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The Minimum Income Standard (MIS) sets out a vision of the living standards that e, as a 
society, agree everyone in the UK should be able to achieve. In 2022, the rising cost of living 
presents the most significant challenge to living standards for many years, and comes after a 
period of social and economic uncertainty resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic. There is a 
groing gap beteen hat people have and hat people need for a decent standard of living. 
Millions of people in the UK risk falling ell short of this standard as costs continue to rise, and 
our social security system fails to provide adequate and appropriate support. Short-term 
support measures ill only go so far; e need a social security system that is fit for today. 

Ke y poin ts and recomm e nd a tion s  
• MIS continues to provide a unique lens through hich to observe and track the impact of social, 

economic and cultural change on our shared vision for living standards in the UK.  

• In 2022, e have recalculated from scratch the minimum budgets for pensioner and orking-age 
households ithout children, and revieed and uprated the budgets for households ith children.  

• The research this year as undertaken at a time of uncertainty and flux. It spanned a period in hich 
the UK as emerging from prolonged periods of COVID-19 restrictions, ith the resulting 
‘freedoms’ this afforded, and in hich the cost of living began to increase at the fastest rate for many 
years. e have yet to understand the full impacts of these factors on MIS.  

•  single person needs to earn £25,500 a year to reach a minimum acceptable standard of living in 
2022.  couple ith to children needs to earn £43,400 beteen them.  

• The increase in hat is needed for a minimum living standard over the past year is, in part, a 

https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/we-can-solve-poverty-uk
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E xe c u t i v e s u m m a r y  
The Minimum Income Standard (MIS) sets out a vision of the living standards that, as a society, e agree that 
everyone in the UK should be able to achieve. Since 2008, e have regularly returned to the public to ask hat is 
needed for a minimum living standard, acknoledging that shared understandings of minimum needs may be 
affected by a range of factors – for example, changes in public policy, developments in technology, shifting social 
norms and expectations – and may change over time. In annual reports, e have reported on continuity and change 
in terms of hat are identified as needs, ho these needs are met and, critically, the income needed to meet these 
needs. 
 
In 2022, e have recalculated from scratch the minimum budgets for pensioner and orking-age households 
ithout children, and revieed and uprated the budgets for households ith children. e have done this at a time of 
significant uncertainty and flux, both in the UK and globally. Our research has been undertaken in a society emerging 
from COVID-19 restrictions, in hich activities that have not been possible for prolonged periods have opened up 
again. The research has also spanned a period in hich the fallout from Brexit has started to become clearer, the 
horrors of the ar in Ukraine have impacted global supply chains beyond the country itself, and in hich the cost of 
living has increased at the fastest rate for many years. The combination of rising prices and post-pandemic 
‘freedoms’ coalesce to mean that MIS ‘lands’ at a very particular – and peculiar – point in time. s ever, MIS 
establishes and captures public consensus on minimum needs, but at a point hen pressures on living standards ere 
groing substantially in a compressed time frame. Much of the fieldork for this latest research took place in a 
period hen restrictions ere lifting, but before the full extent of the cost-of-living rises ere felt. e therefore 
believe it is important to rebase the minimum budgets established through MIS again in 2024 for all households, to 
continue to ensure MIS fully captures and reflects the vies of the public in this rapidly shifting context. 
 
The ne research ith pensioners and orking-age households ithout children this year confirms much of hat 
has been established in previous MIS research. The core of the basket of goods and services that people identify as 
necessary to meet a minimum socially acceptable standard of living remains stable. Hoever, the cost of hat is 
considered essential has increased substantially over the past year, ith a direct impact on the income needed to 
provide a minimum living standard. The substantial increase in the cost of domestic fuel, for example, has had a 
significant impact on hat all households need in order to provide for their minimum needs. 
 
cross households, social participation and activities outside the home (including eating out) have been important 
since the start of the MIS research. This year, there have been some increases in the amounts included for these 
activities. This partly reflects increases in prices, but could also be a response to the broader context, in hich the 
lack of social interaction over the past to years is having an impact on social norms and expectations. 
 
MIS continues to provide a unique means through hich to track social change, and future research ill sho ho 
long-lasting the impact of COVID-19 as on the shared, publicly determined vision of minimum living standards in 
the UK. It ill also sho any impact arising from high and rising inflation. 
 
hile there are different pressures operating on minimum budgets, the report this year points to a groing gap 
beteen hat many people have, and hat they need for a decent standard of living. It also dras attention to the 
groing gap beteen incomes for those on out-of-ork benefits and those ho are orking – support through the 
social security system continues to fall aay relative to hat people need to cover the cost of essentials. t the same 
time, ork is not enabling people to reach a minimum standard of living and increases in ages are not keeping up 
ith the rapidly rising cost of essentials. 
 
