of SP&(clients exit the benefit system.

By 202%@ gap in upper quartile income between the estimates is

abo k. Note that 37% of the SPS aged 25-30 are estimated to be

1;§V1ng a main benefit at this point, compared to 9% of all females
229.

\Y
\Y“ At the 90™ percentile, the difference in income is greater at about

$43k.

On an earned income basis, the comparison is more stark,
highlighting the important role government assistance plays.
The spread of income for the SPS group expands significantly
over time, highlighting mixed fortunes and the value of
segmenting groups like this further (see Section 6).
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Total Income — Male JS-WR and JS-HCD clientg&%ed 25
A

Estimated total income* - Interquartile range * In general, the ir-lcome 19{2&3 -for young males aged 25 are higher than
that for the prev1ous/{®parlson of females aged 25-29.

$120,000
_ = The difference in ?Sﬁer quartile total income does not vary
$100,000 _,/" significantly %@time — about $45k in 2028.
680,000 ,_,-"" = The gap igJower quartile total income starts small and gradually
' Sl expan@ about $30k by 2028.
860,000 === ,_.—-"-' = Th&ihcome range of the JS cohort is much narrower, although this
540,000 ____-—"-- =T épands with time as more of this cohort are estimated to exit the
| _/_‘_‘_’_'_—._—--""’"' \%eneﬁt system (this was the same for the SPS comparison too).
$20,000 < Q/\«O
""""""""" O<< Income disparity appears greater for this group compared to

$0 .
2018 2016 2020 2021 2022 2023 2004 2025 2026 %2{" the previous SPS example. Furthermore, males are less

likely to be financially supported by a partner/family than

=== Allmalesaged 25 = ~ ==mmeme——- MaleJS clients @ 30 Se aged 25 . .
& females, and so we can probably be a little more confident
* Total income includes earned income Gehefits, that this personal income disparity translates to disparity in
Wc?rkmg For Families tax credits and e.ffectwe boost material wellbeing (supported by material wellbeing index
to income from Income Related Subsidy. Expressed

: : : . comparisons in the next section).
as quarterly income times four?@i a nominal basis.
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Earned Income — Male JS-WR and JS-HCD clie&&?\aged 25
A

= The lower quarter incomeésth percentile) is $0 for the JS cohort

Estimated earned income - Interquartile range
= This highlights larg%}@arities in this group, given that:

$120,000
- - Males tend to &g‘(ess likely to be home makers and hence less
$100,000 _,x" likely to btﬁpported by a partner
$80,000 s N .
’ - - A 10;& is cohort were work-ready at the estimation date
360,000 === Ui - N@? are earning significantly more than the lower quartile for all
640,000 ’__',_-::____, ______ /\/éS year-olds by 2028.
$20.000 __,’-;7"":'"'— ~MWe can use the modelling to define the factors that explain the
e ,\/(;\’ difference in estimates between these two broad scenarios of earning
§0 mmmmmmm——m——m————————————————— <<(< zero or earning at least a moderate income.
2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027
g@/ Similar to the SPS example, the spread of earned income for
TT== Allmalesaged2s  ====e MaleJ$ clients @ 30 Sezzlf&f 2 the JS group expands significantly over time, highlighting
& differing fortunes.
*Earned income includes wages and sal%@s, ACC weekly Z ) 1db , delli denti
compensation, Student Allowance, aﬁ) parental leave, A useful next exelff:lse WO’fl e to zitse t .e modelling Lo _l entify
rental income, shareholder inco d partnership and factors that explain the difference in estimated future income
sole trader income. Expressed, as-quarterly income times for this group. This could help with service streaming.

four, on a nominal basis.
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Current wellbeing dashboards &359\

% Employed Q&
v

80%

60% In the following slides we show a range of dashboards@fzg-hlighting wellbeing through a range of
40% ¢— indicators. This chart is an example of an indicato@ owing the proportion of 16-64-year-olds
20% - employed in the general population, public ho&ﬁi’g population and main benefit population.
- General Public Main O
Population housing  benefit &x
S
Main dashboard Q-

O
The main dashboard compares the indicators for the general po@tion, public housing population and main benefit population.

There is one version for 16-64-year-olds and one version for oyer' 65-year-olds. They includes subjective wellbeing indicators
drawn from the General Social Survey. 2\
C
<>

Population groups of interest dashboards O{(

We also show dashboards for specifically defineckg\%pulation groups of interest e.g. Maori aged 16-24 on main benefit. For each
group there are two dashboards: o\

1. Comparing the group to similarly defé@%qg_eneral population subgroups e.g. non- Maori aged 16-24.

2. Exploring variation with the groggr comparing subgroups with 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4 defined characteristics.

These do not include subjective @eing indicators as the survey sample sizes are too small.

N/ TAYLOR FRY
&
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Wellbeing dashboard — Measures &

Indicator Measure

% employed in quarter — defined as earning more than equiv &c@to 20 hours a week at minimum wage. Note
that this is a different measure to the official employment rdte reported by Stats NZ.

Employment

Total personal income (earned income, benefits, Worki ¥~or Families tax credits and the effective boost to

Sla income from Income Related Rent Subsidy) - Media{/@ver year

Material Wellbeing Index Material Wellbeing Index (mean average, 0-20 Qle) General Social Survey

. . % with one or more of: house ‘always’ cold se has a ‘major’ problem with mould, house needs ‘immediate’ or
Housing quality
‘immediate and extensive’ repairs - Gen ocial Survey
Ment.al healtl.l-r.e ated % who have had a mental health- re%qp/;a hospital discharge in the last 3 years
hospital admissions '\Y“

Educational attainment % attained at least NCEA 2 é(&{@quivalent)

at school

Criminal sentences % who have served a c ect1ons spellin the last 3 years

Police proceedings % who have had a pﬁ&e proceeding against them in the last 3 years

Ability to be yourself % who find it Qd_ or ‘very hard’ to be themselves in NZ - General Social Survey

Self-reported loneliness % who ar@ely "most" or "all" of the time - General Social Survey
% wl@te their overall level of satisfaction as 6 or below (1-10 scale) — General Social Survey

* The material wellbeing index is a score based On?wers to questions about household’s non-monetary standard of living, access to necessities, access to non-essential things
that could be expected in a typical household égzpacity to cope with unexpected demands on finances.
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Main wellbeing dashboard - 16-64-year-olds
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S
X
R

% Employed
80%
60%
40% 0.5x

0%
General Public Main
Population  housing benefit

% with MH Hospitalisations
6%

5% 5.0x
4% 3.0x
3%
2%
1%
0, R
General Public Main
Population  housing benefit

Inability to be yourself
8%
6% 2.8x 2.5x
4%
.. IR
0%

General

Population

Public Main
housing benefit

Median Personal Income

$40,000 1.0x

$30,000

$20,000

$10,000

$0

General  Public Main
Population housing  benefit
NCEA 2 Attained

80%

60% 0.8x  0.7%

40%

20%

0%
General Public Main
Population housing benefit

Self-reported lonelines Q/
10% &%X

8%

5% 1.3&3-
4% %O

2%
0%
Public Main
tion housing benefit

{(/\g?

