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9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ {ǳƳƳŀǊȅ  

 

Introduction  

Following a competitive tender, the Department of Employment Affairs and Social Protection (DEASP) 
commissioned Indecon International Research Economists to complete this independent report on the 
amendments to the One-parent Family Payment (OFP). 

This decision to commission this report was included in the Social Welfare Act 2016, which ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά¢ƘŜ 
Minister shall cause to be prepared a report on the financial and social effects of the amendments to One-
parent Family Payment since 1 January 2012, taking into account the effects on welfare dependency and the 
poverty rates of those in receipt of One-parent Family Payment.έ 

Against this background, the key elements specified in the terms of reference for this preliminary assessment 
were to examine the following:  

- Impact on Welfare Dependency and Employment; and 

- Financial and Poverty Effects.  

The analysis also considers the social impacts, including factors such as education, self-confidence and overall 
wellbeing. 

 

Background to the One-Parent Family Policy Reforms 

The background to the One-parent Family Payment (OFP) reforms was outlined in the invitation to tender and 
indicated that the (OFP) scheme has played an important role in providing income support to lone parents 
since its introduction in 1997. However, in the past, income support for lone parents involved limited 
engagement between the Department and OFP recipients. The unconditional nature of the OFP payment, 
coupled with its very long duration, engendered long-term social welfare dependency, and associated 
poverty, among many lone parents and their children.  

Despite significant levels of State spending on lone parentǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ ϵм ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳ ŦǊƻƳ нллу 
until 2012, lone parents continue to be significantly more at risk of poverty compared to the population as a 
whole. The most recent figures from 2015 CSO Survey on Income and Living Conditions (SILC) also show that 
being at work reduces consistent poverty by three quarters for lone parents.  

The need to tackle long-term social welfare dependency, and associated poverty, among one-parent families 
in Ireland through an active labour market activation policy was addressed in detail in the OECD report, 
ά.ŀōƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ .ƻǎǎŜǎΥ wŜŎƻƴŎƛƭƛƴƎ ²ƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ CŀƳƛƭȅ [ƛŦŜέΦ   

The policy objective of the One-parent Family Payment scheme reforms introduced in the Social Welfare and 
Pensions Act, 2012, was to reduce long-term social welfare dependency, and associated poverty, by ending 
the expectation that lone parents will remain outside of the workforce indefinitely.  

In parallel to the implementation of these structural objectives, there were Exchequer-related factors which 
required savings across all expenditure categories.  Separate to the age-related policy reforms, additional 
measures were introduced to the OFP scheme in order to meet these cost saving requirements.  
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OFP and Changes to the Scheme 

The reforms to the OFP scheme were implemented on a phased basis, beginning from July 2013. The age 
thresholds at which lone parents become no longer eligible for the payment were reduced every year from 
2013 to 2015. By July 2015, the age threshold for the youngest child was seven years of age for OFP recipients, 
but there were a few exceptions in the case of bereavement of a spouse or partner, or for those in receipt of 
half-rate carerΩs allowance. It is also relevant to note that the process of reaching the seven-year age threshold 
varied for different cohorts of lone parents, depending on when they first began receiving OFP. The table 
below outlines the changing age thresholds between 2013 and 2015 for the different cohorts of lone parents. 
The reduction in the maximum age limit of the youngest child for receipt of the OFP was applied to new and 
existing customers on a phased basis and affected customers from July 2013. The changes were originally 
planned to be implemented from January each year over the period 2013-2015; however, this was moved to 
July of each year.  

 

Nature of OFP Policy Reforms - Maximum Age Thresholds From 2013 to 2015 

 

Payment of OFP ceases when the youngest child 
reaches these maximum age thresholds: 

From 
4 July, 2013 

From 
3 July, 2014 

From 
2 July, 2015 

If OFP payment commenced before 27 April, 
2011 
 

17 16 7 

If OFP payment commenced between 27 April, 
2011, and 2 May, 2012 

12 10 7 

If OFP payment commenced on or after 3 May, 
2012 

10 7  

Source: DEASP 

 
Lone parents whose eligibility for the OFP scheme ends as a result of the age changes can transition to other 
social welfare income support. The majority of customersΩ transitions were to the JobseekerΩs Transitional 
Payment (JST), JobseekerΩs Allowance (JA) and the Family Income Supplement (FIS). 

Apart from the changes to the age thresholds outlined above, a number of changes were made to the income 
disregards for the OFP over the period from 2012 to 2016. In Budget 2012, from 1 January 2012, it was 
announced that the OFP scheme earnings disregard would be reduced on a phased basis over five years, from 
ϵмпсΦрл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ǘƻ ϵмол ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪΣ ǘƻ ϵммл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ƛƴ нлмоΣ ǘƻ ϵфл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ƛƴ нлмпΣ ǘƻ ϵтр ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ƛƴ 
нлмрΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ϵсл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ƛƴ нлмсΣ ŦƻǊ ƴŜǿ ŀƴŘ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǊŜŎƛpients.  However, the changes proposed for 2016 
and 2017 did not take place and the hCt {ŎƘŜƳŜ LƴŎƻƳŜ 5ƛǎǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǿŀǎ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀǘ ϵфл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ƛƴ .ǳŘƎŜǘ 
2015.  

 

Recent Labour Market Developments 

It is useful to place the changes to the OFP scheme in the context of developments in the Irish labour market. 
This is particularly important in assessing the continued relevance of the changes to the scheme since 2012. 
The number of people on the Live Register in Ireland has fallen from 470,284 in July 2011 to just over 268,000 
in June 2017. This indicates that major changes have occurred in the Irish labour market since the reforms of 
OFP were first introduced.  
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Employment and Unemployment Levels in Ireland (2010-2017) 

Number of People in Employment Number of People on the Live Register 

  

Source: Quarterly National Household Survey Source: Live Register Data 

 

Methodological Approach to the Review 

As part of this project Indecon has implemented a rigorous evidence-based methodology to independently 
evaluate the impact of the OFP policy reforms. The analysis includes: 

Ç Quantitative analysis of data sources; 

Ç Major survey of OFP recipients; and 

Ç Econometric methodologies to estimate the marginal impact of the policy reforms. 

In addition, Indecon consulted with a number of staff in activation centres of DEASP to understand aspects of 
the implementation of the policy. 

The datasets utilised in our analysis include: 

Ç The Jobseekers Longitudinal Database (JLD);  

Ç Child Benefit data provided by DEASP; 

Ç Data on Carers Allowance, Disability Allowance and Basic Supplementary and Welfare Allowance; 

Ç Activation and Case Management Data from DEASP; 

Ç Data on earnings from employment from the Revenue Commissioners; and 

Ç The EU SILC RMF dataset. 

As part of our analysis Indecon felt it was very important to directly obtain inputs from individuals who were 
impacted by OFP. Indecon decided to undertake a very large-scale survey exercise to capture the views of 
these individuals. The survey was circulated to 33,000 impacted individuals with a particular focus on those 
individuals who did not transition to JST, as they were more likely to have seen a material change in their 
financial circumstances as a result of the policy reforms.  

Indecon received 3,684 survey responses from individuals who were impacted by the change in policy. The 
results represent one of the largest surveys undertaken of one-parent families in Ireland and represents an 
authoritative source of evidence on the impacts of the policy changes. This information is much more valuable 
than anecdotal evidence. 

Indecon also conducted interviews with a number of staff members in DEASP and in the activation centres 
around the country who had experience of dealing with OFP recipients and those impacted by the change in 
OFP policy. 
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To estimate the marginal impact of the policy reforms on each of the key metrics of interest, Indecon utilised 
a number of sophisticated econometric techniques. These econometric methodologies attempt to assess the 
impact of the policy reforms, holding all other factors equal. This is because of the importance of assessing 
outcomes compared to a counterfactual; in other words, what would have happened in the absence of the 
policy. Econometric estimation is generally needed to estimate the net impact of labour market policy 
reforms, because of a number of factors, including: the alternative of what labour market outcomes would 
have occurred otherwise must be controlled for; outcomes may be correlated with aspects that determine 
the impacted policy cohort and other socio-demographic variables ς e.g., finding a job, age of the youngest 
child, and education level.   

One of the main econometric models used is the Difference-in-Differences (DID) method.  In this model, there 
is a time trend, and a time period after which treatment occurs.  The first differencing of the variables will 
remove the time trend.  A second differencing between treated and non-treated groups will control for 
differences in the means of treated and non-treated groups.  The variables can then be used to estimate 
outcomes with respect to explanatory variables and measure the impact versus a counterfactual scenario.   