The next fe years are likely to be challenging for many households in the UK, ith domestic fuel prices set to rise 
significantly in October 2022, and inflation predicted to remain high for much of the next year. Short-term 
assistance from the Government through the cost-of-living support package does go some ay to off-setting rising 
prices for some of the most vulnerable households, but does nothing to ease the pressure on household budgets 
beyond this year, and it certainly does not begin to restore the no frayed ‘safety-net’. MIS sets a threshold belo 
hich the public agrees no one should fall; fundamental change is needed to (re)build a system that provides 
adequate support hen and here it is most needed. 
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Chapter 2 outlines ho e adapted the methodology to cope ith the ongoing challenges posed by 
COVID-19. It presents the findings of the ne research on the needs of pensioners and of orking-age 
households ithout children, and reports on the changes made by revie groups looking at the budgets 
for families. Chapter 3 shos the income needed to reach MIS for selected household types, and ho 
that compares to state support for pensioners and out-of-ork households, and earnings at National 
Minimum age (NM) level.  
 
In May 2022, then Chancellor Rishi Sunak announced a cost-of-living support package aimed at 
alleviating some of the financial pressures on lo-income households. These included a payment of £650 
to households in receipt of benefits and £300 to some pensioner households, ith a non-means tested 
payment of £150 to disability benefit recipients. Chapter 4 looks at the impact of these interventions. 
Chapter 5 dras conclusions and suggests key areas here policy change could make a significant 
difference to lo-income households. 
 



   
 
 

 
   5 
 

Bo x 1: MIS in bri e f  

hat is MIS? 
The Minimum Income Standard (MIS) is the income that people need to reach a minimum socially 
acceptable standard of living in the UK today, based on hat members of the public think. It is calculated 
by specifying baskets of goods and services required by different types of household to meet these needs 
and to participate in society. Based on consultation ith groups of members of the public in the original 
research, this minimum is defined as follos: 
 
 minimum standard of living in the UK today includes, but is more than just, food, clothes and shelter. It 
is about having hat you need in order to have the opportunities and choices necessary to participate in 
society. 
 
Ho is it arrived at? 
Members of the public have detailed negotiations, in groups, about the things a household needs to 
achieve an acceptable living standard. Each sequence of groups has a different role. The first set of 
groups go through all aspects of the budget, identifying hat goods and services ould be needed, of 
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To hom does it apply? 
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2 Updat i n g t h e Mi n i m u m I n co m e 
St a n d a r d in 2022 –  met h o d o l o g y 
an d fi n d i n g s  
In 2022, e looked in depth at the needs of retired people and orking-age households ithout 
children, starting from scratch (that is, ‘rebasing’) rather than using lists dran up in previous research. 
Groups of parents revieed the budgets for households ith children last developed in 2020. This 
chapter reports the findings from both the rebase and the revie, and gives an overvie of each budget 
category in terms of hat it includes, hat has remained the same and hat has changed in the 2022 
research. 
 

dapting the MIS metho do log y in a pande mic  
In 2021, as e began planning and conducting the research reported here, it as clear that face-to-face 
discussion groups ould not be feasible due to COVID-19 restrictions. e had already had to adapt to 
recruiting and conducting similar groups online for other projects, so ere able to use this approach for 
MIS.  
 
The transfer from in-person to remote groups created a number of practical challenges. For the initial 
stage of the rebase (the Task Group stage), participants spend six hours discussing and deliberating on 
everything that the case study they are focusing on needs. It is not reasonable to expect participants to 
attend a six-hour long online group in one sitting, so each task group comprised to, three-hour 
sessions, each attended by the same participants. Subsequent groups in the Checkback stage (here a 
ne group is recruited of the same demographic type, and the lists from the Task Group stage are 
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The 13 deliberative groups of pensioners and orking-age adults ithout children took place beteen 
July 2021 and February 2022, folloed by the seven revie groups ith parents in March 2022. 
Participants for each group lived in or around the same ton or city and ere from the same 
demographic group (that is, parents, single pensioners or couple orking-age adults ithout children). 
Groups ere held ith participants from Necastle, Bristol, Birmingham, Leeds, Nottingham, Sheffield, 
Belfast and Sansea. 
 

https://www.lboro.ac.uk/research/crsp/minimum-income-standard/
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In pril 2022, domestic fuel costs rose significantly. The pril to October price cap as 54% or almost 
£700 a year higher than the previous cap. In the past, MIS domestic fuel budgets have been calculated 
based on the best deal available on price comparison ebsites. Hoever, in 2022 there ere no ‘deals’ as 
all energy providers increased their prices to the limit of the cap. The higher standing charges for gas and 
electricity, and the higher prices per thermal unit (gas) and kiloatt/hour (electricity), mean that this 
component of the budgets accounts for a large proportion in the increase in MIS overall, as is shon in 
Chapter 3. 
 