X
Low Ho@ Quality

Material Wellbeing Index

15 50% 2 )
X
40% Q 2.0x
10 30% K/
0,
5 e
10¢
0 %o%
General Public Maln General Public Main
Population  housing Population housing benefit
% with Criminal § ces % with Police Proceedings
0,
15% O 4.0x % 3.7x
20% 2.8x
10% % .
° /\/% X 15%
5% V 10%

5% -

0% (ﬁ 0%
Q General Public Main Public Main
Q Population housing benefit

General

benefit Population  housing

Low Life Satisfaction

50% 2.4x
40%
30%
20%
=
0%
General Public Main

Population housing benefit

Multipliers are relative
to the general
population.

Note: for some
measures, higher is
better, for others
higher is worse. In all
cases, the general
population has the
best measure.
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Wellbeing dashboard - 16-64-year-olds

Key results

Across all measures the benefit system and public housing =

populations look worse than the general public. For most
measures the public housing population looks better than
the benefit system population. The exceptions are the
material wellbeing index, housing quality and ability to be
yourself measures.

Individual median income is relatively high for the public S
housing population, highlighting the financial benefit of \,

subsidised housing. '\,
As a general overall measure of wellbeing, the pr rt1on of
benefit system clients rating their life satlsfac as 6 out

of 10 or lower is high at 43%.

&
&

Implications Q_?*
Benefit systesfi\{lients and public housing tenants measure
relatively ly on all wellbeing measures and not just

those r d to the ministry’s core focus areas i.e. wellbeing
need@e tend beyond employment, income and housing.
Redfrcing barriers to employment, increasing income and
Qﬁﬁfoving housing outcomes may require improvements in

Oother wellbeing domains to be successful. Analysis on how

different wellbeing domains influence each other may be
worthwhile.

The material wellbeing index measure is relatively low for
public housing tenants despite their median individual
income being relatively high. Material wellbeing is also
more closely linked to household income.

The difference between income for public housing tenants
and for benefit system clients partly reflects the value of the
Income Related Rent Subsidy (compared to other housing
supports such as the Accommodation Supplement).
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Wellbeing dashboard - Over 65-year-olds

15%

10%

5%

0%

% Employed

General
Population

0.3x
]

Public housing

% with MH Hospitalisations

2.0%
1.5%
1.0%
0.5%
0.0%

2.5%
2.0%
1.5%
1.0%
0.5%
0.0%

General
Population

1.7x

Public housing

Inability to be yourself

General
Population

1.8x

Public housing

Median Personal Income

$40,000 1.7x%
$30,000
$20,000
$10,000 -

$0

PSsglziacin Public housing
damgot ove
o Sty
s oye?

&

Self-reported lonelin Q?g/

12%
10%
8%
6%
4%
2%
0%

((/\(5,?“

neral
opulatlon

Fx

Public housing

0.8%
0.6%
0.4%

RS

30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

Material Wellbeing Index

General
Population

Pub!!

% with Cr1m1n ntences

(< 3.5%
®
v
O -
General Public housing
Population

Low Life Satisfaction

1.9x
General Public housing

Population

25%
20%

%
5%
0%

2.5%
2.0%
1.5%
1.0%
0.5%
0.0%

D
&
X

L@-)ousing Quality = Multipliers are relative
2.6x to the general
population.

= Note: for some
measures, higher is

G I Public housi

Population o9 Detter, for others

higher is worse.

% with Police Proceedings

2.4x

General Public housing
Population
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Wellbeing dashboard — Over 65-year-olds &
&

Key results Implications Q_?“

= Across most measures, over 65-year-olds look better than = The wellbeing<geeds of over 65-year-olds in public housing
16-64-year-olds. Their self-reported level of life satisfaction extend bey housing.
is higher, mental health-related hospitalisations are lower, o
and they rate their housing quality as higher. ,<\,

= A notable exception is self-reported loneliness which over Q_\“v
65-year-olds in public housing rate as higher than 16-64- QO
year-olds in public housing. ,\/$

= The public housing population looks worse than the geQ?}ﬁl
population across all measures (income aside), tho i
general the differences are smaller than for the 16 -year-

old populations. &
RS
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Population groups of interest &
Q&
Defining groups of interest Comparison groupQ_?“
For demonstration, we have looked at the following groups: For each groygiof interest we have defined a comparison

group as th&Broader group within the study population with

1. Female SPS clients aged 16-24 the sam&%mo graphic description.

2. Maoriaged 16-24 on main benefit \ﬁght variation with the groups of interest, we have

3. JS-WR clients aged 50-54 @segmented each one based on how many of four defined
acteristics they have. The defined characteristics are

We can define any group within the study population that we % different for the third group and are noted below:
like and produce similar output.

(}?B/ = In public housing
Q((\ = Prior criminal sentence
\2\@0 = Education level < NCEA 2 (groups 1 and 2 only)
Q-& = CYF/OT history (groups 1 and 2 only)
SQQ/ = Been on benefit for more than 50% of the last 5 years
N) (group 3 only)
(;(/Q = Zero earned income in Sep 18 quarter (group 3 only)

N/ TAYLOR FRY
&
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1. Female SPS clients aged 16-24 — About this pgj%lation
&
Demographics Status ,qu“

A Earned income

<

Benefit category

Number of 11)250

0.3% of the adult /<\,

population Comparison l & Comparison -
0%  20% @' 60%  80%  100% 0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100%
Gender Ethnicity = JHD -JV\\@/@QSLH SPS ~ NOMB =50 = $0-64.000 $4.000-$10,000

vy $10,000-$20,000 $20,000-$40,000 >$40,000
Other x(/\
1% . .. .
e &Y Education status Criminal sentence in last 3 years

Asian  Islander NZEU OQ

1% 14% 25%
N - oo I

Q/Q'Comparison - Comparison |
Q

Female Maori 0% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
100%

m<NCEA 2 NCEA 2 or above mYes No

N/ TAYLOR FRY
&
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O
Wellbeing dashboard- Female SPS clients aged 415@24

% Employed Median Personal Income % with MH Hospitalisations Q&

1.6x
40% $30,000 2.5% Q-?~

1.8x
30% $25,000 2.0% ,Q
o $20,000 1.5% &
20% $15,000 1.0% C/
o $10,000 o N~
10%
0.1x 0.5%
$5,000 :
0% — $0 0.0% O
No SPS SPS No SPS SPS No SPS & S
NCEA 2 Attained % with Criminal Sentences % with Poli ceedings
100% 6% 7.0x 30% O 4.9%
80% 0.8x 5% 25% %Q
50% 4% 20% \
40% 2:2 ?y
20% 1% (Q}K‘
0% 0, I
No SPS SPS No SPS SPS

Key results

= Employment levels are relatively low fc@bung females, with many in education and/or financially supported by
family/whanau. $Q

= Thisis part of the reason why m@iian income is higher for SPS clients. The effective boost to income from Income Related
Rent Subsidy also contributegt®’this.

