


© Loughborough Universiy

Published by he

Cenrre for Research in Social Policy
Loughborough Universiy
Leicesershire

LE11 3TU

ISBN 978 0946831 42 5

All righs reserved. Reproducion of his repor by phoocopying or elecronic means
for non-commercial purposes is permied. Oherwise, no par of his repor may be
reproduced, adaped, sored in a rerieval sysem or ransmied by any means,
elecronic, mechanical, phoocopying, or oherwise wihou he prior wrien
permission of Loughborough Universiy.



o 01~ W N PP

CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION 1
METHOD 3
DIFFERENCES IN COSTS OF LIVING AS A SHARER 6
WIDER ASPECTS OF SHARING IDENTIFIED BY THE RESEARCH 19
CONCLUSION 22

REFERENCES 24






Cenre for Research in Social Policy

1 Introduction

This paper gives he resuls of a shor sudy which sough /o esimae a minimum
budge, using Minimum Income Sandard definiions, for a single person living in a
shared household wih oher non -relaed aduls. The primary purpose of his
exercise has been o exend he range of households ha MIS calculaions can cover:
so far, i has only covered hose wih a ‘single uni  ’ —defined as an individual or
couple living alone or wih dependeni children, and no -one else. The sudy has also
given some insighs ino aspecs of life as a sharer ha are differen o ha of a

single person living on heir own in self -conained accommodaion.

The Cenre for Research in Social Policy has since 2008 produced Minimum Income
Sandard (MIS) budges for differen household ypes (Bradshaw e al. , 2008; Davis e
al., 2014). These are based on deailed research wih members of he public
specifying wha goods and services households need in order 0 reach a minimum
socially accepable sandard of livin g. A separae budge! is included for each
specified household configuraion covered: single and couple aduls wih and
wihou' children, and separae budges for pensioners. Jus over four in five
households conaining jus over wo hirds of individuals  (Bradshaw e al. , 2008,
Padley e'al. , 2015) are covered by he MIS household ypes. Mos of hose no
covered are in ‘muli -uni’ households wih people relaed o each oher —  such as
people living wih grown up children who are no couned as par of he same family

uni, bu'who may well share many household expenses.
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Table 1 Population of singles aged 18
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2 Method
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ApplyingMISto sharers

In his sudy, groups of sharers were ask ed abou a minimum budge for single
people sharing accommodaion. Four groups were held overall. Firs, an ‘orienaion’
group provided useful background informaion on issues relevan when sharing
accommodaion, and also d eveloped he case sudy example. Nex, hree furh er
groups were la sked wih going hrough he exising  MIS budge s for | he single
person living in self-conained accommodaion , (0 idenify differences for someone
living in shared accommodaion . The groups were held in ciies in he Midlands and
Souh Yorkshire. Each comprised beween six and nine paricip ans wih a mix of
gender and age, as well as various socio-economic and ehnic backgrounds and

experiences of sharing.

I was imporano make i clear o groups (and recruiers) wha was mean by
‘shared household’. Whils'i was recognised ha here are various differen ypes of
shared households, in his sudy we are looking a a single person, living wih a leas
one oher adul, buno  members of family or as a couple, so are economically self
sufficien . Furhermore, he research did noinclude suden living , as sudens are
likely 0 have paricular circumsances ha would  differeniae hem from ohers;  for
example, hey may only share accommodaion in erm -ime while reaining a second

‘home’ address.

As inhe main MIS research, a ‘case sudy’ was consruced in aniniial ~ Orienaion
group. The example hey developed was agreed by subsequen groups as a realisic

model, and used hroughou he process.

Case sudy :
Bob (or Linda) lives with 2 others in a shared house. He has his own bedroom and
shares a kitchen, bathroom and living/dining area. The house is basically furnished
and the bills are split 3 ways. He iseasonably good health and lives in
Birmingham/SheffieldMottingham.
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3 Differences in costs of living as a sharer

Overview

There are several poenial savings as a resul of sharing accommodaion, compared
0 living as a single person in a self -conained fla. These include:

X  The sharing of rent.While ren/increases on larger accommodaion, i does no
do so in a way direcly proporional 0 he number of bedrooms (i. e.wo -
bedroom properies do no ren for wice as much as one- bedroom ones). This
brings subsanial econo mies of scale from sharing. These facs are rue when
average rens are compared, and paricipans in he research perceived here
0 be clear financial benefis from sharing as a resul. ~ While hhis ren saving is
likely 0 be he larges difference in coss, iisno  he primary subjec of his
research, bu an illusraive calculaion is given below.

x  The sharing of nowent housing costsbroadly defined: household energy,
council lax, waer charges and money for minor repairs and DIY. As wih ren,
hese coss of running a home do nal increase proporionaely o he number
of bedrooms, meaning ha he main MIS assumpions abou how much a single
person needs o0 spend on hese iems will oversae wha hey cos for a sharer.