 

Welfare Dependency and Employment Impacts 

The policy objective of the One-parent Family Payment scheme reforms was to reduce long-term social 
welfare dependency and associated poverty. It is therefore important as part of our analysis to examine if the 
OFP policy reforms decreased welfare dependency amongst the population of lone parents and whether the 
policy resulted in an increase in employment. 

As background context to examining the impact of the policy reforms on employment and welfare 
dependency, it is useful to consider the range of supports provided to OFP recipients to assist individuals to 
reduce welfare dependence and increase employment. Some of these activation supports are being rolled out 
over time and so not all of those who lost OFP payments due to the policy change will have had access to 
these services to date. For those who lost OFP due to the policy change approximately one-fifth had engaged 
with DEASP. The figures show that one-to-one engagement or individual follow-on engagement accounted for 
7,709 engagement activations and there were an additional 3,651 individuals who participated in activation 
group engagement. 

Since the original changes were made in OFP a number of other supporting measures have been introduced 
including the Back to Work Family Dividend which provided financial support in the period after 5 January 
2015 to certain families with children who take up employment or self-employment. Our analysis shows that 
many individuals who lost OFP were assisted from this initiative. For example, 26.4% of individuals who lost 
OFP in 2015 obtained this payment. 

Individuals who lost OFP provided insights to Indecon on their experiences with the support and advice from 
the Department following the changes to the OFP. Almost one-third of respondents reported that they 
received information on employment programmes and training or education opportunities while 18% 
reported they received advice on preparing a personal development plan.  

Indecon also sought the views of one-parent families on their perception of helpfulness of the information 
and service provided by the Department. 37% of individuals found the information and service helpful/very 
helpful at the time their OFP ended but 30% indicated they did not find the service to be helpful.  

The objective of reducing welfare dependency and employment will be influenced not only by the activation 
support services provided but also by the engagement of the individual in education and training. As part of 
this study we asked those who lost OFP what impact, if any, it had on their involvement in training and 
education and employment.  The results show that 39% of one-parent families suggested the changes 
encouraged them to consider education, training or an employment programme, but for 19% it was suggested 
that the changes discouraged these options. The results suggest that the changes are likely on balance to have 
a positive impact in encouraging a percentage of OFP recipients to enhance their skills via education or 
training. 
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Indecon sought the views of individuals on what impact education/ training had on their family circumstances.  
The majority of respondents suggested that the education training had positive impacts including acquiring 
new skills, improving confidence, making friends, encouraging children to want to study and improved overall 
wellbeing.  

In considering welfare dependency it is important to take account of all of the different welfare payments. For 
example, many individuals who lost OFP are likely to have transitioned to the JST payment or to have obtained 
WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ .ŜƴŜŦƛǘ ƻǊ !ƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜ or to have benefited from other supports such as FIS (Family Income 
SupplemeƴǘύΣ .¢²C5 ό.ŀŎƪ ǘƻ ²ƻǊƪ CŀƳƛƭȅ 5ƛǾƛŘŜƴŘύΣ ƻǊ /! ό/ŀǊŜǊΩǎ !ƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜύκ5! όDisability Allowance) or 
basic Supplementary Welfare Allowance (SWA). 

Amongst those who lost OFP due to the policy change, average OFP payments fell sharply between 2013 and 
2016, but as lone parents transitioned from OFP onto other social welfare payments, average welfare income 
from JST, FIS and BTWFD, increased significantly suggesting that some of the OFP reductions were met by 
other social welfare supports. 

An analysis of those who lost OFP shows that welfare dependency rates fell in the year after individuals lost 
OFP. The evidence also shows that the reduction in welfare dependency declined each year after the OFP was 
lost. For example, those who lost OFP in 2013 saw a reduction in welfare dependency from 74% in 2013 to 
63% in 2014. This declined further to 60% in the following year and 56% in 2015. 

The new survey evidence also shows that the changes caused 46% of individuals to look for new employment. 
51% reported that as a result of the changes they looked for more hours of work. A key policy objective of OFP 
changes was to increase employment by one-parent families. The employment position of individuals 
surveyed when they were in receipt of the OFP, shows that only 15% were in full-time employment and 66% 
indicated they were in part-time employment. After the OFP, a greater proportion of respondents had secured 
in full-time employment. The reported experience of individuals to the Indecon survey suggested that after 
the OFP ended the percentage who had obtained full-time employment increased from 15% to 22%. 

The positive impact of employment for the financial and non-financial wellbeing of individuals and their 
families is evident from the Indecon survey.  The majority of individuals indicated that employment helped 
them make more money, develop new skills, improve their confidence, make new friends and improved their 
overall wellbeing and the wellbeing of their children. This highlights the appropriateness of policies aimed at 
supporting one-parent families to obtain employment. 

 

Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes - Overall 
Impact of OFP Payment Changes 

Please give your views on how the changes 
to the One-Parent Family Payment have 
affected you and your family. The changes to 
hCtΧ 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Caused me to look for new employment 14% 32% 31% 17% 7% 

Caused me to give up my job 3% 5% 28% 39% 24% 

Caused me to look for more hours of work 18% 33% 28% 15% 7% 

Caused me to reduce my hours of work 3% 6% 32% 36% 23% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

 

Individuals were also asked to indicate how they expect things to change over the next three years in terms 
of their employment situation. 43% expected that their employment situation would change for the better 
over the next three years but 13% felt it would get worse.  



 Executive Summary 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
Indecon International Economic Consultants 

Indecon Independent Review of the Amendments to the One-parent Family Payment 
since January 2012 

vi 

 

The next table shows evidence from the JLD ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ wŜǾŜƴǳŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊΩǎ Řŀǘŀ on the rise in the 
percentage of people who reported earnings from employment amongst those who lost OFP due to the policy 
change. 60% of those who lost the OFP due to the policy change reported earnings from employment in 2016. 
This compares with 44% of those who remained on OFP.  

 

Percentage with Earnings from Employment 

Year Those who Remained on OFP Those who Lost OFP due to Policy Changes 

2013 47% 49% 

2014 45% 52% 

2015 44% 55% 

2016 44% 60% 

Source: Indecon analysis of Revenue Commissioner data included in JLD 

 

It is not suggested that the survey results can prove OFP changes on their own explain the differences in 
employment outcomes. The results, however, suggests that OFP changes are likely to have had a positive 
impact on employment. This is confirmed by an analysis of employment earnings of individuals who lost OFP. 
¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻǾŜǊ ϵрΣллл ŀƴd ϵмлΣллл ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ 
in the years following the loss of OFP. This is likely to reflect the fact that the loss of OFP resulted in individuals 
working more or finding better paying employment. 

Indecon also analysed quantitative evidence on the average earnings from employment of those who kept 
OFP and those who lost OFP due to the policy change. Individuals who lost OFP due to the policy change had 
ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ϵтΣртс ƛƴ нлмс ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ϵпΣнпу ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ƪŜǇǘ hCP. The 
average employment earnings of those who lost OFP due to the policy change increased significantly between 
2013 and 2016. 

 

Average Earnings from Employment who Kept or Lost OFP (2013-2016) 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Kept OFP 2013-2016 ϵпΣрус ϵпΣпоф ϵпΣнпф ϵпΣнпу 

Lost OFP due to policy change ϵпΣулр ϵрΣофн ϵсΣнол ϵтΣртс 

Source: Indecon analysis of Revenue Commissioner data included in JLD 

The average employment earnings include those who had no employment as well as those who were 
employed either full-time or part-time. It is therefore useful to examine the average earnings of only those 
who had some employment. The next table examines the difference in average earnings amongst this group 
separated by those who kept OFP between 2013 and 2016 and those who lost it at some stage during those 
years. Those who lost OFP due to the policy change saw their employment earnings increased by 29.7% over 
the four-year period. 
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Average Earnings from Employment of Those who Kept or Lost OFP Who Had Some Employment (2013-
2016) 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Kept OFP 2013-2016 ϵфΣрур ϵфΣпмт ϵфΣрмл ϵфΣстф 

Lost OFP due to policy change ϵфΣттр ϵмлΣомо ϵммΣомр ϵмнΣсул 

Source: Indecon analysis of Revenue Commissioner data included in JLD 

 

In order to estimate the impact of the policy reforms compared to a counterfactual, Indecon utilised a range 
of econometric methodologies. We estimated models for dependent variables defined both continuously and 
in terms of a discrete welfare dependency threshold. The results of the estimation are presented in the table 
below.  The ATET is the average treatment effect on the individuals impacted by the changes.  The overall 
(continuous) welfare dependency rate is estimated to be reduced by the policy in both the DID and RDD 
models. The impact was estimated at between a reduction of 3% and 4% on the overall welfare dependency 
rate. The DID model suggests an impact of reducing the welfare dependency rate by four percentage points. 
All of the econometric models find a negative impact on the probability of having a welfare dependency rate 
of greater than 50% or of 100%. Our main econometric model suggests a 16% reduction in the probability of 
being more than 50% welfare dependent and a 3% reduction in the probability of being 100% welfare 
dependent. The results were all statistically significant which is indicated by bold type in the tables. 