X
N/ 50
Q/ TAYLOR FRY
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Wellbeing dashboard- Female SPS clients aged 415@24
&
Na

2 1.3x

X 3% 1.1x ,Q
2%

4

% Employed Median Personal Income % with MH Hospitalisations

5% 1.4x $40,000 13x | 4%

;‘Z" 1.0X ¢ ox $30,000 0.0x 1.0x 1%
()
2% 0.5x $20,000
1% 0.0x $10.000
0% $0
12 3 4 8

o 0.5x v
i

0%

SPS l 0 SPS l 0 1 2 SPSl 0 }\ 4 J
No. of characteristics No. of characteristics @f Eharacteristics
NCEA 2 Attained % with Criminal Sentences % \@)lice Proceedings
1.5x
100% 3.5x
100% 1.2x 100% 15.1x g 0°
80% 80% 19
0 60% 6% 9x
60% 0.5x oo 5.8x 0% 0.9 1.3x
40% 0.2x 40% . 0.5x - X
20% “%0.0x  20% 0.0x 0.2x 1-8% \Y’ 20 / B = .
0% R DR (J o SPS | 0 1 2 3 4
sPS| 0 1 2 3 4 sPs |0 1 2 3 }Q l
No. of characteristics No. of characteristi@( No. of characteristics

Key results &\2\((’

= Variation of these wellbeing indicators Q%hin this SPS group is generally wide. Less so for median personal income
given the on-benefit status of the w group. And less so for the two health indicators, which do not show an obvious
pattern with increased number of igdicators.

Characteristics are: in public housing, prior@dfnal conviction, educational level < NCEA 2, and CYF/OT history. TAYLOR FRY 51

Q_



IN-CONFIDENCE

O%

N
2. Maori aged 16-24 on main benefit - About tl}ig-%population

Demographics

Number of
people

Gender

Male
38%

Female
62%

23,718

0.6% of the adult

Outcomes

Benefit category (’}

v

. IS
@)
x
|

population Comparison &
0%  20% 4 60%  80%
Ethnicity = JHD IJWRS%LH SPS - NOMB
A\
,\(}gc;ucation status

&
N ]
P

Q 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
S

mE<NCEA?2 NCEA 2 or above

&
Q
?\
/:

Earned income

100 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

=30 = $0-$4,000 $4,000-$10,000
$10,000-$20,000 $20,000-$40,000 >$40,000

Criminal sentence in last 3 years

Comparison I

100 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
mYes No
TAYLOR FRY
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Wellbeing dashboard- Maori aged 16-24 on ng’@c%enefit

Q&

% Employed Median Personal Income % with MH Hospitalisations ?‘
50% 1.2x $20,000 L2x  q11x 6% 4.4x Q-
40% 5%
309 $15,000 2o, )
()

o $10,000 3% &
20% o 1.2x @
10% 0.1x $5,000 10/0 v

-

0% $0 0% %
General Maori ex Maori main General  Maori ex Maori main General Maoriex M ' ain
pop ex  main ben ben pop ex  main ben ben pop ex main ben en

Maori Maori Maori

NCEA 2 Attained % with Criminal Sentences % with Police&:edings

100% 0.9% 15% 10.7x 40% & 4.9x
80% 0.8x (0 30% Q
60% b . D 2.4x
40% 5 3.6x 20% \
w0 ° [ " L
0% - - 00 ' — &
General pop Maori ex  Maori main General Maori ex Maori main General Maori ex Maori main
ex Maori  main ben ben popex mainben  ben \« popex mainben  ben
Maori Maori

<
S
&

=  Young Maori not on a main benefit hav%g‘higher employment rate than the general population excluding Maori. We have

not investigated the reasons behind , though it is likely to at least partly reflect a higher level of engagement in
education for non-Maori.

Key results

= Mental health-related hospit
which is a concern given

N\
&

tions are particularly high for Maori main benefit clients. 5% of this group is nearly 1,200,
his is an acute mental health-related measure.
TAYLOR FRY
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Wellbeing dashboard- Maori aged 16-24 on mauagbeneflt

% Employed
5% 1.3x e $30,000
4%
3% 0 8X 0.8x $20'000
0,
fof’ $10,000
(]
0% $0
> |
No. of characteristics
NCEA 2 Attained
1.5x
100% 1.2x 1905
80% 60%
60% 0.6x 40%
40% OA)
0.2x 0%
20% 0.0x
0% )
be\o. l Q N Vv i2o) ™ , @50\0

No. of characteristics

Key results

= 36% (or 8,500) of the group have had a@‘l’ce proceeding against them in the last three years. This is relatively high.

v

Median Personal Income

% with MH Hospitalisations

Q&

1.6x 1.4x
8%
1.3x 1.2x
0.9x 1.0x 1.0x 6% 0.9x ,
4% 0 6X Cj
0%
Maln 2 3 4
No. of characteristics Benem va} of characteristics
% with Criminal Sentences %@Police Proceedings
6.4x  100% 2.5x
4.1x 80 QO 1.9x
1.8x 1.3x
— %o 0.5x
et Fi11
QO
\ N7 Main | 0 4

No. of charact %s
O
Qg’
A

O
S

Q
B

Benefit
No. of characteristics

Characteristics are: in public housing, prio@'mﬁmal conviction, educational level < NCEA 2, and CYF/OT history.

Q_

TAYLOR FRY
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3.JS-WR clients aged 50-54 — About this populgﬁ’(x)n

Demographics

Number of
people

Gender

Male
38%

Female
62%

6,669

0.2% of the adult
population

Asian
6%

Ethnicity

Other
4%

Pacific
Islander

o)
g NZEU

37%

Maori
43% 0

%mparison
¥

Q&

Outcomes Q_?“
| Q |
Benefit category é Earned income
comparon [ \s Comparison -
0%  20%  40%—60%  80%  100% 0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100%
= JHD -JWR&H SPS NOMB
\ = $0 m $0-$4,000 $4,000-$10,000

\/ $10,000-$20,000 $20,000-$40,000 >$40,000

<<(</\/ Education status Criminal sentence in last 3 years

®)

o - o |
—

Comparison I

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
mE<NCEA?2 NCEA 2 or above mYes No
TAYLOR FRY
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Wellbeing dashboard- JS-WR clients aged 50- 54&3-

% Employed Median Personal Income % with MH Hospitalisations Q

80% $50,000 2.0% Q_v

$40,000 . 2.0x Q

$30,000 1.5% A’

$20,000 1.0% ?gj
— 50 ()E

0% No JWR 0.0%

No JWR ' No JWR V/M}’

NCEA 2 Attained % with Criminal Sentences % with Police E&dings

100% 15% 20% QO 5.1x

80% 0.9
X 0
60% 10%
40% 59
20%
0% oy, NN

No JWR JWR No JWR

60%
40%

20%

Key results &\2\

= Median personal income is much lowe the group receiving JS-WR, highlighting the disparity in financial fortunes in
this older age group. Many of these ts have extensive benefit history and their financial pathways have diverged

significantly over time from their p&ers not on JS-WR (most of whom are not receiving a benefit).