Fo o d and dr i nk  
Groups are asked to suggest the kind of food and drink that the case study individual ould consume at 
home during an average eek. Meals, drinks and snacks are listed and compiled into a eek’s menu by a 
nutritionist ho adds quantities of each item and advises on amounts required for pricing (eg, taking into 
account aste hen specifying eight of bananas required, or the drained eight of a tin of tuna in 
ater). The nutritionist suggests any changes or additions to align the food and drink ith healthy eating 
guidelines. These changes to macro- and micro-nutrients are taken to a further stage of groups, to 
check that they are appropriate and acceptable.  
 
 typical eek’s food includes: 

• three meals a day: breakfast, one lighter meal and one more substantial meal 

• non-
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The rebase groups of pensioners and orking-age adults ithout children agreed that people may have 
become accustomed to having their groceries delivered during lockdon periods, hen people ere 
urged to stay at home unless strictly necessary, and that they should be able to continue to have this 
option. Each household therefore includes a lo-cost, off-peak delivery subscription (£36 per year for 
mid-eek deliveries ith a minimum spend of £40). Hoever, in both this and previous research, 
participants mentioned that relying on an online shopping delivery meant that you eren’t alays 
guaranteed to get hat you had ordered, so suggested they might return to a mix of delivery and in-
person shopping. 
 

Man 1: I think erm… I think people are shopping online a lot more, and I think a lot of 
people ill stick to grocery shopping online. t the same time I think a lot of 
people ill still be going to or looking forard to going back to the 
supermarket, because I mean, I am sure e have all had an online shop at some 
point and you don’t… It is almost like Russian roulette, you’re not… necessarily 
going to get hat you have ordered are you, you kno? 

Researcher: Yes. 
Man 2: You can have it turn up and half of your items missing, so yes. 
�orking - age group, Ne�castle 

 
Parents in the revie groups did not make any changes to the diets or eating patterns described in 2020, 
but said that as the MIS households ith children specify onership of a second-hand car, these families 
ould not need to get their groceries delivered. They therefore did not include the grocery delivery cost, 
but did specify the need to buy re-usable shopping bags, ith households ith up to to children 
needing to spend £2 a month on these and larger families ith three or four children spending £3 a 
month. Parents explained that bags needed to be replaced quite frequently because of ear and tear, 
being used for other purposes (holding laundry, toys, and so on), and because often they forgot to take 
them ith them and had to buy more to hold the shopping. 
 
The food and drink budgets also include money for additional items for ‘celebrations’ and to cover the 
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nother important aspect of the home as being able to offer hospitality, so all households have a table 
and four chairs (table and six chairs for households ith children) to share a meal at. The single orking-
age households have to, to-seater sofas, and the couples have a to-seater and a three-seater sofa. 
In 
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remained the case in 2022. Hoever, there ere some notable changes in both hairdressing and health 
costs. 
 
Groups agreed that the cost of going for a haircut had increased. There as less choice as some 
hairdressers had gone out of business during the pandemic. The salons still open needed to increase 
prices to cope ith the loss of revenue during 2020 and 2021, and to compensate for having to operate 
at reduced occupancy in order to maintain social distancing. The parents in the revie groups described 
the same phenomenon and increased the amounts for hairdressing for all family members. 
 

Man: Just personally for me, I go to a sort of quite standard hairdresser, and you’re 
right the losses they took, and they all have to do the same thing because if you 
charge too much, everyone ill go somehere else, but before the pandemic it 
as £12 to have my hair cut and no it is £25. 

Researcher: o. 
Man: They have… you kno, massively gone up, and hen you look around everyone 

has done the same thing because obviously if one hairdresser puts it up too 
much as I say, people desert them and go somehere else. But, erm, they seem 
to have… yes the cost has gone a bit… they try and make up their losses for to 
years. You kno it has almost doubled, yes it has almost doubled really. 