X  The sharing of other living costd.iving ogeher can poenially bring
economies, hrough he sharing of household goods such as kichen equipmen
or furniure or of household services such as inerne or elephone renal
charges. The measuremen of hese savings were complicaed in his research
by he fac ha he sharers’ model developed by groups assumed ha he case
sudy rened shared furnished accommodaion and ha some shared iems
such as a refrigeraor would be provided by a landlord, whereas in he normal
MIS model, he fla is assumed (0 be unfurnished. lems provided by landlords

are idenified separaely inlhe resuls below, 0 ensure ha he effec of



Cenre for Research in Social Policy [ENEEE

Rent

Ren levels vary grealy from one place o anoher and for differen ypes of housing.
MIS does no sugges ha he minimum cos of rening can be readily sandardised ,
and is main calculaions are for he cos of living ne of ren or morgage. In giving
examples of he amoun someone would need o earn in order 0 afford a minimum
accepable sandard of living, i suggess basic renal coss in social housing or in a
lower-cos privae renal propery (he boom quarile of rens in a local area, for
working age households wihou children). However, when calculaing how many
people live below MIS, incomes are considered afer ren/morgage coss.
Furhermore, he MIS online calculaor which enables people o0 calculae how much
hey need o earnio reach  MIS, allows hese housing coss 0 be varied for differen

cases.

In a similar vein, i was no he aim of he presen sudy (0 calculae how much

people save in ren from sharing, as his will vary widely. Neverheless, an example
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week, which does no make a difference 0 he headline percenage oal saved as

repored below.

Result: saving on household bidsd costsin total, a si

12
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Cooking and eating

The successive groups

13
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hree people (raher han one). Thisincluded iems such as a kele and a oaser
(wih reduced lifespan) , some addiional bakeware, w ashing up bowl! and drainer.
The quaniy of lable mas, crockery and culery was doubled as groups fel ha
here would be a need for more, bu no necessarily hree imes as much, and also
sorage was menioned as a poenial issue. Reflecing his  , groups did no change
he number of drinking glasses (16) bu' halved he amoun of ime ha hey would

be expeced o las. I'was also noed ha in a shared house, crockery and glasses
may be more likely used and ge lef in people’s rooms, which would | hen be

inaccessible for ohers.

Cleaning and laundry

Some cleaning and laundry goods were

14
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A few oher household iems which are included he main MIS budge , for a single
person, were agreed as being required on an individual basis and he coss remained
unchanged. This included a fan heaer (for occasional use when he cenral heaing

Is no on) which i was hough'ha people who ares  haring would more likely usein
heir own bedroom (compared 0 someone living alone in a self -conained fla using
I'in heir living space). Asmall amoun 0 cover ornamens or picures was also kep
as an individual cos — groups fel ha someone sharing migh wan 0 use his 0
personalise heir own bedroom or could pool i wih ohers 0 make he communal

area more ‘homely’.

Bedroom and bathroom

There were very fewexamples in he research wher e sharing accommodaion
creaed additionalcoss. Th e firs was ha individuals were deemed 0 need a bin in
heir bedrooms, and he house needed a (shared cos) bininhe  bahroom . Neiher
were specified for a single person living on heir own, bu for sharers his need was
relaed o privacy . Groups explainedha compared o someone living alone wih
free run of he house, someone sharing does no have he same amoun of privac y
when going from room (o0 room so hey need somewhere o pul rubbish in he

bahroom and bedroom .

‘You won't feel

15
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Leisure

As wih many MIS groups, he sharers’ groups sared by hinking ha he week
leisure budge for a single person is fairly low, bu on reflecion reasonable as a
minimum. Groups did discuss how sharing migh' have an impac on how people
socialise or spend leisure ime, wih much depending on how someone go on wih
heir fellow housemaes. This could involve saying in more where someone enjoys
he company of ohers in he house and conversely going ou more as here is always
someone here 0 encourage you 0 goou  for a drink for example. On he oher
hand her e was a view ha if people did no.  gelon wih heir fellow housemaes
hey migh'wan o go oumore ofen 0 ge away from he home environmen.
Overall, i was agreed ha he £20 budge should remain he same wih no srong

reason for i 0 be increased or decreased because someone is sharing.