TAYLOR FRY
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Wellbeing dashboard- JS-WR clients aged 50- 54&3- Segmentatmn

% Employed Median Personal Income % with MH Hospitalisations Q&

50% 3.9x $40,000 L3 N
o $30,000 " 1.0x 0.9x 1.0x 3% 13 ﬁg

280;0 1.5x $20,000 29 0.9x 1.0x 6
10% - . 0.5x 0.1x 0.0x $10,000 I 1% 0.2x ?“
0% - $0 0% - %

JWRl 0 1 2 3 4 | JWR 1 2 3 4 | JWRl 0 « 4 ,
No. of characteristics No. of characteristics characterlstms
NCEA 2 Attained % with Criminal Sentences % with Proceedings
80% 1.1x 40% 2.8x 50% 2 2.4x
1% 1.0x 9,95 0.9x 2.5% w0 O 2.0x
60% . . 30% 0
0, 0,
40% 20% 0.8x 20& 0.3 0.5% 0.9x
9 109 . X
Weem N Bl
0% 0% - (/
JWR l 0 1 2 3 4 , JWR l 0 1 2 /&k JWRl 0 1 4
No. of characteristics No. of characteristic No. of characteristics

Key results &Qg’

= By definition everyone in the subgroup@th 4 characteristics has a prior criminal conviction, but only a third of these
people have had one in the last 3 ye@e. most of the convictions are at least 3 years ago and much older in many cases.

= It may be worthwhile conmdern@whether historical convictions are acting as a barrier to employment for some older
clients, and whether there ar ys in which the barrier can be ameliorated.

Characteristics are: in public housing, prior &ﬁl conviction, zero earned income in Sep 18 quarter and more than 50% of last 5 years on main benefit. TAYLOR FRY 57
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Estimated outcomes &

In section 5 we showed how current wellbeing varies for a range of groups, using a rangeégwellbeing measures. In this section
we show outcomes from the modelling to describe how these groups are estimated toﬁ}e over the next 10 years. The example
below describes how the circle representations of the outcomes works. Note that fo(t e 2019 modelling a larger range of
outcomes will be modelled including health and education measure. S

‘\OS Subgroups
All females (exc SPS) All female SPS clients Female SPS clients  Female Yfients Female SPS clients  Female SPS clients  Female SPS clients

aged 16-24 aged 16-24 aged 16-24 withno aged1 with one aged 16-24 with two aged 16-24 with three aged 16-24 with four
268,649 people 11,250 people characteristics* (25%) ch eristic (41%) characteristics (25%) characteristics (6%) characteristics (1%)

% of next 10
years on @

main benefit

Measure Comparison Interest group

Size of circles Multipliers

To enable quick, relative The multiplier indicates how Percentages

comparison the area of the circles % much larger or smaller the The percentages represent how
represent the measure 0 measure is for the interest group much of the interest group the
percentage for each subgroup <</Q or subgroups compared to the subgroup represents.

(63% in this example). (9 comparison group

N/ TAYLOR FRY
&
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N
1. Female SPS clients aged 16-24 - Estimated fggﬁre service use

quﬁparison Group Difference
Estimated annual future benefit payments Q-?~
Average future year
on main benefit to ag 69 3.7 years 14.0 years 10.4 years
$25,000 @
?\14
O$ 12
$20,000 \ 10
N
S 6
$15,000 O .
& - 1N
N 0
$10,000 N/
\(}v Comparison Group Difference
QQ Average lifetime future
$5,000 ) O e a 2.0 years 7.5 years 5.5 years
= \2&/ 8
$0 A !
1 2 3 4 5 6 aéz' 8 9 10 i
—Group =——Compariso Q i
% Years into future 4
3
While the estimated annual payme @ecreases over the 5
10-year period it remains high - across all 10 years, 1 -
compared to $32k for the compérison group. 0
TAYLOR FRY

&
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1. Female SPS clients aged 16-24 - Estimated s&g'(fal outcomes

All females (ex SPS) All Female SPS clients Female SPS clients  Female SPS clients  Female SPS s  Female SPS clients  Female SPS clients
aged 16-24 aged 16-24 aged 16-24 no aged 16-24 one aged 16- 0 aged 16-24 three aged 16-24 four
257,395 people 11,250 people characteristics (25%) characteristics (41%) charact s (25%) characteristics (6%) characteristics (1%)

% of next 10
years on main @
benefit
% of next 10
years in public .
housing 3%

% who serve a
corrections ‘
sentence in

next 10 years

4%

% of next 10
years total
income is

below
threshold*

Characteristics are: in public housing, prior crim onviction, educational level <NCEA 2 and CYF/OT history
* Measured as number of quarters in which a }sln is estimated to earn less than income threshold divided by 40. Income includes earned income, benefits, Working For Families tax TAYLOR FRY 61
credits and the effective boost to income f; come Related Rent Subsidy. Threshold based on 52 weeks at 40 hours per week at minimum wage (increased with CPI) - $34,320 p.a. in

2018.



IN-CONFIDENCE

1. Female SPS clients aged 16-24

Key results

While the segmented view presented earlier in this pack .
highlights variation of outcomes amongst the study
population, it underplays the range. Here, we look at a
relatively small cohort and break this down further

according to how many defined characteristics a person
has.

The extent to which benefit receipt, public housing and SQ
serving of a corrections sentence over the next 10 years s,
increases with the number of characteristics is signifi&%n :
Compared to all females aged 16-24, the subgroup

estimated to spend between 1.9x and 20.1x moretyme in

public housing. \2\@

Similarly, about 50% of the population oﬁémerest with 3 or
more of the characteristics are estim O serve a
corrections sentence in the next 10§&ars compared to 4%
for the comparison population. Q

S
Q/?“
N/
&

Implications

v
Q.
Targeting of ifitérventions is based on reasonably broad
groups of cQgéts. This representation of the modelling
output skows that there can be as much variation within the
pop on of interest as there is between the population of
ig\&est and the comparison group.

O?t-may be worthwhile considering defining groups for

targeted intervention based on estimated outcomes (or the
factors correlated with those estimated outcomes), rather
than descriptions of their current state. For example, clients
with a high likelihood of serving a corrections sentence in
the future.