Couple parents, S�ansea 

 
Participants in orking-age groups said that people ith black and minority ethnic heritage ere more 
likely to have higher haircare costs than the costs identified in previous MIS reports. fro-Caribbean hair 
is likely to need cutting more frequently and haircare products are required in order to keep hair healthy. 
To reflect this and offer a more inclusive budget, the hairdressing costs for orking-age omen included 
£10 a month to cover styling and haircare products, in addition to a quarterly cut and blo dry at the 
hairdressers and a home box dye every six eeks. 
 
Groups added some items to the budget as a direct result of COVID-19. These included nutritional 
supplements, seen as a preventive measure to promote optimal health, a pack of ashable fabric face 
coverings per person, per year, and a large bottle of hand sanitiser for each home plus smaller, refillable 
bottles for individuals to keep in a pocket, handbag or changing bag. 
 

oman 1: 
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assumption that this ould still be an option for most people. The pensioners’ dentistry costs included a 
higher level of treatment, for example replacement dentures every five years. 
  
Pensioner groups mentioned similar difficulties in accessing healthcare, especially face-to-face as many 
GP surgeries ere still only offering telephone or video appointments. orking-age groups included the 
cost of four NHS prescriptions per adult, per year (pensioner prescriptions are free). Pensioners also 
added an amount to cover podiatry every to months, as older people might struggle to cut their on 
toenails and ere more likely to need help ith taking care of their feet.  
 
ccessing opticians for routine eye tests as less problematic. s in previous years, orking-age groups 
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Man 3: I think that the extra functionality is ell orth the extra money, it does so 
much more than just having a radio. 

Pensioners group, Ne�castle 

 
s this technology has become more affordable and increasingly ubiquitous, a greater proportion of the 
population no on these devices. Ofcom data shos that 50% of adults in the UK oned a smart 
speaker in 2021 (Ofcom, 2021), compared to 20% in 2019 (Ofcom, 2019). 
 
s mentioned above, budgets for all adults (and children of secondary school age) include an entry-level, 
cheap, contract smart phone ith 3GB of data per month. ll households also include a laptop as an 
additional ay to access the internet. Parents’ groups agreed ith the specification set in 2020 of an 
entry-level laptop for use of both adults and children in the home, ith an additional tablet or laptop 
needed for each additional school child in households ith more than one school-aged child. In 2020, 
parents said budgets should include the purchase of Microsoft Office softare to ensure compatibility 
beteen school and home. Hoever, groups in 2022 said that home schooling during the pandemic had 
mostly used Google Classroom, and that there ere free alternative packages that meant it as no 
longer necessary to pay for additional softare. Conversely, orking-age groups maintained that being 
able to purchase Microsoft softare as important in order to be able to have the flexibility and 
compatibility to deal ith documents from home, so it as included in these budgets. Pensioner groups 
included a laptop, but did not feel additional softare as required to meet their needs. 
 
Parents’ groups also discussed hether a printer and an ink subscription ere still needed in 2022. 
Opinions varied, as some parents had found that they had needed to purchase one during the pandemic 
in order to support home schooling, hereas others said schools had become ‘paperless’, moving to 
online learning and electronic submission of homeork. Pensioner and orking-age groups did not 
include a printer, but for no this remains in the budget for households ith children and e ill revisit 
these discussions at the next opportunity. 
 

Gi fts, celebr a tio ns, pocket money and char i ta bl e donati o ns  
Groups agree that being able to take part in special occasions and religious and family celebrations is an 
important part of feeling socially included. ll budgets therefore include some money for seasonal 
decorations (for example, lights for Diali or Christmas), and to buy gifts for others and celebrate at 
special times of year. They also included an amount to cover additional food and drink for Christmas or 
another festive period here people ere more likely to be hosting visitors, buying seasonal items that 
ere more expensive than usual groceries (such as turkey), or attending gatherings here it ould be 
expected to bring some food or drink to contribute.  
 
In 2018, orking-age adults ithout children had previously included some money to put toards a 
birthday celebration at home – for example, buying some drinks and a pizza for friends to come round 
and share. In 2022, orking-age groups increased this amount because having occasions to look forard 
to and being able to celebrate as seen as more important in post-pandemic times, and prices for eating 
and drinking outside the home ere seen to have significantly increased as the hospitality industry 
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Lei sur e and recrea t i o n  
Since the MIS research first began, groups have agreed that everyone should to be able to engage in 
activities outside their homes to pursue hobbies, interests or exercise, and/or see friends. The groups e 
talked to in early 2021 said that one of the things they missed the most during periods of COVID-19 
restrictions as being able to see family and friends, and to socialise. MIS groups emphasised the 
importance of being able to resume this kind of activity, ith orking-
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children), but pensioners and orking-age groups specified higher budgets than before. This as partly 
because of price increases, but also marked a change in perception of a meal out as being ‘special’, rather 
than something more routine as in previous years. This brought it to a similar level to the resource 
required by households ith children, here groups emphasised the importance of being able to have a 
choice of options in terms of both here and hat to eat, hich ould not be available on a more 
modest budget.  
 