 

Econometric Evidence on Impact of Policy Reforms on the at Welfare Dependency  

 
Difference in 
Difference 

Regression 
Discontinuity 

Model Dep Var 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 

WDR -4.1% -3.2% 

I.WD_50 -16.1% -4.7% 

I.WD_100 -2.7% -2.2% 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD  

 

When looking at the impact of the policy reforms on employment, Indecon also modelled a number of relevant 
dependent variables, defining a number of discrete outcomes. We examined the impact of the reforms on the 
probability of the individual being employed in a given year, and the probability of being in employment with 
ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ϵнΣрллΣ ϵрΣлллΣ ϵмлΣллл ŀƴŘ ϵмрΣллл ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻƴ 
the probability of being employed (at all) or employed with earnings over the threshold can then be estimated. 
The results are presented in the next table. The models suggest that the policy reforms increased the 
probability of those impacted being employed in subsequent years by between 2% and 3%. The models also 
suggest that the policy reforms increase the probability of the individuals being in employment, and increase 
the probability an individual has earnings over ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘǎΣ ŦǊƻƳ ϵнΣрлл ǘƻ ϵм5,000 per annum.  
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Econometric Evidence on Impact of Policy Reforms on the Employment Earnings   

 
Difference in 
Difference 

Regression 
Discontinuity 

Model Dep Var 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 

Emp Earnings 3.3% 2.2% 

Emp Earnings > 2.5 3.3% 2.3% 

Emp Earnings > 5 3.4% 2.6% 

Emp Earnings > 10 4.5% 3.5% 

Emp Earnings > 15 6.3% 2.8% 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD  

Our analysis shows that the OFP reforms have been successful in increasing employment, earnings and in 
reducing welfare dependency. Despite this finding, and while accepting it is too early to examine the overall 
long-term impacts, a potential concern is that many of those who lost OFP remain unemployed or are in the 
low paid or part-time employment.  A key challenge for policymakers is to assist lone parents to become more 
integrated into the Irish labour market.   

Financial and Poverty Impacts of Policy Reforms 

Over the longer term the positive impacts of the changes on employment, if sustained, offer the potential to 
enhance the financial position of one-parent families and to reduce the risks of poverty and to have other 
social benefits. However, it is also important to consider the short term financial and poverty impact on loan 
parents.  

As part ƻŦ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ of individuals affected by the OFP Changes, we obtained their views on the changes 
in their personal financial circumstances in the period after the OFP changes. Just over half (53%) of 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛal situation got a little worse/much worse since the changes 
to the OFP while 27% said it did not ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ нл҈ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 
situation had gotten better. It is important to note that these changes may have been for various reasons and 
not simply due to OFP reform. 

 

Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes  

Please tell us about how you feel things have changed 
since the time the OFP changes first affected you. 

% of Respondents 

aȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅϥǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΧ 

Has got much better 5% 

Has got a little better 15% 

5ƛŘƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻǊ ǿƻǊǎŜ  27% 

Has got a little worse  27% 

Has got much worse 26% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes.  
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Respondents were also asked to indicate how they expect things to change over the next three years in terms 
of their ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩs financial situation. The results indicated that 41% of individuals believe that their family 
financial position will improve over the next three years while 30% felt it would not change and the balance 
percent felt their family position would get worse. The results suggest more positive expectations for their 
future financial situation compared to what has occurred since the OFP changes were made.    

Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes ς Views 
on How they Expect Their Financial Situation to Change Over the Next Three Years 

Please tell us about how you expect things to change over the 
next three years % of Respondents 

aȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅϥǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΧ 

Will get much better 14% 

Will get a little better 27% 

²ƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻǊ ǿƻǊǎŜ  30% 

Will get a little worse  14% 

Will get much worse 16% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

Indecon examined empirical evidence on the changes in the incomes of those who have been impacted by 
OFP. A key issue is whether any increase in employment earnings have as yet been sufficient to compensate 
for any decline in social welfare incomes. The figures indicate that in 2016, incomes of those who lost OFP 
due to the policy changes were similar to those who had remained on OFP over the period. However, it should 
be noted that there are likely to be differences in other characteristics between these groups including 
parental age and age of children, which impact on incomes. 

Average Total Income (2013-2016) 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Those who remained on OFP ϵмрΣлот ϵмрΣупн ϵмсΣунп ϵмуΣлтм 

Lost OFP due to policy change ϵмфΣмпт ϵмфΣмсф ϵмуΣурф ϵмуΣтнл 

Source: Indecon analysis 

Our findings demonstrate that the impact of OFP on ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ financial incomes varied and the results 
indicate that 52% of individuals who lost OFP in 2015 faced no loss in total incomes, while 48% experienced a 
loss in income.  A particular concern is the percentage of individuals who experienced a decline in incomes.  
Ways of assisting these more individuals to increase their employment and enhance incomes is something 
which merits particular attention.  
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An analysis of the incomes of those who lost OFP compared to those still on OFP by number of children is 
presented in the table below. Not surprisingly given how social welfare support is structured, the figures show 
that average incomes for both groups were higher for families with more children.  For families with three or 
fewer children those who had lost OFP had on average higher total incomes when compared to their OFP 
comparators.  

Income and Earnings from Employment of Existing and Former OFP Recipients ς  
2016 by Number of Children 

 
Still on OFP Lost OFP 

Children Average Total Income Average Total Income 

1 Child 16,005 17,026 

2 Children 17,676 18,639 

3 Children 19,665 20,265 

4 or more Children 22,791 22,277 

Source: Indecon analysis 

Having examined the available evidence on the impact of the policy reforms on the financial wellbeing on 
individuals, we now turn to look at the related issue of impact of the reforms on the risk of poverty. Owing to 
the fact that persons who qualify for the OFP are means-tested, this group of individuals are likely to have 
experienced deprivation and risk of poverty prior to any policy change. This is coƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ƴŜǿ 
survey evidence which shows that across the range of categories there was a high proportion of respondents 
who reported they could not afford basic items of expenditure before the OFP changes. Data on the 
proportion of respondents to the Indecon survey who were unable to afford each of the items before any OFP 
changes demonstrates that recipients of the OFP experience relatively high rates of deprivation. This suggests 
that simply leaving individuals on current OFP payments will not address the risks of poverty for these 
individuals. The figures also indicate an increase in percentage who were unable to afford the items in the last 
twelve months.  

Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes ς Experiences of 
Deprivation before the OFP Changes versus in Last 12 months 

Please tell us if, before the OFP changes since 1st January 
first affected you, you were able or unable to afford any of 
the following: 

% Unable to Afford 

Prior to OFP 
Changes  

In last 12 Months  

Two pairs of strong shoes 49% 59% 

A warm waterproof overcoat 37% 50% 

Never had to go without heating 41% 47% 

Buy new (not second-hand) clothes 38% 45% 

Eat meal with meat, chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalent) 
every second day 

17% 23% 

Have a roast of meat or its equivalent once a week 30% 35% 

Keep the home adequately warm  32% 38% 

Buy presents for family or friends at least once a year 46% 54% 

Replace any worn out furniture 84% 85% 

Have family or friends for a drink or meal once a month 74% 76% 

Have a morning, afternoon, or evening out in the last 
fortnight for entertainment 

73% 76% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes  
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A comparison of the responses among the OFP recipients relating to their circumstances before the changes 
to the OFP compared with that of the last 12 month shows that there was a marginal improvement in the 
small percentage who were able to afford all of the items listed but the position for those not able to afford 
three or more items declined. 

An individual is defined as being in consistent poverty if they cannot afford at least two of a number of 
deprivation indicators.  Of note is that there has been no change in the reported percentage of those at risk 
of consistent poverty in the last 12 months compared to the position before OFP changes affected them. 

Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes ς 
Experiences of Deprivation in the Last 12 Months 

Number of Items on the Deprivation Index  
Respondents Reported they were Unable to Afford  

% of Respondents 

Before the OFP 
Changes Affected you 

In the Last 12 Months 

None 14% 15% 

One or more 86% 85% 

Two or more 81% 81% 

Three or more 75% 77% 
Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

In considering the possible causes of the differential effects on incomes of those who lost OFP, we examined 
deprivation levels for those in different employment situations. The next table shows the responses of those 
who were in full-time employment at the time of completing the survey. Relative to the average from all 
respondents, those in full-time employment show a significant increase in the percentage who are able to 
afford all of the items of expenditure. This highlights the positive impact in reducing poverty of the percentage 
who were able to obtain full-time employment. However, a different picture emerges for those with no 
employment or low part-time employment earnings. 

Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes - 
Experiences of Deprivation in the Last 12 Months (in Full-Time Employment) 

Number of Items on the Deprivation 
Index Respondents Reported they were 
Unable to Afford  

% of Respondents 

Before the OFP Changes 
Affected You 

In the Last 12 Months 

None 16% 27% 

One or more 84% 73% 

Two or more 79% 68% 

Three or more 71% 63% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

As part of our research Indecon obtained the views of individuals impacted by OFP reforms on their 
perceptions of the overall impact of the OFP changes on their families in terms of overall wellbeing. 23% of 
individuals affected indicated that the changes improved their sense of wellbeing but 43% indicated that this 
had worsened.  Similarly, нм҈ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƘŀŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎ ǿƘƛƭŜ пл҈ 
suggested this had declined.  
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Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes ς Views on the 
Overall Impact on Wellbeing of OFP Payment Changes 

Please give your views on how the changes to 
the One-Parent Family Payment have 
affected you and your family. The changes to 
hCtΧ 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Improved my sense of wellbeing 8% 15% 30% 23% 24% 

Worsened my sense of wellbeing 21% 22% 30% 16% 10% 

LƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎ 7% 14% 31% 25% 23% 

²ƻǊǎŜƴŜŘ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎ 19% 21% 34% 16% 10% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes  

Having examined survey evidence on consistent poverty it is also useful to review changes in median 
equivalised income of those who lost OFP to examine the percentage of those at risk of poverty. Those who 
lost OFP saw an increase in the risk of poverty in the following year but the proportion of those at risk of 
poverty was higher amongst average for all those on OFP than amongst those who lost OFP payments. The 
risk of poverty is defined as those with less than 60% of the national median (middle) annual incomes. 

 Percentage with Incomes Less than 60% of the National Median Annual Income (2013-2016)  

 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Lost OFP in 2013 57% 69% 73% 71% 

Lost OFP in 2014 57% 62% 69% 67% 

Lost OFP in 2015 57% 57% 59% 61% 

Lost OFP in 2016 64% 63% 64% 62% 

Average for all those on OFP 61% 63% 66% 69% 

Source: Indecon analysis 

In order to estimate the marginal impact of the policy reforms Indecon utilised a range of econometric 
methodologies. The results of the econometric models on the impact on incomes of the reforms compared to 
a counterfactual control group are somewhat ambiguous. Our DID model suggests a reduction in incomes of 
ŀōƻǳǘ ϵмΣнсф ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳΣ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ, while the results of the Regression Discontinuity model 
suggested a small increase in incomes. Indecon believes that based on all the evidence it is likely that on 
average the changes resulted in a small reduction in average incomes compared to what would have been the 
case although for those in full employment an increase in average income was evident. Further research on a 
more detailed counterfactual analysis over time is needed to deserve definitive conclusions.  

Econometric Evidence on Impact of Policy Reforms on Total Income  

 
Difference in 
Difference 

Regression 
Discontinuity 

Model Dep Var 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 

Total Income -1,269 279 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD  
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The econometric modelling also attempted to estimate the impact on those at risk of poverty.  Both the DID 
and RDD models suggest that, controlling for other factors, the policy reforms had no statistically significant 
impact on the probability of affected individuals being classified as at risk of poverty. The coefficients on the 
key variable for policy impact in both models are statistically insignificant. It should be noted that it was only 
possible to run this model on the population of all those people on OFP over the period. Caution is therefore 
advised in interpreting the results of this model. The balance of evidence suggests that the policy reforms is 
likely to have impacted on the risk of poverty for a percentage of individuals who lost OFP although some 
individuals experienced enhanced incomes.  

 

Exchequer Impact and Cost-Benefit Analysis 

Indecon undertook a retrospective Exchequer impact and cost-benefit analysis of the policy reforms. The key 
findings from the Exchequer impact analysis for the period from 2013 to 2016 indicates that over the period 
there were net savings to the Exchequer. It should, however, be noted that the Exchequer savings resulted in 
a corresponding reduction of payments to OFP recipients and so represents a distributional impact rather than 
an economic benefit. 

 

Net Exchequer Impact - ϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ 

  2013 2014 2015 2016 

Net Welfare Savings 1.8 19.8 77.9 167.4 

Income Tax Increases 0.3 0.5 1.5 1.6 

System Costs -5.0 -5.0 -5.0 -5.0 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD 

 

The changes are, however, likely to have resulted in an economic benefit arising from the shadow price of 
public funds on the welfare savings as well as an increase in gross value added. A preliminary cost-benefit 
analysis of the policy reforms suggests a net ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ƻŦ ϵпр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ 

 

CBA Findings - ϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ  

  2013 2014 2015 2016 Total 

Benefits      

Welfare Savings 0.5 5.9 23.4 50.2 80.1 

Increase in GVA 0.8 1.5 4.6 4.8 11.7 

Costs      

System Costs 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 20.0 

Societal Impacts 0.2 2.0 7.8 16.7 26.7 

Net Benefit/Loss - 3.86 0.46 15.20 33.28 45.08 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD 
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Conclusions 

Our key conclusions suggest that OFP reforms have been successful in increasing employment and reducing 
welfare dependency. The evidence indicates that the reform increased the probability of employment and of 
achieving higher employment incomes. A potential concern, however, is the percentage of those who lost OFP 
who remain unemployed or are in low paid or part-time employment. A key challenge for policymakers is to 
assist these lone parents to become more integrated into the Irish labour market. 

Average incomes for those who lost OFP due to the policy changes were similar to those who remained on 
OFP but this may be due to other differences in the characteristics of these two groups of lone parents. The 
balance of evidence indicates that the policy changes impacted negatively on the risk of poverty although 
some individuals experienced enhanced incomes. The differential effects on incomes and poverty of those 
who lost OFP appear to be closely related to the employment situation of those who lost OFP.   

Lone parents remain among the most vulnerable groups and demonstrate a high level of risk of poverty and 
social deprivation.  Employment has the potential to enhance incomes and also to achieve other social benefits 
for lone parents and their children. Assisting lone parents to enhance skills also needs to be seen as a key 
objective as low paid employment will not, on its own, ensure a reduction in the risk of poverty. 

The findings in this report support the rationale and continued relevance of the policy changes. The changes 
have reduced welfare dependency and increased employment. However, unless accompanied by further 
increases in employment the objective of reducing poverty will not be met.  

Given the importance of securing additional employment in addressing the financial and poverty challenges 
faced by lone parents, Indecon believes that care is needed in designing welfare programmes to ensure that 
the structure of any payments do not disincentivise employment. This is particularly the case where there may 
be an integration of a number of different payments with varying earning thresholds where individuals are 
likely to access more than one form of payment. There is also a need to ensure that transitional arrangements 
for those who are losing OFP payments involve detailed activation support. Ways of ensuring that all those 
who lost OFP receive one-to-one activation services merits attention. 

It is too early to make definitive conclusions on the impact of the policy changes over the medium term as the 
number of years since the measure was undertaken is limited. We recommend a more detailed investigation 
using counterfactual modelling towards the end of 2018. 
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1 LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ .ŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ 

1.1 Introduction 

Following a competitive tender, the Department of Employment Affairs and Social Protection 
(DEASP) commissioned Indecon International Research Economists to complete this independent 
report on the amendments to the One-parent Family Payment. 

This decision to commission this report was included in the Social Welfare Act 2016 which indicated 
that, ά¢ƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ǎƘŀƭƭ cause to be prepared a report on the financial and social effects of the 
amendments to One-parent Family Payment since 1 January 2012, taking into account the effects 
on welfare dependency and the poverty rates of those in receipt of One-parent Family Payment.έ 

It should be noted that it is very early to assess the full outcome of the policy reforms and separate 
budgetary changes, because a significant portion of the affected parents are only now commencing 
education, training and or employment programmes which will take time for them to complete.  
This is an important constraint on any preliminary findings as the strongest positive employment 
effects of active labour market programme are only likely to result after a period following 
completion of a programme.  This suggests the need for a more comprehensive subsequent 
evaluation of the proposed changes. 