TAYLOR FRY 62
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2. Maori aged 16-24 on main benefit- Estimatg@szuture service use

@mparison Group Difference

Estimated annual future benefit payments V
Average future ye Q— 5 3 vears
on main benefit to %@ =Y

16.2 years 10.9 years

C/18
$25,000 gv .
14

O

12

> 0
$20,000 \“?'S :
QL

6

1500 O N

\ ® 0

\Y
$10,000 ?‘ Comparison Group Difference
@)
AY -
; QQ ‘;::::ﬁ: ::f;t?ﬁjﬁg‘;; 2.4 years 6.4 years 4.0 years
5,000 @
— N

$0 -
1 2 3 4 5 6 é/ 8 9 10

—Group =—Com n .
P R Years into future

Estimated payments to the compar group are relatively
high, highlighting a broader spgﬁ:bf benefit receipt

7
6
5
4
3
2
1
— . 0
amongst young Maori

(<>/ TAYLOR FRY 63
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2. Maori aged 16-24 on main benefit- Est1mated§e%’oc1al outcomes

All people (exc All Maori (exc main Maori aged 16-24 on Maori aged 16-24 on Maoriaged 16-24on M 'ﬂ\aged 16-24 on Maoriaged 16-24 on Maori aged 16-24 on
Maori) aged 16-24 ben) aged 16-24 a main benefit amainbenefitno  amain benefit one ain benefit two a mainbenefit three a main benefit four
432,465 104,013 23,718 people characteristics (20%) characteristics (419 aracteristics (29%) characteristics (9%) characteristics (1%)

% of next 10
years on main @

benefit

% of next 10
years in public . @ @

housing 2% 1.8x

% who serve a
corrections
sentence in

next 10 years

% of next 10
years total

income is below
threshold*

Characteristics are: in public housing, prior crimi entence educational level <NCEA 2, and CYF/OT history
is estimated to earn less than income threshold divided by 40. Income includes earned income, benefits, Working For Families tax TAYLOR FRY 64

* Measured as number of quarters in which a
i come Related Rent Subsidy. Threshold based on 52 weeks at 40 hours per week at minimum wage (increased with CPI) - $34,320 p.a. in

credits and the effective boost to income fr.
2018.
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2. Maori aged 16-24 on main benefit &
A
<

Key results Implications Q_?“

= 20% of the Maori aged 16-24 (exc. main benefit) group are = Young Maorj4ge estimated to receive main benefits and
estimated to serve a corrections sentence in the next 10 serve corrng'éns sentences at a far greater rate than other
years. This is higher than the rate for the third population ethnicitig® Trying to improve outcomes for the specific
of interest (JS-WR clients aged 50-55 - 18%) and only pop on of young Maori on main benefit may have
marginally lower than the first population of interest li%ﬁ'(’ted success without considering this broader point.
(Female SPS clients aged 16-24 — 24%). OQ—

= This rate for the population of interest increases to over ,\é(
70% for the sub-group with three or four of the v/
characteristics. ('J\Y~

N
= The average estimated proportion of time over t xt 10
years on main benefit is also high for the Méo%/a ed 16-24
(exc. main benefit) group at 16%. &\2\

= Note that for all three populations of in€efest, the income
measure does not increase as much e other measures
as you move from left to right in théprevious slide.

(</\/ TAYLOR FRY 65
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3.JS-WR clients aged 50-54 - Estimated futurg@a?}vice use

$25,000

$20,000

$15,000

$10,000

$5,000

$0

Estimated annual future benefit payments

\ §<O
S

A\
C\Y“
&
&
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 /@2\% 9 10

—Group =——Comparison

Q/Q-Years into future
Q

Note the flattening of future benefit pgxaent and slight
increase towards the end of the 10- estimation. For the
other population groups of interggt-the trend was all
downwards. This is likely to r t increased difficulty to
find suitable work as peopleyi€ar retirement.

@nparison Group

Average future ye@
on main benefit to 3g¢ 1.2 years 6.8 years

28
¥

,f)
%,

Average lifetime future
years in public housing

4

3

Comparison Group

0.7 years 2.9 years

Difference

5.7 years

Difference

2.2 years

TAYLOR FRY
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3. JS-WR clients aged 50-54 - Estimated sociak@ﬁ\tcomes

All people (excJS- AllJS-WR clients aged JS-WR clientsaged JS-WRclientsaged  JS-WR client d

JS-WR clients aged  JS-WR clients aged
WR) aged 50-54 50-54 50-54 no 50-54 one 50-54 50-54 three 50-54 four
313,227 people 6,669 people characteristics (9%) characteristics (31%) characteristi¢cs (37%) characteristics (20%) characteristics (3%)

% of next 10

years on main @
benefit

% of next 10
years in public .
housing 3%

% who serve a
corrections ‘
sentence in

next 10 years

3%

% of next 10
years total
income is
below
threshold*

Characteristics are in public housing, prior crimi nviction, zero earned income in Sep18 quarter and more than 50% of last 5 years on main benefit.

* Measured as number of quarters in which Mn is estimated to earn less than income threshold divided by 40. Income includes earned income, benefits, Working For Families tax TAYLOR FRY
credits and the effective boost to income f come Related Rent Subsidy. Threshold based on 52 weeks at 40 hours per week at minimum wage (increased with CPI) - $34,320 p.a. in

2018.
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3.JS-WR clients aged 50-54 &

Key results Implications Q_?“
= Compared to the other two populations of interest, the = Arguably oldekivork-able clients are strong candidates for
comparison group (all people aged 50-54) have relatively targeted infgrvention because:

low estimated rates of benefit receipt, public housing use
and serving corrections sentences over the next 10 years
e.g. 3% for public housing use.

- T ay need retraining support and face other age-
e ted barriers to employment.

OQ' They have limited remaining time to accumulate wealth
§< in support of their retirement. While over 65-year-olds
N can (and many do) live off NZ Super, it does not afford a

high level of material wellbeing on its own.

However, disparity in respect of these measures between
the population of interest and the comparison group is
high. Estimated benefit receipt and public use for the
population of interest are at similar levels to the othe
populations of interest. (<'\/

X

&

(</\/ TAYLOR FRY 68
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4. Main population comparisons — aged 16-54 - ]Rgffmated outcomes

General population Main benefit clients Public housing aged Q&
aged 16-54 16-54 16-54 Key results v
2,512,944 people 241,020 people 82,281 people Q-

= Peoplein ngL@housing are estimated to spend on average
59% of the@ext 10 years in public housing, over 20 times the
avera the general population.

Impl%ia}r%ns

% of next 10

years on main @
benefit

-Qﬁyong tenure in public housing should not be thought of as a

% of next 10 % . ., . . q. .q- _
years in public ® 51.1/ (<O negative, so long as it is providing people/families/whanau
housing 3% with good quality housing that they wouldn’t otherwise be

able to access and a stable platform to support other aspects

of wellbeing.

% who serve a
corrections
sentence in

next 10 years

= However, it can create a disparity where the needs of those
on the register are greater than some already in housing.

A Fiscally, public housing appears more generous than the

% of next 10 Q/Q_ Accommodation Supplement. It may be worthwhile
S:E?;:Ztlasl considering options that reduce this difference for people
below capable of exiting public housing (e.g. a higher level of
threshold* %
«X

accommodation supplement). This might help enable people
on the register to get into public housing quicker.