H o li day s  
In the COVID-19 related research undertaken in early 2021, holidays ere not something that many 
people had been able to access for some time. The unpredictability of the ongoing pandemic meant that 
travel restrictions changed frequently, and guidance requesting that people stay at home and (for several 
months) only ithin the local area had meant that many people had been unable to plan or take holidays. 
Rather than groups concluding that holidays ere no longer essential as they had had to manage 
ithout, their absence had served only to reinforce their importance. Groups had predicted that once 
holidays ere permitted again, there ould be substantial price increases as a consequence of greater 
demand and the same bid to recoup lost income that as mentioned in other sectors (for example, the 
hospitality sector and hairdressing). 
 
In the 2022 groups, the description of hat ould meet households’ minimum needs for a break aay 
from home had stayed the same for parents and pensioners. The former said that a eek’s self-catering 
break at the seaside in a family-oriented location such as a Haven park ould be suitable; off peak for 
parents ith children ho ere belo school age, and during school holidays for those ith school-aged 
children. Pensioners identified the same coach package trip to a coastal location ith half-board 
accommodation, some day trips and evening entertainment included.  
 
The groups of orking-age adults ithout children had lengthy discussions about hat constituted an 
acceptable minimum for a holiday. s in previous years, they agreed that a UK-based holiday, possibly on 
the coast, or a city-break, ould meet people’s needs as a minimum, although cheap package holidays 
abroad might provide a similarly priced alternative. In the past, single orking-age adults had said that 
they ould rent a self-catering cottage and share the costs ith a friend, hereas in 2022 groups said 
that single people shouldn’t have to rely on being able to go ith someone else to have a holiday. They 
discussed several different accommodation options, including self-catering (for example, in an irbnb 
property), bed and breakfast lodgings (B&B), or a chain hotel such as a Premier Inn or Travelodge. They 
reached a consensus that B&B accommodation represented better value for money and offered a ider 
range of locations and options than hotels. These changes to the holiday specification meant that the 
cost of single orking-age holidays as significantly more than in previous years, further exacerbated by 
the fact that the rise in holiday prices predicted by the groups held in early 2021 had been borne out.  
 
This also affected the spending money budget for the orking-age holiday, as people ould need to eat 
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Figu r e 4: Composition of MIS bud ge t (exclu d in g re n t and child ca r e) in 2021 and 
2022: lone par en t ith to child r en age d 2 –4 and prima r y sch ool age  

 
 
 
Figu r e 5: Composition of MIS bud ge t (exclu d in g re n t and child ca r e) in 2021 and 
2022: couple ith to child r en age d 2–4 and prima ry sch ool age  

 
 
mong orking-age adults and households ith children, the budget for social and cultural 
participation has increased both in absolute terms and as a percentage of the overall budget. The 
reasons for this relate primarily to changes in needs identified through the rebase and revie process, 
notably an increase in the budget specified for activities and changes in the holiday specified by orking-
age adults ithout children. The amount required for personal goods and services has also increased 
across all household types – in large part due to ne needs related to the pandemic, such as face masks 
and lateral flo tests. Both social and cultural participation, and personal goods and services, are 
discussed in more detail in Chapter 2.  
 
There has also been a change in travel costs for all orking-age households, but moving in opposite 
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and maintenance (mainly driven by an increase in fuel costs of 31.4%), and 13.5% for the purchase of a 
car. The combination of changing needs and high inflation has, therefore, resulted in a substantially 
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Figu r e 6: Estim a te d eekly fue l price s* in 2018 and 2022, based on unit price s and 
sta n d in g cha r ge s use d ithin MIS and UK aver a ge valu e s**  

 
 
Notes: *Based on average consumption of 3,600k�h (electricity) and 13,600k�h (gas) per annum. 