Personalhealth care
The budges for personal and healh care w ere kep he same, wih  no reason

idenified for any differences because someone shares.

Household items provided by a landlord

A key area of difference beween his sudy and he main MIS sudy isha he

shared accommodaion is assumed (0 be rened as furnished, whereas he main MIS
single working age person is based on an unfurnished rened one- bedroom fla. This
is because i was agreed by he groups ha for people sharing, furnished
accommodaion was he mos likely and realisic model, which sharers can herefore

relaeo .
lems he groups agreed ha a landlord would mos likely provide in basic furnished

accommodaion, such as flooring/carpes, curains, whie goods and some basic

furniure have beeniaken ou of he budge as enans would no'need o pay for

19



Minimum budges for single people sharing accommodaion

compared 0 ha of anon -sharer as he difference for hese iemsisrela ed o he
differen enancy ype (furnished vs unfurnished) raher han he fac'ha someone

Is sharing raher han living alone.

The following discussion herefore idenifies
X Which iems were idenified as normally provided by a landlord?
X Wheher hese are shared iems ha could bring a saving

X The cos of such iems in he single person’s budge, for informaion.

Groups agreed ha in ‘basic furnished’ accommodaion i would be expeced ha a
landlord would provide he following iems, divided in' o0 hose used by individual

enans and shared iems:

Individual(items in bedroom)carpe, curains and nes , a bed/mar ess, wardrobe,

ches of drawers, bedside iable and lamp.

Shared:flooring/carpes , curains and nes , fied kichen wih appliances/  whie
goods a microwave and bin, living room furniure (sofa/seaing, a sorage/ TV uni,
coffee able and lamp), dining lable and chairs, bahroom cabine, shower curain

oile roll holder, lampshades in communal areas and a vacuum cleaner.

Paricipans had differen experiences of which iems mighi be provided, wih some

being in properies wih more and some less. However, for he purposes of

20
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Groups noed ha if someone was rening shared accommodaion on an individual
enancy agreemen (i.e. no.moved in as a group) i was reasonable 0 expec ha

here would be a lock on heir bedroom door. Paricipans had mixed experienc es of
living in accommodaion wih and wihou individual locks, bui fel ha i was

imporan for securiy, especially if someone was sharing wih people hey did no

know. I'was poined ou ha his would be a landlord’s responsibiliy (and if a

enan did fi a lock hemselves hey could be held liable for damaging he door), and
could also be a requiremen for conens insurance. | also means ha individual

enans (wih elevisions in heir rooms —  see above) would require separae TV

licenses.

As explained above, for he purpose of undersanding he overall cos saving

resuling from sharing, i is of ineres''o add up he cos of landlord -provided iems
in common areas. These have no been cosed as par of his sudy, because sharers
were no asked (0 give specificaions for iems for which hey would have no
responsibiliy for buying. A saring poiniis herefore he 0al cos of such iems in

he MIS budge! of he single person living alone:

Result: landlord-provided items in common areas (for information only): items
costing a total of £5.83a week in a single person’s budget were assumed to be
provided by landlords in shared furnished accommodation.

[isimpo rano sae  hahe above calculaion canno be used direcly o calculae
how much cheaper a minimum cos of living is for sharers. The main ineres in
reporing he figure is o highlight  ha, however i'is realised, he saving from shared
common iems is nol very large compared 0 he overall single person’s minimum
budge ( which isaoal of £195 a week naincluding ren). A bes, he saving from
iems shared beween hree people is wo -hirds of he single person’s cos, or £3.90
a week for he iems noed above ha iisexpeced would be provided by a landlord

in shared furnished accommodaion . More realisically, he need raised in groups for

21
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higher specificaions and shorer lifeimes resuling from  more people using an iem

is likely | o reduce lhe saving sill furher

MIS budgets for sharers: conclusion

The above calculaions have shown ha:

X

The bigges effec of sharing on minimum living coss is he saving on ren. This
will vary grealy from case (0 case, bu an example based on lower quarile

rens shows savings of £24 a week ouside London and £100 inside London.

Bills associaed wih he home — i.e. heaing, waer, council ax and

mainenance —are cheaper when shared, making life £17 a week cheaper for a
single person in he model used here. This represens nine per cen of he £195
aweek (noincluding ren ) budge calculaed for MIS in 2014.

The sharing of he cos of iems wihin he home is much smaller, and reduces

he minimum cos of living by only abou £2 a week o r one per cen compared

0 a single person living alone.