* Measured as number of quarters in which a@ﬁn is estimated to earn less than income threshold divided by 40. Income includes earned income, benefits, Working For Families tax TAYLOR FRY 69
credits and the effective boost to income fr@. come Related Rent Subsidy. Threshold based on 52 weeks at 40 hours per week at minimum wage (increased with CPI) - $34,320 p.a. in
2018.
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Expected population change 4‘8@

A

In the following slides we show how the distributions of the benefit system and public ing populations are estimated to
change over the next 10 years. The distributions of these populations (particularly th@eneﬁt system) are dependent on labour
market conditions. For example, in an economic downturn, the proportion of ma'@/ enefit clients on work-obligated benefits
tends to increase. For the same reasons the proportion of males tends to incr&g;?as the number of SPS clients is less sensitive to
economic conditions than JS-WR. Q)
p
0

Hence, the estimated benefit system population change shown here isﬂé\?

l} a product of the unemployment rate forecast
underpinning the estimation. To some extent, the estimated changes th systems are also due to estimated changes in the
general NZ population. QOQ-

Unemployment rate forecast ®

A\
4.4% \v
L

Key population change themes

4.3%

Higher proportion of youth

{é( : A higher proportion of
4-2% @) i I SR PSS s Maori in both systems
0 R%? systems
4.1% &X‘
4.0% Q,Q-
3.9% $Q A relatively stable mix of A significant increase in
590 ) population by benefit average IRRS level for public
Q category housing tenants
3.7% Q/
2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2 024 2025 2026 2027 2028

N/ TAYLOR FRY
&
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Expected population change — Age

Benefit system
population

Public housing
population

Proportion of population

Proportion of population

25%

20%

15%

10%

25%

20%

15%

10%

25-34
35-44

45-54 —ogg:gi ¢ D
55-64 45-5 OS

16;24yY o—
Av
16-24 @
&
2018 2023 ® 2028
Estimation year (as at 30 Sept
O

Q/\/ 16-24 &—
16-24 OQ
4554 \2\% 65+ *—
25:34 &

O
gj A higher proportion of 16-25 year-olds
and 55+ year-olds in both systems.

The increase in pensioners in public
housing is noteworthy - estimated to
reach nearly 20% by 2028. This is
consistent with a gradual ‘slowing’ of the
public housing system, which has been
evident for several years. It also reflects
an estimated increase in the proportion
of the population that is over 65.

2023

Estimation year (as at 30 September)

Q/?“

N\
&

Note that current under-16-year-olds are
included in the model in the quarter they
turn 16.
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Expected population change — Gender &
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mFemale = Male

100%
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O
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Public housing 4,
population 30%
20%

10%

0%

We estimate a moderate increase in the
proportion of females in public housing.

This partly reflects a higher proportion
of females on the register as at 30
September 2018 compared to in housing
(62.4% vs. 59.4%).

2023 2028

mFemale mMale
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Expected population change - Prioritised ethn&@(g‘\roup

IN-CONFIDENCE

D

Benefit system
population

Public housing
population

50%

EN
o
X

30%

20%

Proportion of population

10%

0%

50%

40%

30%

20%

Proportion of population

10%

0%

NZEU
NZEU
Maori
Maori
Y
PI % i
Asian —_— %P:[Slan
Other o= —C é{ ® Other
2018 2023 '\. 2028
Estimation vear (as at 30 Sente&ﬂ
((xc,\

Maori OQ Maori
PI \28/ PI
NZEU ®— & e —9 NZEU

Q/‘{'
Asian - \é ® ® Asian
Other ~ — Other

2@%, 2023 2028

?“ Estimation year (as at 30 September)

N\
&

R
S

A
&
Q
&/

~_ The proportion of people in both systems
that are Maori is estimated to increase
moderately. This largely reflects an
estimated increase in the proportion of
the general population that is Maori. The
extent to which Maori is over-
represented in the benefit system is
estimated to remain stable at about 2.3x.

Note the high proportion of Pacific
Islanders in public housing due to lower
housing affordability in Auckland where
most reside.
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Expected population change — Benefit mix &

30%
° Q

E SUP A
2 25% SLP SLP ?gj
2. SUP
Benefit system g, O$
population g 2% JWR TWES
5 JHD \%
? 15% SPS S
A Q JHD
10%
2018 2023 \$ 2028
Estimation year (as at 30 Sep{@d‘)
£ 40% NOB Q/\ NOB
S
2
30% . .
% \28/ Aside from the already mentioned
Public housing § 20% PEN Qf pEN e—  increase in pensioners in public housing,
population 2 SLP (\<(, SLP there are relatively small estimated
2 10% <) P . . .
& 10% 11‘17517]1; = \\g.v ———————— ISWSR changes in the benefit category mix
JHD
0% sup ® sup

ZOQ/Q 2023 2023

Estimation year (as at 30 September)
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O
Expected population change — IRRS 4‘39

A
IRRéfevels have been growing for many
6,000 rs and are estimated to continue
5,500 A srowing in the future. The numbers in
¢ 5,000 the chart are in today’s terms i.e.
Public housing gjigg adjusted for CPI. The vertical lines
population f‘g 5 500 represent the estimated interquartile
& 3000 range.
2,500
o 2018 2023 §< 2028 IRRS levels are sensitive to changes in
Estimation Year \:\/ rent relative to changes income. In the
—eo—NMedian —@=Mean (}Y estimation, rents are estimated to
(<’\, increase by more than average weekly
O<( earnings until 2028 and more than CPI
indefinitely.
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Future Developments

D
&
X

Q&

The model will be developed in 2019, with a number of key developments planned as d@?ﬁbed in the table below.

Q

New outcomes modelled %
O

Domain Outcome Model output ,<\,

Health Ambulatory sensitive Number of events and nu& of
hospitalisations hospital days @)

Health Mental health and substance Number of events number of
abuse related hospitalisations  hospital days \;\‘

Health Broad mental health flag Flag deno@emal illness based

on STA al health flag
definég

Housing Emergency housing I\g@ence of grants and payment
Admounts to be modelled

Safety & Police proceedings (as a pr Q' Number of offences and broad
Security for offending) Q offence categorisation

Knowledge & Tertiary education enr‘obnent Currently modelled to age 25. To
Skills (;(’Q be extended to all ages

é/
?\

Value proposition

Key Health domain wellbeing indicators
Key Health domain wellbeing indicators

Broader coverage than the hospitalisation indicator.
Mental illness common amongst people in all
benefit categories and public housing.

Key part of the housing continuum (note there is
not sufficient data to model transitional housing)
Key Safety & Security domain wellbeing indicator

Key Knowledge & Skills domain wellbeing indicator
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Future Developments

D
&
A((’

A
Q2

New outcomes modelled

,Q\

Domain Outcome Model output ?&I’ue proposition
Knowledge & Tertiary education completion = Completion of tertiary course a;{/®$ Key Knowledge & Skills domain wellbeing indicators
Skills NQF level ?/S
Health Mortality Currently only modelled@ver Not a Health domain wellbeing indicator, but will
65’s. Extend to all age O allow us to highlight disparities in mortality
S
Modelling andsr\gs’orting construct
What Description ,\/(}’ Value proposition
Exits from Estimated exits from the benefit systerrébe categorised into Better understanding of post benefit system
benefit system = employment-related exits, educatic\)ég; ated exits, death and other pathways
exits &
Income Snapshot modelling of outputs like employment

Currently modelled as an ove@vwith estimated income not
informing the prediction @ er outputs. Development will
integrate income progr, n so that estimated income informs
estimation of other uts

exits has shown that income is highly predictive.
Will strengthen the model considerably
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Q&