Against this background the key elements specified in the terms of reference for this preliminary 
assessment were to examine the following:  

- Impact on Welfare Dependency and Employment 

- Financial and Poverty Effects for Customers Affected by the Changes.  

The analysis also considers the social impacts including factors such as education, self-confidence 
and overall wellbeing. 

Indecon recognises that lone parents even in the absence of any changes to the OFP payments face 
multiple challenges and it is important to distinguish the impact of the OFP payment changes for 
other factors. The range of challenges faced by OFP families was recognised in the conclusions of 
the recent report of the Joint Committee on Social Protection which noted that: 

άǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ŦŀŎƛƴƎ lone parents are child poverty, housing costs, childcare costs and 
availability, child maintenance payments, job activation, education and changes to the One-parent 
CŀƳƛƭȅ tŀȅƳŜƴǘέΦ1 

 

1.2 Background to the One-Parent Family Policy Reforms 

The background to lone-parent family support was outlined in the invitation to tender and indicated 
that until the early 1970s, the only type of lone-parent families catered for under the social welfare 
system were widows. Schemes for other types of lone-parent families began to emerge in 1970 
when the first scheme was introduced. In 1986 the Report of the Commission on Social Welfare 
recommended a restructuring of social assistance in line with the income needs of a unified social 
assistance scheme for lone parents with children was known as the Lone ParentΩǎ !ƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜ ό[t!ύ 
was introduced in 1990.  

                                                           

1  Houses of the Oireachtas, Report of the Joint Committee on Social Protection, Report on the Position of Lone-parents in Ireland, June 
2017. 
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The One-parent Family Payment was introduced on 2nd January 1997. The main difference in the 
new scheme was One-parent Family Payment was the inclusion of standard earnings disregard of 
£115.38 όϵмпсΦрлύ per week intended to encompass work expenses, including childcare. The scheme 
also aimed to ensure that lone parents could more easily assess the implications of returning to 
work/training.  

The (OFP) scheme has played an important role in providing income support to lone-parents since 
its introduction in 1997. However, in the past, income support for lone parents involved limited 
engagement by the Department with OFP recipients. The non-conditional nature of the OFP 
payment, coupled with its very long duration, over time, engendered long-term social welfare 
dependency, and associated poverty, among many lone parents and their children.  

Despite significant levels of State spending on lone parentǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ ϵм ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳ 
from 2008 until 2012, lone parents continue to be significantly more at risk of poverty compared to 
the population as a whole. Latest figures from 2015 CSO SILC data also shows that being at work 
reduces consistent poverty by three quarters for lone parents. 

The need to tackle long-term social welfare dependency, and associated poverty, among lone-
parent families in Ireland through an active labour market activation policy was addressed in detail 
in the OECD reportΣ ά.ŀōƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ .ƻǎǎŜǎΥ wŜŎƻƴŎƛƭƛƴƎ ²ƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ CŀƳƛƭȅ [ƛŦŜέΦ The OECD argued that 
passive income support policy towards lone parents until their youngest child was aged 18 years (or 
22 years if in full-time education), was a significant contributory factor to the low levels of 
employment, and high levels of poverty. 

¢ƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ άtǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ŦƻǊ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ [one ParentǎέΣ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ нллсΣ 
ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƻǳǘƭƛŜǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ŀƎŜ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǎǘ ŎƘƛƭŘΣ 
as well as the merits of bringing the OFP scheme more in line with international standards ς where 
there was a general movement away from long-term and non-conditional income support towards 
a more active engagement approach. This analysis formed the basis for the decision to gradually 
lower the maximum age threshold for the youngest child on the OFP scheme to seven years from 
2011 until 2015 and, also, to improve access to educational, training, and employment supports for 
lone parentǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ LƴǘǊŜƻ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ   This was in part based on evidence from 
the EU Survey for Living Conditions stated that parental employment was found to be the most 
important factor related with high rates of child povertyτthus, reiterating the need for an improved 
strategy for lone-parent activation.  

! ƳƻǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ hCt ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜd 
the lack of effectiveness as an activation programme. In contrast to benefits received by those 
classed as unemployed, there is no employment condition attached to the payment. While there 
are many supports available to those receiving the payment, availing of these services and supports 
is at the discretion of the OFP recipient. While the earnings disregard is the main incentive to move 
from welfare to employment, it may also have an unintended effect on the nature of this 
employment. It may trap lone parents in low-wage and/or part-time employment; recipients are 
incentivised to keep their earnings below the threshold either by undertaking low-wage 
employment, working less hours than they otherwise might, or a combination of the two. 

The policy objective of the phased One-parent Family Payment scheme reforms introduced in the 
Social Welfare and Pensions Act, 2012, was to reduce long-term social welfare dependency, and 
associated poverty, by ending the expectation that lone parents will remain outside of the 
workforce indefinitely.  
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A key aspect of the policy reforms to achieve this objective of increasing labour market participation 
of lone parents was to enhance the opportunities for all OFP recipients by providing them with 
access to a tailored personal development plan. This process provides improved access for lone 
parents to education, training, employment programmes and information on other support services 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ LƴǘǊŜƻ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎΦ tǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦƻǊƳǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ 
support and engagement was only available exclusively to jobseekers on the Live Register.  

In parallel to the implementation of these structural objectives, there were Exchequer related 
factors which required savings across all expenditure categories.  Separate to the age-related policy 
reforms, additional measures were introduced to the OFP scheme in order to meet these cost saving 
requirements.  

These budgetary pressures were driven by the deteriorating state of the government finances in the 
years preceding the policy reforms in 2012.  Figure 1.1 shows the increasing gap between total 
government revenue and total expenditure beginning in 2007 and growing wider in the subsequent 
years. 

 Figure 1.1: Total Government Expenditure and Revenue 

 

Source: Indecon Analysis of CSO Data 

 

The following figure further emphasises the deterioration of the public finances in the years leading 
up to the introduction of the policy reforms but outlining the path of the government deficit 
between 2005 and 2016.   
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Figure 1.2: Government Deficit 2005-2016 

 

Source: Indecon Analysis of CSO Data 

The following figure illustrates the growing contribution of social benefit payments to total 
government expenditure over period from 2007 until 2012 when social benefits represented 40% 
of total government expenditure. Spending on social benefits would be expected to rise given the 
severity of recession over this period and the considerable growth in unemployment. However, as 
outlined above, the scale of the government deficit over this period was such that, as one of the 
largest areas of government expenditure, a reduction in social spending was judged necessary as a 
ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŘŜŦƛŎƛǘΦ 

Figure 1.3: Social Benefits as a Percentage of Total Government Expenditure 

 

Source: Indecon Analysis of CSO Data 
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1.3 The Nature of the OFP Policy Reforms 

The reforms to the OFP payments were implemented on a phased basis beginning from July 2013. 
The age thresholds at which lone parents become no longer eligible for the payment were reduced 
every year from 2013 to 2015. By July 2015 the age threshold for the age of the youngest child was 
seven years of age for OFP recipients but there were a few exceptions in the case of bereavement 
of a spouse or partner or for those in receipt of half rate carers allowances. It is also relevant to note 
that the process of reaching this seven-years-of-age threshold was different for different cohorts of 
lone parents, depending on when they first began receiving OFP. The table below outlines the 
changing age thresholds between 2013 and 2015 for the different cohorts of lone parents. The 
reduction in the maximum age limit of the youngest child for receipt of the OFP was applied to new 
and existing customers on a phased basis and affected customers from July 2013. The changes were 
originally planned to be implemented from January each year over the period 2013-2015; however, 
this was moved to July of each year.  