**For 2022, UK figure is based on the average value of the price cap for regions outside London. 
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T a ble 4 : Dome stic fue l costs pe r eek in MIS bud ge ts for 2021 and 2022 

 Si n g l e a d u l t, 
or k i n g a g e  

C o u p l e 
p e n s i o n e r  

L o n e p a r e n t it h 
to ch i l d r e n a g e d 
2– 4 a n d p r i m a r y 

s c h o o l a g e  

C o u p l e it h to 
ch i l d r e n a g e d  

2– 4 a n d p r i m a r y 
s c h o o l a g e  

eekly dome s t i c 
fue l cos t s      

2021 £13.50 £15.07 £18.04 £19.25 

2022 £30.97 £34.18 £45.97 £48.81 

D ome s t i c fue l as 
a perc e n t ag e of 
MIS bu dg e t*  

    

2021 5.8% 4.7% 4.4% 3.8% 

2022 10.5% 8.9% 9.4% 8.1% 
 
Note: *Total MIS budget excluding rent and childcare. 

The amount spent on food has increased for all four of the household types considered in this chapter. 
Hoever, the increase is more pronounced for the households ithout children, for hom the food 
budget as rebased and repriced in 2022. For single orking-age adults, their combined food and drink 
budget increased by 30% beteen 2021 and 2022; for couple pensioners, the budget increased by 24%. 
In comparison, for households ith children, the food budget increased by 9% – reflecting overall 
inflation for the period. 
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T a ble 5 : Disa ggr e ga ted MIS food and drin k bud ge ts in 2021 and 2022 for fou r key 
hou seh old ty pe s  

 Value 2021  Value 2022  Incre as e (£)  Incre as e (%)  

Singl e ad ul t, 
orkin g age      

Food prepared at 
home £49.49 £59.83 £10.34 21% 

Eating 
out/takeaays £7.60 £14.23 £6.63 87% 

Coup l e pe ns i on e r      

Food prepared at 
home £78.32 £89.56 £11.24 14% 

Eating 
out/takeaays £9.30 £18.86 £9.56 103% 

L on e pa re n t ith 
to chil dre n 
age d 2 – 4 an d 
pri ma ry scho ol 
age  

    

Food prepared at 
home £79.16 £84.49 £5.33 7% 

Eating 
out/takeaays £7.67 £9.98 £2.31 30% 

Coup l e ith to 
chil dre n age d 2–
4 an d pri ma ry 
school age  

    

Food prepared at 
home £113.25 £120.60 £7.35 7% 

Eating 
out/takeaays £8.10 £12.41 
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Figu r e 7: MIS bud ge ts in 2021 and 2022 – bre a kd on of over a ll incr e a se due to 
CPI ver su s ite m chan ge s (exclu d in g ren t, Coun c il Tax and child c ar e)  

 
 
 
T a ble 6 : Composition of tota l incr ea se in bud ge ts 2021–2022 and impa c t of 
add ition s on tota l pe r ce n ta ge  in cr ea se  

 Coup l e ith to chil d re n age d 
2– 4 an d pri ma ry scho ol ag e  

Lone pa re n t ith to chil d re n 
age d 2 – 4 an d pri m ar y sch o ol 

age  

Co mp os i t i on of ov e r al l 
inc re as e    

Percentage change due to CPI 68.2% 68.6% 

Percentage change due to 
additions 31.8% 31.4% 
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T a ble 7: Main ite m chan ge s con tr ibu tin g to incr ea se  in MIS bud ge ts  

 

Coup l e ith to 
chil dre n age d  

2– 4 an d pri ma ry 
school age  

Lone pa re n t ith 
to chil dre n age d 
2– 4 an d pri ma ry 

school age  

  

 ddit i on al eekly 



   
 
 

 
   30 
 

4 Com p a ri s o n o f MI S ith in co m e s 
on be n e fi t s an d t h e Nat i o n a l Li v i n g 
age  
This chapter examines the relationship beteen the MIS budgets and the incomes that people can expect 
to receive from benefits and from earning the National Living age (NL). The comparison is based on 
disposable income, hich e define here as the amount that a household has left to spend after paying 
taxes (including Council Tax), rent and childcare costs.  
 
In 2022, the relationship beteen incomes and household costs has been subject to some poerful 
influences. By pril, the month on hich these annual comparisons are based, CPI inflation had risen to 
9%. The increase in inflation-linked benefits and tax credits that month as only 3.1%, pegged to CPI in 
September 2021, hile the NL rose by 6.6%. Unsurprisingly, ith benefits and the NL falling relative 
to inflation, the adequacy of the incomes of those receiving them has declined.  
 