What

% of quarter on
benefit

Oranga
Tamariki
variables

Household
view

Qm)

Modelling and reporting construct Q

/
Description ‘%ﬁ@ye proposition

The model will estimate the proportion of any future quarter on O%Nill give a more accurate reflection of future years
benefit (currently just estimates the incidence of benefit receipt ;{‘g on benefit

quarter) ?\
Alignment of definitions of Oranga Tamariki (OT) related@ﬁmes Consistency with OT modelling
modelled to those used in the OT modelling Q

N

A proxy for ‘household’ as at the modelling esti ndate (30 June  Will allow us to report modelling results based on
2019) will be created using a hierarchy of da‘g@g rces household dynamics as at the modelling estimation

QQ date

The model will continue to be developed beyonclgow.
A
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Wellbeing framework

Jobs & Income & Housin Health Education Safety &
Earnings Consumption 8 & Skills Security
- Households have th All New Zeal ’ E has th
Everybody has access ouseho ds have the ew Zealanders People hav /Qe Veryb'ody ast © New Zealanders feel
o . economic resources have access to . education and skills .
Description | to meaningful capacity ay well .. . safe and live free from
to afford the affordable, warm and needed to participatein . . . .
employment D . . and r@er well . victimisation and abuse
L necessities of life dry housing O society
= Participation and * Householdincome = Housing ‘Q&rceived health * Educational Crime rates (violent
employment rates * Income inequality affordability ? Mental health- attainment at assault, property,
= Job satisfaction = Material wellbeing = Rooms per persoQ_ related hospital school domestic violence)
index = Housing qualigy() admissions = Post-school Child protection
Population = Stability o sing Diabetes prevalence enrolment reports and
Ingica fors » Schoolen ent & Preventable » Post-school interventions
chang& hospitalisations* completion Perceived safety
\ Maternity Victimisation
\(J registrations Offending
QQ Criminal
L O convictions
= Sustained = Income followiq%g/ * Overcrowding and Employment » Education-related Employment &
employment exits exit from welf&e underuse outcomes for those benefit exits housing outcomes
for job seekers * Unmet demand for with partial = Improvement in for those with
. = Effectiveness of . public housing capacity to work jobseeker skills criminal history
Subpopulation . .
L certain work (known/unknown) Employment = Educational
indicators . .
programs * Time to house on outcomes for those achievement for
= Employment rates ey efits or in register with mental illness children of clients
for unemployed %%)ousing = Qutcomes post-
. tenants study support

In bold = Measures wholly or partiall&/o ring the indicator will be estimated in the 2019 model

*To be replaced with an alternative indicatQ_
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Wellbeing framework

IN-CONFIDENCE

Cultural identity Social connections

Subjective wellbeing

Civil, engagement

and governance
Everybody&'
People feel e ffici E has civil . .
eople feel accepted as Everybody feels People are satisfied st 1.01.em§? to ve.rybody as civil and People experience high
o they are and can freely . . . particigat® in political rights and . .
Description . . . . socially connected with the quality of . .. . quality environment
identify with their . d recreation actively participates in e
to others their life . . . conditions
culture or place ies to democratic society
L ir satisfaction
o Q\‘
= Ability to be yourself = Social supports = Personal life Q‘ = Work hours = Voter turnout = Air quality
among family, satisfaction O = Participation in arts (general elections) = Water quality
. friends and whanau = Family well@g and cultural = Institutionalised
Population o
e = Self-reported N activities trust
indicators e N
engagement and Y = Participation in = Discrimination
loneliness & active recreation = Acceptance of
= Volunteering <<\ diversity
— No subpopulation * Household change- <§ Subpopulation No subpopulation No subpopulation No subpopulation
indicators related benefit dicators indicators indicators indicators
system \28/
Subpopulation en.t rles/e).uts &
indicators

In bold = Measures wholly or parti@@ering the indicator will be estimated in the 2019 model
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Population and time horizon &

Population

Time horizon

All New Zealand residents aged 16 and over. For th@gﬂ'rst 10 years of the estimates, people are
added to the modelled population in respect o S

= Children as they turn age 16 — output fraﬁ» he Oranga Tamariki model is used

= Net migration. \kv
Q.
O

X

\/’\,
Ng

Y

People’s full future lifetiQ?e. The further into the future the more uncertain we are about

outcomes. Beyond s @ years, estimates are intended to give lifetime context under the broad
implicit assumpt/iegxat trends and prevalence of service use persist long into the future.

N/ TAYLOR FRY
&
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§
Model outputs ggf’

LN
X
Category Outcomes modelled &,Q ﬁf:ggllﬁe tgd cashflows
C,
= Jobseeker Support ?‘V
= Sole Parent Support O$
= Emergency Benefit ,<\,
Benefit payment (tier 1) =  Youth Payment \e Yes
=  Young Parent Payment Q_@
= Supported Living Payment QO

= Orphan’s/Unsupported child’s bene&

= Accommodation Supplement N\,
Benefit payment (tier 2) = Disability Allowance (‘J\Y Yes
= Child Disability Allowanceé\.

= Hardship payments incluyling Temporary Additional Support

Benefit payment (tier 3) . Recoverable Assista Yes
Benefit payment (other) = Childcare subs@ Yes
/. A

(</\/ TAYLOR FRY 56
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Model outputs &

A
o

D
S
AS
R

\ .
Q Associated cashflows
Category Outcomes modelled ’
¢, modelled
= Tenancies in Housing New Zealand (HNZ) or Comrn%ig; Housing
Provider (CHP) managed properties and associat@i ome Related Rent
Subsidy (IRRS) payments A

Public housing » Applications to the public housing register ?‘ Yes

= Transfer applications (both client and busiQess initiated)

= Accommodation Supplement Q

= Temporary Additional Support .\$

This incorporates: ?B/

= Wages and Salaries (}

= ACC weekly compensatioél\‘
Other taxable personal = Paid parental leave @)
. Yes
income = Student Allowance Q/

* Rental income ,?2\

=  Company dire@ shareholder income

= Partnershi sole trader income

A4
* Note that Temporary Additional Support is not explicith@ using benefit. It is intended to cover a range of essential costs that clients
have no other way to pay for. In practice, it is mainly used byClients to help meet accommodation costs. Hence, we have categorised it
with other housing-related outcomes. &
TAYLOR FRY
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fo\o$

Av-N
S
Associated cashflows
Category Outcomes modelled &/Q
é modelled
This incorporates: %v
. o = Family tax credit O

Working for Families tax .. . . ,<\,
credits = Minimum family tax credit Yes

= In-work tax credit &

= Parental tax credit OQ‘
NZ Super » NZ Superannuation payments .\$ Yes

. . A\ . .
= Percentage of time serving an B‘Itence (community or custodial) over
the last quarter, excluding Qgﬁ\g—related offences Not for

Corrections activity = Percentage of time serv1rQ custodial sentence over the last quarter 2018 model

= Percentage of time S% any sentence in the last quarter relating to a

theft offence

=  Whether the Q-son, as a child, has interacted with child protection or

Child protection and youth just rvices Not for
. = Thenu of events to date

youth justice 2018 model

ild protection

Day
Thes&séjl Comes are estimated up to age 18

@&
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/
Category Outcomes modelled VC}

Associated cashflows
modelled

Educational .