Table 1.1: Nature of OFP Policy Reforms - Maximum Age Thresholds From 2013 to 2015 

 

Payment of OFP ceases when the youngest child reaches these 
maximum age thresholds: 

From 
4 July, 2013 

From 
3 July, 2014 

From 
2 July, 2015 

If OFP payment commenced before 
27 April, 2011 

17 16 7 

If OFP payment commenced 
between 27 April, 2011, and 2 May, 
2012 

12 10 7 

If OFP payment commenced on or 
after 3 May, 2012 

10 7  

Source: DEASP 

Lone parents whose eligibility for the OFP scheme ends as a result of the age changes can transition 
to any other social welfare income support. The majority of ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΩǎ transition were to the 
WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀȅƳŜƴǘ όW{¢ύΣ WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ !ƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜ όW!ύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ CŀƳƛƭȅ LƴŎƻƳŜ 
Supplement (FIS). Apart from the changes to the age thresholds outlined above, a number of 
changes were also made to the income disregards for the OFP over the period from 2012 to 2016. 
From 1 January, 2012, it was announced that the OFP scheme earnings disregard would be reduced 
ƻƴ ŀ ǇƘŀǎŜŘ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻǾŜǊ ŦƛǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ŦǊƻƳ ϵмпсΦрл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ǘƻ ϵмол ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪΣ ǘƻ ϵммл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ƛƴ 
нлмоΣ ǘƻ ϵфл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ƛƴ нлмпΣ ǘƻ ϵтр ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ƛƴ нлмрΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ϵсл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ƛƴ нлмсΣ ŦƻǊ ƴŜǿ ŀƴŘ 
existing recipients.  However, the changes proposed for 2016 and 2017 did not take place and the 
hCt {ŎƘŜƳŜ LƴŎƻƳŜ 5ƛǎǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǿŀǎ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀǘ ϵфл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ƛƴ .ǳŘƎŜǘ нлмрΦ  

¢ƘŜ WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ Transitional Payment (JST) was introduced in June 2013. This payment exempts 
these lone parents with youngest child aged seven to 13 years inclusive ŦǊƻƳ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ 
Allowance (JA) scheme conditions, including the requirement to be available for, and genuinely 
seeking full-time work and the JA rule that you must be unemployed for four out of seven days to 
receive payment. 

The important aspect of this payment is that it ensures that a lone parent with a youngest child aged 
under 14 years is not required to take up employment in order to receive income support from the 
Department. They can however, choose to move into employment including all types of part-time 
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employment, and/or into education and still receive payment, subject to a means test. They also 
Ǝŀƛƴ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ LƴǘǊŜƻ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ 

Access to JST was initially confined to previous OFP recipients but was extended to new lone parents 
in 2015. When JST was introduced it was based on the JA means test (i.e. an income disregard of 
ϵсл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǘ сл҈ύΦ  This was amended in 2016 to align the JST with 
more generous OFP means tests of ŀƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŘƛǎǊŜƎŀǊŘ ƻŦ ϵфл ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǘ рл҈Φ 
Budget 2017 increased the JST and OFP ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŘƛǎǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ϵммл. 

The Back to Work Family Dividend (BTWFD) was introduced in January, 2015, and is available to a 
range of customers including lone parents who transition from OFP to the Family Income 
Supplement (FIS) payment or sustainable employment. The dividend allows these customers to 
ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ hCt ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŝǉǳŀƭǎ ϵнфΦул ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ 
ǇŜǊ ŎƘƛƭŘ όǳǇ ǘƻ ŀ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ƻŦ ϵммфΦнл ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪ ŦƻǊ ŦƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴύΣ ŦƻǊ ǘǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ Ŧǳƭƭ 
ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ όǿƻǊǘƘ ϵмΣррл ǇŜǊ ŎƘƛƭŘύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ȅŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ рл҈ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ όǿƻǊǘƘ ϵттр ǇŜǊ ŎƘƛƭŘύ ƛƴ 
the second year. 

 

1.4 Irish Labour Market Developments 

It is useful to place the OFP scheme in the context of developments in the Irish labour market. This 
is particularly important in assessing the continued relevance of the Scheme. Figure 1.4, shows the 
increase in the number of people in employment since 2011. The number of people in employment 
reached over two million in each of the last four quarters. At the same time, the number of people 
on the Live Register in Ireland has fallen from 470,284 in July 2011 to about 268,726 in June 2017. 
This indicates that major changes have occurred in the Irish labour market since the OFP scheme 
was introduced.  

Figure 1.4: Employment and Unemployment Levels in Ireland (2010-2017) 

Number of People in Employment Number of People on the Live Register 

  

Source: Quarterly National Household Survey Source: Live Register Data 
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Figure 1.5 shows the changes in the unemployment rate, and highlights the fall from a high of 15.1%. 
Unemployment has been below 10% in each of the last eight quarters, hitting 6.7% in the first 
quarter of 2017. 

Figure 1.5: The Unemployment Rate in Ireland (2010 Q1 ς 2017 Q1) 

 

Source: Indecon Analysis of CSO Data 

Figure 1.6 shows that unemployment rates are highest amongst 15-19-year-olds and 20-24-year-
olds. These two age groups have witnessed a decline in unemployment however, following the 
general improvement in the Irish labour market. In our analysis of changes in incomes of those who 
lost OFP we examine how this varied by age category. 

Figure 1.6: Unemployment by Age Group 

 

Source: Indecon Analysis of CSO Data 
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Long-term unemployment figures are shown in Figure 1.7. The number of people unemployed for 
one year or more peaked in late 2011/early 2012 but has since fallen below 2010 levels.  Significant 
number of individuals remain long-term unemployed.  

Figure 1.7: Long-Term Unemployment 

 

Source: Indecon Analysis of CSO Data 

 

The analysis of labour market developments indicates that over the period in which those impacted 
by the policy reforms were losing OFP, the labour market as a whole was improving relative to 
previous years.  

 

1.5 Report Structure 

The remainder of this Report is structured as follows: 

Ç Section 2 outlines the methodological approach to the analysis undertaken in this report. 

Ç Section 3 outlines the welfare dependency and employment impacts of the policy reforms. 

Ç Section 4 contains the assessment of the financial impact and poverty impact of the policy 
reforms. 

Ç Section 5 presents our cost-benefit analysis and Exchequer impact analysis.  

Ç Finally, Section 6 ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛǎŜǎ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎΦ         
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2 aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ !ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ wŜǾƛŜǿ 

2.1 Introduction 

As part of this project Indecon has implemented a rigorous evidence-based methodology to 
independently evaluate the impact of the OFP policy reforms. The analysis includes: 

Ç Quantitative analysis of data sources; 

Ç Major survey of OFP recipients; and 

Ç Econometric methodologies to estimate the marginal impact of the policy reforms. 

In addition, Indecon consulted with a number of staff in activation centres of DEASP to understand 
aspects of the implementation of the policy. 

 

2.2 Quantitative Analysis of Data Sources 

The datasets utilised in our analysis include: 

Ç The Jobseekers Longitudinal Database (JLD) which inter alia includes Revenue 
Commissioner data on earnings;  

Ç Child Benefit data provided by DEASP; 

Ç Data on Carers Allowance, Disability Allowance and basic Supplementary Welfare 
Allowance from DEASP; 

Ç Activation and Case Management Data from DEASP; 

Ç Data on earnings from employment from the Revenue Commissioners; and  

Ç The EU SILC RMF dataset. 

Details on each of these data sources is included in Annex 4 of this report. It should be noted that 
while the Terms of Reference for this study required an analysis of the outcomes for affected lone 
parents at key milestone days over the period from 2013 to 2016, the nature of the available data 
restricts the analysis in this report to annualised outcomes. Data on earnings is only available on an 
annual basis in the data provided by the Revenue Commissioners. This limits the calculation of key 
variables such as total income, welfare dependency and the risk of poverty rate to annualised values. 
As such, all quantitative analysis using the available datasets is undertaken on an annual basis. 

 

2.3 Survey Input from Individuals Impacted by OFP 

As part of our analysis Indecon felt it was very important to directly obtain inputs from individuals 
who were impacted by OFP. Indecon decided to undertake a very large-scale survey exercise to 
capture the views of these individuals. The survey was circulated to 33,000 impacted individuals 
with a particular focus on those individuals who did not transition to JST, as they were more likely 
to have seen a material change in their financial circumstances as a result of the policy reforms.  

Indecon received 3,684 survey responses from individuals who were impacted by the change in 
policy. The results represent one of the largest surveys undertaken of one-parent families in Ireland 
and represents an authoritative source of evidence on the impacts of the policy changes. This 
information is much more valuable than anecdotal evidence. 
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Indecon also conducted interviews with a number of staff members in DEASP including officials in 
activation centres around the country who had experience of dealing with OFP recipients and those 
impacted by the change in OFP policy. The interviews provided an insight for the Indecon team into 
the implementation of the policy changes. 

 

2.4 Econometric Methodologies 

To estimate the marginal impact of the policy reforms on each of the key metrics of interest, Indecon 
developed a number of models using sophisticated econometric techniques. These econometric 
methodologies aim to assess the impact of the policy reforms, holding all other factors equal.  