In the face of increasing inflation, in May 2022 the UK Government announced three, one-off measures 
designed to help households ith the increasing cost of living:4 
 

1. £400 universal payment – the Energy Bills Support Scheme – to all households to assist ith 
increasing energy costs, to be credited to customer accounts over six months from October 2022.  

2. £650 one-off Cost of Living Payment for those on means-tested benefits, including Universal Credit 
and Pension Credit.  

3. £300 to all pensioner households to help cover the rising cost of energy over the inter. 

 
For orking-age adults, households ith dependent children, and pensioners, e look in turn at ho 
incomes on benefits and/or the NL compare to MIS, before and after the cost of living support 
payments.5 The MIS budgets here include the £150 Council Tax rebate for all households living in 
Council Tax bands –D, hich as announced earlier in 2022. This is not included in the package of 
‘cost-of-living' measures looked at here. 
 

orking -age adults ithout childr e n  
Figures 8 and 10 sho the disposable income available to single and couple orking-age adults ithout 
children, based on benefit entitlement and different levels of employment, relative to the MIS 
requirement for these households. For non-
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Figu r e 10: Couple, no child r en, disposa ble eekly income re la tive to MIS 
requ ir em e n t, on out -of -ork bene fits or NL  

 
 
Note: Percentages sho� proportion of MIS budget covered, net of rent, childcare and Council Tax. 

 
Figu r e 11: Couple, no child r en, disposa ble eekly income re la tive to MIS 
requ ir em e n t, on out -of -ork bene fits or NL, inclu sive of cost -of- livin g suppor t 
pay me n ts  

 
 
Note: Percentages sho� proportion of MIS budget covered, net of rent, childcare and Council Tax. 

Fa milie s ith childr e n  
For families ith dependent children, their expected income from out-of-ork benefits falls far belo 
MIS, both for lone parents and couple parents. Despite faring better than orking-age adults ithout 
children if they are out of ork, out-of-ork families ith to children still only receive around half of 
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income might look if their housing costs are based instead on modest, loer quartile private rent. In this 
case, only a proportion of their rent ill be covered by UC before they reach the benefit cap of £385 per 
eek. Their disposable income is then calculated net of their total rent, and a contribution to their 
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Figu r e 14: Couple ith to child r e n age d 2 – 4 and prima r y sch ool age, disposa ble 
eekly income re la tive to MI S requ ire me n t, on out -of- ork ben e fits or NL  

 
 
Note: Percentages sho� proportion of MIS budget covered, net of rent, childcare and Council Tax. 

 
Figu r e 15: Couple ith to child r e n age d 2 – 4 and prima r y sch ool age, disposa ble 
eekly income re la tive to MIS requ ire me n t, on out -of- ork ben e fits or NL, 
inclu sive of cost -of- livin g suppor t pay me n ts  

 
 
Note: Percentages sho� proportion of MIS budget covered, net of rent, childcare and Council Tax. 
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Figu r e 16: Out -of- ork couple ith to child r en aged 2 –4 and prim a ry sch ool 
age, pay in g mode st priva te re n t of £141 p/*; disposa ble incom e re la tive to B en e fit 
C ap  

 
 
Notes: *Private rent based on lo�er- quartile rent for a three- bedroom property in the East Midlands.  

 

P e ns io ne r s 
In recent years, the State Pension has provided a much more favourable income than out-of-ork 
benefits, and has brought pensioners’ incomes much closer to the MIS benchmark. Hoever, along ith 
other benefits, the State Pension has only been uprated by 3.1% (Department for ork and Pensions, 
2021) and not by the 9% CPI that as reported in pril 2022. Having been in a relatively advantageous 
position in recent years, pensioners are no falling further aay from an adequate income. 
 
In 2021, a single pensioner could reach 95% of MIS either ith the full State Pension, or ith a Pension 
Credit top-up. In 2022, this has fallen to 82% (see Figure 17). Figure 19 shos pension income relative 
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5 Conc l u s i o n  
Since 2008, MIS has provided a coherent and clearly-articulated vision of hat the public, collectively, 
believes represents a minimum standard of living in the UK today. Through an iterative process of 
consensus building, groups of members of the public ork together to reach agreement about hat 
different households need in order to live ith dignity. In the main, MIS research is about identifying a 
detailed list of the goods and services that provide and enable this minimum living standard for orking-
age adults ith and ithout children, and for those ho are retired. This detail is critical in being able to 
set out the eekly cost of a minimum budget and the income households need in order to be able to 
afford this.  
 