22
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company, someone 0 alk 0, wach elevisionw ih, and of feeling safer han if living
alone. For some, whils sharing mighi sar off as a necessiy, i can urn ino a

preferred way of living, a leas for he ime being. I is apparen ha people’s

reasons for sharing and he exen of choice in volved are complex wih a range of
‘push’ and ‘pull’ facors ha can w ork in combinaion (see also sudies by MRUK,
(2013) and Cenre for Housing Policy (2011) ha provide insigh ino he moivaions

and experiences of paricular groups of sharers).

The additional cost of moving?

The MIS research looks a he recurrenicos of livingina“ seady sae ’—how much

people spend on a weekly basis assuming heir presen living circumsances do no

24
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In the company of strangers

The issue of wheher someone shares wih people hey know or srangers arose
repeaedly during he group discussions. This can make a difference, no'only o0 he
ype of conrac e.g. if ren ing a propery as a group or individual enan/ , bu also o
one’s whole experience of sharing. Paricipans wih really posiive repors of
sharing ofen alked abou how well hey go on wih heir housemaes, boh hose

who had moved in wih friends, or jus became friends wi  h he people hey moved
inwih. As menioned above, he social aspec of sharin g for hem was valuable.
Conversely, | here were repors of difficulies, for example where people had been
lef wih unpaid bills when someone had moved ou ' wihou paying heir share. This
research involved a range of paricipans from differen backgrounds, bu he issue
reflecs previous research wih Housing Benefi claimans under 35 ( Cenre for
Housing Policy, 2011) ha disinguishes beween ‘friendly’ and ‘sranger’ shares.
Friendly shares were more likely o be planned, whereas sranger shares where he
person does no'know oher residens when hey move in were ofen linked o more

limied choice or where here is ‘an elemen of desper aion’ a he ime of he move.

As menioned above, his sudy isba sed on he assumpion ha people in he shared
house do no know each oher, i. e. have no moved in wih friends. However, wha
has come ou of he groups is ha here could be addiional cos implicaions where
people do ge on well, for example here migh be savings if sharing cooking,
shopping, and he use of communal space and household goods, or where enans
have a join bank accoun o se up direc debis o pay bills. Furhermore, as
idenified in his sudy , living in shared accommodaion involves spliing he coss of
some household iems. In pracice of course while some iems are boughi on a
regular basis (for example cleaning maerials) and are relaively cheap and easy coss
o divide, oher iems caegorised as shared may be more ricky ~ where more
expensive and replaced less ofen, and he same applied 0 he managemen of more

expensive bills such as fuel. Groups noed ha he way in which  |he purchase and

25
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paymen of hese is managed will ofen depend on if people know each oher and if

hey move in a he same ime.

26
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5 Conclusion

This sudy has idenified ineresing differences beween he siuaion of single

people who share accommodaion and who live alone.

27
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A benefi of having done his research is ha i is now possible (0 say ha he single
person’s budge applies in broad erms 0 single peo ple wheher or no hey are
living on heir own, as sharers can make relevan adjusmens hrough he online
calculaor o lake accoun of heir reduced  housing-relaed coss. Moreover, he
findings can poenially be used in fuure 0 esimae he number of households
below MIS who are sharers —an imporan exension of MIS analysis as single people
in some age groups and regions become more likely o share accommodaion han o
live on heir own. Such calculaions can make heir own adjusmens using esimaes
based on his research. They already are calculaed using incomes (from he Family
Resources Survey) nel of ren and counciliax. The remaining housing-relaed cos
savings from his sudy add up o0 around six per cen of he pos  -housing single MIS
budge. Adding he one per cen from non -housing relaed iems, we can esimae
hahereisa seven per censaving, and in fuure subrac his amoun from he

benchmark pos! -ren MIS budge when defining wheher a sharer is below MIS.

This su dy has shown ha while here are small savings 0 be made in household
spending for people living in shared accommodaion, perhaps unsurprisingly, he
main differences oulined are in renal coss. This is imporani given he increasing
numbers of people living in shared accommodaion, and, as noed in Chaper 1, he
paricular prevalence of sharing among younger people — for under 35 year olds in
England and Wales half again as many share as live alone,and his increasesio over
hree imes as many for hose living in London.  While sharing has is advanages and
disadvanages, wih ‘push’ and ‘pull’ facors menioned above, he realiy is ha
increased house prices and ren levels, paricularly in London , is making sharing a
way of life for many single aduls . Undersanding he coss faced by such households

hus conribues o he overall picure of conemporary living sandards.

28
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