Econometric analysis on the impacts of the changes to OFP began with merging data from and 
construction of the sample using the JLD, administrative data on OFP and other social payments and 
Revenue data on earnings from employment.  The overall dataset construction and organisation is 
driven by the JLD, which is the backbone of the complete dataset.  The key aspect of the JLD is that 
it is an individual spells-based dataset ς that is, a single observation is a spell of employment or 
unemployment, or training, etc., for an individual.  Spells can be of any time length, overlapping, 
embedded (e.g., training might take place during employment).  Effort must be made to reorganise 
the dataset so as to make it amenable to estimation, as well as constructing the variables which 
might be defining outcomes, such as annual income, at-risk-of-poverty, welfare dependency, etc. 

Our approach was to create panel data of summary variables by year and by individual identification 
ƴǳƳōŜǊΦ  ¢ƘǳǎΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ άǎǘŀǘǳǎŜǎέ ƻǊ ƭŀōƻǳǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǎǇŜƭƭǎΣ 
which could be of any length, were converted to annual variables.  Previous statuses were calculated 
as a percentage of the previous years employed, or on the Live Register, or number of weeks 
employed in the following year, the current year, etc.  Many of our policy variables, such as income, 
at risk of poverty, and welfare dependency rate, are also only calculable on an annual basis.  For 
example, the income variable from Revenue is a total per year, and not linked to employment spells 
on the JLD (just the year and individual), so it made sense to structure the dataset on an annual 
basis. Additionally, because many persons on the Live Register are in and out of 
unemployment/employment/training, and so looking at a month by month basis or something more 
granular would potentially present problems in that people would be in and out of work and 
different results, such as seasonal effects may have been present. 

The result was a conversion first of the merged spells based JLD and other welfare data and Revenue 
data: first to a monthly database of variables coded for each month and type (e.g., a variable for LR 
status at each monthly point in time), and then to an annual panel or long dataset by year and 
individual (i.e., a variable for employed would be coded as a single variable with observations for 
each year for each individual). 

Econometric methodologies are potentially of use in assessing outcomes compared to a counterfac-
tual; in other words, what would have happened in the absence of the policy.  Many labour market 
policy evaluation studies involve counterfactual estimation. Previous examples of work undertaken 
by Indecon and other economists involved estimation of the counterfactual to the policy using 
matching or control methods, such as propensity score matching (PSM) or inverse probability (of 
treatment) weighting (IPW) and/or regression adjustment (RA) or (IPWRA).  These methods are de-
signed to control for differences in treated and control samples and the factors that drive outcomes.   
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The eligibility of receiving the OFP was changed over time for all participants.  The eligibility for OFP 
was changed based on the age of the youngest child and when the client had started on OFP.  There 
is no self-selection problem per se in this case, and thus matching techniques are not needed (and 
generally not applicable, as there is strictly no overlap between the control sample and the treated 
sample based on the eligibility criteria).  Moreover, the matching or weighting techniques previously 
used require that the treatment and control groups have positive probabilities of being treated 
which overlap, whereas this is not the case strictly for OFP, as based on the covariates of age of the 
youngest child and the time starting OFP, there will be a zero percent chance of overlap between 
the two groups. 

We thus narrowed the field of potential methodologies to three methods: Difference-in-Differences 
(DID), the Regression Discontinuity Design (RDD), and a Regression Adjustment (RA) approach. After 
further testing and estimation of various models, the modelling methods were further narrowed to 
two: DID and RDD, as the RA models encountered problems with convergence and estimation 
computations. 

The 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ data and statistics team provided an indicator (or dummy) variable as part of the 
matched dataset as indicator of all those clients who had been impacted by the policy. 

An important aspect of any methodology is the selection and definition of dependent variables for 
analysis.  This is guided by aspects such as data availability, the questions for policy, time periods, 
and terms of reference. 

One of the main econometric models used is the Difference-in-Differences (DID) method.  In this 
model there is a time trend, and a time period after which treatment occurs.  The first differencing 
of the variables will remove the time trend.  A second differencing between treated and non-treated 
will control for differences in the means of treated and non-treated groups.  The variables can then 
be used to estimate outcomes with respect to explanatory variables and measure the impact versus 
a counterfactual scenario.  The model can be implemented using dummy variable methods 

For the OFP evaluation, we included dummy variables for year or time.  We then included a dummy 
variable for anyone who was ever impacted by the policy (e.g., =1 if had lost OFP due to the policy 
ever), and then a dummy variable for the time period after which an individual had lost OFP given 
they had been impacted by the policy (e.g., = 1 for those in years after they had lost OFP).  These 
variables were then included in OLS or logit (for the dichotomous dependent variables) regressions 
along with a number of standard explanatory variables on demographics and labour market history. 

An alternative to the DID method is the regression discontinuity design (RDD).  This method is 
ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀ ΨŎǳǘ-ƻŦŦΩ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ōŀǎed on some variable ς such as age of the 
youngest child.  The fundamental idea is that the cut-off, in terms of labour market variables and 
outcomes is arbitrary, and thus those around the cut-off, controlling for observable factors, are likely 
ǘƻ ōŜ Ψŀǎ ƛŦΩ ǊŀƴŘƻƳƭȅ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴ-treatment. 

To implement the RDD, a control variable which delineates the policy impact is selected as the cut-
off variable.  In this case, it is age of the youngest child.  We selected age of the youngest child being 
greater than seven (and converted this to a dummy variable) and interacted this with a time period.  
While technically, some parents had a transitional time period where the age of their youngest child 
which would entitle them to OFP was reduced first from say 18, then from 14, this represented a 
small proportion of overall OFP recipients. 
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It is then possible to implement the RDD method as a linear dummy variable method, a local linear, 
and/or non-parametric method.  The typical method is to select a bandwidth around the cut-off for 
which the assumption of being quasi-random might apply.  Then the nature of the relationship 
between the dependent and independent variables before and after the cut-off is selected.  We 
selected locally linear and allowed the slope coefficients to vary before and after the cut-off by 
interacting slope variables with the cut-off variables.  It is possible to allow non-linear relationships 
by including polynomial terms, but this was not done, mainly because allowing polynomial 
relationships would allow the intercept to potentially take a wide range of values (and preliminary 
testing confirmed this ς that the estimated impacts were very sensitive to the assumptions about 
the functional form and bandwidth).   

The RDD method involǾŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ΨŎǳǘ-ƻŦŦΩ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ 
ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ όƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ ŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǎǘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǎŜǾŜƴύΣ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻǾŀǊƛŀǘŜǎΣ ƛǎ Ψŀǎ ƛŦ 
ǊŀƴŘƻƳΩΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŜƳǎ ŀ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƘŜǊŜΤ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ƻƴŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ not have reason to 
expect that given standard socio-economic variables, that an OFP recipient with a child aged seven 
would be that different from a parent with a child aged eight.  We note that children start school in 
Ireland at aged fourΦ  άAttendance at full-time education is compulsory for all children between six 
and 16 years of age.  Although children in Ireland are not obliged to attend school until the age of 
six, the majority of children begin school in the September following their fourth birthday.έ2  The 
time during the day of schooling increases slightly in their third year (i.e., at age six). 

 

2.5 Summary of Findings 

Ç As part of this project Indecon has implemented a rigorous evidence-based methodology to 
independently evaluate the impact of the OFP policy reforms. The analysis includes: 

o Quantitative analysis of data sources; 

o Major survey of OFP recipients; and 

o Econometric methodologies to estimate the marginal impact of the policy reforms. 

 

 

                                                           

2 http://www.livinginireland.ie/en/education/. 
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3 ²ŜƭŦŀǊŜ 5ŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ 9ƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ LƳǇŀŎǘǎ  

3.1 Introduction 

The policy objective of the One-parent Family Payment scheme reforms was to reduce long-term 
social welfare dependency and associated poverty. It is therefore important as part of our analysis 
to examine if the OFP policy reforms decreased welfare dependency amongst the population of lone 
parents and whether the policy resulted in an increase in employment. 

 

3.2 Supports to Reduce Welfare Dependency and Increase Employment 

As background context to examining the impact of the policy reforms on employment and welfare 
dependency, it is useful to consider the range of supports provided to OFP recipients to assist 
individuals to reduce welfare dependence and increase employment. Some of these activation 
supports are being rolled out over time and so not all of those who lost OFP payments due to the 
policy change will have had access to these services to date. 