Over time, different factors have an impact on ho much households need to reach MIS. Most starkly 
this year, rapidly rising prices across 
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could look like: a society in hich people don’t have to orry about here their next meal is coming 
from, or the roof over their heads; a society in hich people feel secure, are able to make choices and 
take opportunities, and feel connected to those around them; a society, put simply, that supports all 
people to live ith dignity.  
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N o t e s 
1. https://.lboro.ac.uk/research/crsp/minimum-income-standard/  

2. https://.minimumincome.org.uk 

3.  small number of budget elements, including clothing and domestic fuel, are also repriced 
outside the revie process, hich accounts for the increase being higher than inflation overall. 

4.  £150 payment for those receiving disability benefits as also included in the package of 
support; hoever, it is beyond the scope of the UK MIS study design to calculate the additional 
costs associated ith disability, and the research uses the assumption that household members 
are all in relatively good health. e do not, therefore, include this payment in our discussion of 
the 2022 costs of living support payments. 

5. s MIS budgets are based on pril 2022 prices, and the payments ill help cover increased fuel 
bills from October 2022 onards, these calculations are likely to understate the amount by hich 
households fall short of MIS in inter 2022/23. 

6. The annual earnings requirements set out here do not include the cost-of-living support 
payments. In the online calculator, the default calculation includes those payments, ith the 
option to adjust the results 

https://www.lboro.ac.uk/research/crsp/minimum-income-standard/
https://www.minimumincome.org.uk/
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ppen d i x  
T able  8: Budge t tota ls exclu d in g re n t and child c a re, 2008 –2022  

 Si n g l e, or k i n g a g e 7 C o u p l e, or k i n g a g e  

 In cur re n t ye ar 
pri c e s  

C P I -ad j u s t e d t o 
2022 pr i c e s  

In cur re n t ye ar 
pri c e s  

C P I -ad j u s t e d t o 
2022 pr i c e s  

2008 £158 £226 £245 £350 

2009 £166 £232 £256 £358 

2010 £175 £236 £273 £367 

2011 £185 £238 £287 £370 

2012 £193 £241 £302 £377 

2013 £201 £245 £315 £384 

2014 £195 £234 £320 £384 

2015 £196 £236 £322 £387 

2016 £199 £238 £330 £395 

2017 £207 £242 £345 £402 

2018 £214 £243 £351 £400 

2019 £221 £247 £365 £407 

2020 £227 £251 £373 £413 

2021 £231 £252 £381 £415 

2022 £293 £293 £482 £482 
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 Singl e pe ns i on e r  Coup l e pe ns i on e r  
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T a ble  9: Perce n ta ge of MIS cover e d by safe ty -net income, 2008–2022 

 2008 2012 2016 2020 

2021 
it h o u t 

£20 
up l i f t  

2021 
it h 
£20 

up l i f t  

2022 
it h o u t 

c o s t -o f -
li v i n g 

p a y m e n t  

2022 
it h 

c o s t -o f -
li v i n g 

p a y m e n t  

S i n g l e, 
or k i n g 
a g e  

42% 40% 38% 34% 32% 42% 25% 32% 

C o u p l e, 
or k i n g 
a g e  

42% 39% 35% 32% 31% 37% 24% 29% 

S i n g l e 
p e n s i o n e r  108% 101% 93% 94% 95% 95% 82% 93% 
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T a ble  11: nnual ear n in gs re qu ir ed to rea ch MIS, orkin g full tim e and pay in g for 
child c a re (exclud in g cost -of- livin g suppor t pay me n ts)  

 S i n g l e p e r s o n  

C o u p l e it h to 
ch i l d r e n a g e d 2 – 4 

an d p r i m a r y 
s c h o o l a g e, t o t a l  

C o u p l e it h to 
ch i l d r e n a g e d 2 –

4 an d p r i m a r y 
s c h o o l a g e, e a c h 

p a r e n t  

L o n e p a r e n t it h 
to ch i l d r e n a g e d 
2– 4 a n d p r i m a r y 

s c h o o l a g e  

2016 £17,300 £34,800 £17,400 £25,700 

2017 £17,900 £33,800 £16,900 £25,900 

2018 £18,400 £34,600 £17,300 £29,600 
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T a ble  12: MIS rela tive to med ian incom e and the pover ty line after hou sin g costs, 
2008/09–2020/21 (late st ye ar data ava ila ble) 

 Singl e, orkin g age, no chi l dre n  Coup l e, orkin g age, no ch i l dre n  

  
MIS as a 

perc e n t ag e of 
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