Other .

Whether the client has left school O$
The NCEA attainment level at secondary school\)

The total days of any suspensions or stand- ns while at school

The highest New Zealand Qualification ework (NZQF) level of any
tertiary enrolments to date

QO
Partnered status /\/%
Existence and age of children (SBS client only)
Region/Territorial Local A&ty (TLA)/Auckland Board
Incapacity code for JS- nd SLP
Occurrence of benefi};@nctions

Not for
2018 model

N/A

&
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: N :
Segmentation — average future years to age 65 ggﬁnam benefits
& Years
4 6. & 8 10 12 14 16

0 2
o Priority A +
On register rTor%ty
o - _ Priority B and Other N
Child in the ;Vork Oinigztl?d ;
h hold ot work o lgate
Less close / IRRS ouseno NOMB A\ S
> $150 No child in the Work obligated =
household Not work obligated &
IRRS recipients, NOMB :
i d<65 T T i Y
primary aged < Child in the Work obhgatfed o
household Not work obligated 2
Closer / IRRS < NOMB a
$150 No child in th Work obligated
o child in the . S
N k obl
household Ngtl\‘/;v];r obligated
I Less close / IRRS — — o
IRRS recipients, > $150 Child in the household \
primary aged 65+ - No child in the househ(dj I
Closer / IRRS < oy
§150 Child in the house |
L I No child in the ehold I
Recent exit from Receiving AS |
housing Not receiving AS |: Aged <60
L Aged i
Recent exit from Receivind AS -
the register - cceiving AS ]
Rest ;’the QY eiving AS .
population - 0% ot receiving AS I

NOMB: Not on Main Benefit. AS: Accommodation Supp@t. IRRS: Income Related Rent Subsidy
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O

Segmentation - average lifetime future years ill@%blic housing
& Years
0 2 4 6 QS 10 12 14 16 18

On register [ Priority A A
& L - ___ Priority B and Other Q
Child in the ;Vork Oinig:tfd ;
h hold ot work o lgate
Less close / IRRS ouseno NOMB 'S
> §150 No child in the Work obligated =
household Not work obligated B
IRRS recipients, NOMB
i d<65 _ T i v

primary aged < Child in the Work obligated =

household Not work obligated ~
Closer / IRRS < NOMB &
$150 o Work obligated
Nc;lchlldhml(‘;he Not work obligated \
ouseho | NOMB
IRRS recipients, Less close / IRRS I Child in the household V
primary aged 65+ > §$150 - No child in the househdld
Closer / IRRS < Child in the househ@\«
L $150 . No child in the chold
Recent exit from Receiving AS |
; |
housing Not receiving AS |: Aged <60 Q/
_ Aged !
Recent ex‘it from Receivind AS |
the register - eceiving AS |
Rest of 'Fhe qv eiving AS I
population L 0% ot receiving AS u

NOMB: Not on Main Benefit. AS: Accommodation Supp@t. IRRS: Income Related Rent Subsidy

&
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Segmentation — Average future cost — benefits public housing

Thousands

$0 $50 $100 $150 $2$«& $250 $300 $350 $400 $450 $500

On register PrTor?ty A Q_
Priority B and Other Q
N - [ Work obligated K’
Child in the N Otr N gbl. e (/
h hold ot work obligate
Less close / IRRS ouseno NOMB ?\
> $150 No child in the Work Obligated %
household Not work obligated O

IRRS recipients, NOMB /&\

primary aged < 65 Child in the Work obligated ?v

household Not work obligated
Closer / IRRS < NOMB O
$150 o Work obligated Q
No child in the Not work obligated %
household x
| NOMB V%
IRRS recipients, Less Ck;es (/) IRRS Child in the household
primary aged 65+ > - No child in the househ(dj
Closer / IRRS < Child in the house
L $150 L No child in the chold
Recent exit from Receiving AS
housing Not receiving AS |: Aged <60
L Aged
Rec§nt ex'it from Receivind AS
the register - st

Rest of the eiving AS

population 0% :zot receiving AS

NOMB: Not on Main Benefit. AS: Accommodation Supp@t. IRRS: Income Related Rent Subsidy

&
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Segmentation — % of future lifetime to age 65

threshold™

IN-CONFIDENCE

On register

IRRS recipients,
primary aged < 65

IRRS recipients,
primary aged 65+

Recent exit from
housing

Recent exit from
the register

Rest of the
population

* Measured as number of quarters in which a perso
Income includes earned income, benefits, Worki
Subsidy. Threshold based on 52 weeks at 40 h

NOMB: Not on Main Benefit. AS: Accomm@'

Less close / IRRS
> $150

Closer / IRRS <
$150

[ Lessclose / IRRS
> $150

Closer / IRRS <
$150

Child in the
household

No child in the
household

Child in the
household

No child in the
household

Not receiving AS

_

Priority A

Priority B and Other
Work obligated
Not work obligated
NOMB

Work obligated
Not work obligated
NOMB

Work obligated
Not work obligated
NOMB

Work obligated
Not work obligated
NOMB

Child in the household
No child in the househ

Child in the househ@\o
No child in the chol

Receiving AS
Aged <60
Aged
Regeiving AS
eceiving AS
eiving AS

0% zot receiving AS

Q

0% 10% 20%

—

30%

40%

Q&

50%

60%

belovx(é\cﬁcome
&

70%

n Supplement. IRRS: Income Related Rent Subsidy

A\ D
a
< \
A\
. N/
/ N\
quilllllllllll
d I
I
[

'@mwted to have income less than income threshold divided by quarters to 65.
r Families tax credits and the effective boost to income from Income Related Rent
rsper week at minimum wage (increased with CPI) - $34,320 p.a. in 2018.

80%

90%
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Segmentation - % serving a corrections sentenee’in next ten years

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%Q& 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

o

On register Priority A
& L - ___ Priority B and Other ,Q
Child in the ;Votrk Oinig;tl?d - A
h hold Ot wWorkK o lga (S
Less close / IRRS oHseno NOMB E— <
> $150 No child in the Work obligated ﬂ
household Not work obligated @
IRRS recipients, - NOMB — A
i d<65 o i
primary aged < Child in the Work obhgatfad
household Not work obligated
Closer / IRRS < NOMB
$150 No child in th Work obligated
o child in the .
household Not work obligated
NOMB
— Less close /IRRS — — oy
IRRS recipients, iy Child in the household \
primary aged 65+ - No child in the househ(dj .
Closer / IRRS < Child in the house —
I $150 - No child in the chod H®
Recent exit from Receiving AS
housing Not receiving AS |: Aged <60 Q/
- Aged !
Recent exit from Receiviny AS |
the register - cceiving AS |
Rest of the qv eiVing AS ]
population L 0% ot receiving AS -

NOMB: Not on Main Benefit. AS: Accommodation Supp@t. IRRS: Income Related Rent Subsidy
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