Since the original changes were made in OFP a number of other supporting measures have been 
introduced including the Back to Work Family Dividend which provided financial support in the 
period after 5 January 2015 to certain families with children who take up employment or self-
employment. Our analysis shows that many individuals who lost OFP were assisted from this 
initiative. For example, 26.4% of individuals who lost OFP in 2015 obtained this payment. 

Table 3.1 shows the level of engagement with DEASP as seen in the Activation and Case 
Management (ACM) database. For those who lost OFP due to the policy change approximately one-
fifth had engaged with DEASP. 

Table 3.1: Engagement with ACM for those who Lost OFP due to Policy Change (2013-2016) 

Year Number of People Who Lost OFP Activation Selection  Percentage 

2013 6,528 1,146 18% 

2014 7,595 1,663 22% 

2015 26,984 6,658 25% 

2016 4,112 732 18% 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD and ACM datasets 

For those who lost the OFP not due to the policy change there was a lower percentage of 
engagement. This suggests that supports may have been targeted on individuals who lost the 
payment due to the policy changes. 
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Table 3.2: Engagement with ACM for those who Lost OFP not due to Policy Change  
(2013-2016) 

Year Number of People Who Lost OFP Activation Selection  Percentage 

2013 11,228 1,388 12% 

2014 8,963 1,022 11% 

2015 5,477 685 13% 

2016 6,468 755 12% 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD and ACM datasets 

Table 3.3 contains data on the type of engagement with the DEASP. The figures show that one-to-
one engagement or individual follow-on engagement accounted for 7,709 engagement activations 
and there were an additional 3,651 individuals who participated in activation group engagement. 

Table 3.3: Type of ACM Engagement Amongst Those Who Lost OFP due to Policy Change 

 

Number with at least one  
engagement attended 

Percentage of total 
who lost OFP 

Activation Advisory Follow Up 589 1.3% 

Activation Follow On 1:2:1 3,335 7.4% 

Activation Group Engagement 3,651 8.1% 

Activation LES Walk-in Update Interview 267 0.6% 

Activation One 2 One 4,374 9.7% 

Activation Review Meeting 3,193 7.1% 

Activation Vacancy Interview  - -  

Activation Walk-in 1:2:1 1,672 3.7% 

Online Follow On 1:2:1 13 0.0% 

Training/Education Course 1,504 3.3% 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD and ACM datasets 

Individuals who lost OFP provided insights to Indecon on the support and advice received from the 
Department following the changes to the OFP. 30% of respondents reported that they received 
information on employment programmes and a similar percentage obtained information on training 
or education opportunities. 18% reported they received advice on preparing a personal 
development plan.  
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Table 3.4: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes ς  

Experiences with Receiving Advice/ Support from the Department 

Thinking about the time after the OFP changes first affected you, have you 
received any of the following information, advice or supports from the 
Department's staff? 

Yes 

Advice on Preparing a Personal Development Plan 18% 

Discussion of Possible Options for new or additional Employment 27% 

Information on available Employment Programmes e.g. the Community 
Employment scheme 

30% 

Information on Training Opportunities or Options for Education 31% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes.  

Indecon also sought the views of individuals impacted by the policy on the helpfulness of the 
information and service provided by the Department. 37% of individuals found the information and 
service received at the time their OFP ended helpful/very helpful while 30% indicated that they did 
not find the service to be helpful.  

Table 3.5: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
- Views on the Information and Service Provided by the Department 

How would you rate the  
information and service you 
have received from the  
Department? 

% of Respondents 

Before my OFP ended 
At the time my OFP 

ended 
After my OFP 

ended 

Very helpful 14% 10% 9% 

Helpful 31% 27% 22% 

Neither Helpful nor Unhelpful 31% 33% 35% 

Unhelpful 12% 15% 17% 

Very unhelpful 12% 15% 18% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes.  

 

3.3 Impact of Policy Changes on Education and Training 

The objective of reducing welfare dependency and employment will be influenced not only by the 
activation support services provided but also by the engagement of one-parent families in education 
and training. As part of this study we asked individuals who lost OFP on what impact, if any, it had 
on their involvement in training and education and employment.  The results show that 39% of those 
surveyed suggested the changes encouraged them to consider education, training or an 
employment programme, but for 19% the changes discouraged this option. The results suggest that 
the changes are likely on balance to have a positive impact in encouraging a percentage of OFP 
recipients to enhance their skills via education or training. 
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Table 3.6: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes - 
Overall Impact of OFP Payment Changes 

Please give your views on how the changes 
to the One-parent Family Payment have 
affected you and your family. The changes to 
hCtΧ 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Encouraged me to consider education, 
training or an employment programme 

13% 26% 36% 15% 11% 

Discouraged me from considering education, 
training or an employment programme 

8% 11% 40% 26% 15% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

It should be noted that many individuals had started education or training courses while on OFP. 
42% of respondents reported they started a training or education course while in receipt of the OFP 
scheme. Among those who started, 68% said it was a course supported by the Department of 
Employment Affairs and Social Protection and 36% said they did a course supported by other state 
funding. Among those who started a course while on the OFP, 90% had completed it at the time of 
the survey.   

Table 3.7: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes - 
Experiences with Education and Training while on OFP 

Please tell us about your experiences of education or training 
courses while you were on OFP 

% of Respondents 

  Yes No 

I started ŀƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΧ 42% 58% 

 % of those who started 

.... that was supported by the Department of Employment Affairs and Social 
Protection 

68% 32% 

.... that was supported by other State funding e.g. the SUSI grant? 36% 64% 

....and I have completed the course. 90% 10% 
Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 
bƻǘŜΥ {ƻƳŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ ȅŜǎ ǘƻ ōƻǘƘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ DEASPέ ŀƴŘ άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎέΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ 
these respondents did more than one education/training course.  

In terms of the future employment prospects for those impacted by the policy changes, of note is 
that 26% of individuals surveyed indicated they started an education or training course after the 
OFP. Among those who started, 63% said it was a course supported by the Department of 
Employment Affairs and Social Protection and 26% said it was supported by other state funding. 
76% of those who started education or training after the OFP reported they had completed it at the 
time of the survey.   
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Table 3.8: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes - 
Experiences with Education and Training after OFP 

Please tell us about your experiences of education or training courses after 
OFP ended 

% of Respondents 

  Yes No 

I started an education or training course.... 26% 74% 

 % of those who started 

.... that was supported by the Department of Employment Affairs and Social 
Protection 

63% 37% 

.... that was supported by other State funding e.g. the SUSI grant? 26% 74% 

.... and I have completed the course. 76% 24% 
Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 
bƻǘŜΥ {ƻƳŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ ȅŜǎ ǘƻ ōƻǘƘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ DEASPέ ŀƴŘ άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎέΦ  

Indecon sought the views of individuals on what impact education/ training has had on their family 
circumstances or the impact they expect it to have when they finish. The majority of respondents 
suggested that the education training had positive impacts including acquiring new skills, improving 
confidence, making friends, encouraging children to want to study and improved overall wellbeing.  

Table 3.9: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes - 
Views on the Impact of Training or Education During/ After OFP 

How has this training or education changed things for you and your family? If 
you have not finished your course please answer these questions based on 
any changes that you expect to happen when your course ends. My training or 
educationΧ 

% of Respondents 

Yes No 

Has given me new skills 73% 27% 

Improved my confidence 69% 31% 

Gave me new friends 63% 37% 

Improved my sense of wellbeing 63% 37% 

Improved my children's wellbeing 53% 47% 

Encouraged my children to study or to want to go to college 60% 40% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

 

3.4 Impact on Welfare Dependency 

Table 3.10 examines the welfare dependency rates of individuals who were OFP recipients during 
the period 2013 ς 2016. The objective of the OFP changes to reduce long social dependency appears 
to have had some impact as the welfare dependency rate fell from 81% to 67% by 2016 for those 
who had lost OFP due to the policy change. However, welfare dependency rates remain at very high 
for these individuals indicating the scale of the challenge facing these individuals. 
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Table 3.10: Welfare Dependency Rate ς Within OFP Recipients (2013-2016) 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Lost OFP due to policy change 81% 78% 74% 67% 

Other OFP Recipients* 72% 71% 70% 70% 

*Includes those remaining on OFP over period and those losing OFP for non-policy related reasons 

Source: Indecon analysis 

It is also useful to examine the change in welfare dependency amongst those who lost OFP 
depending on when they lost the assistance. Table 3.11 shows that for each cohort, the welfare 
dependency rates fell in the years after individuals lost OFP. For those that lost OFP in 2015 welfare 
dependency rates fell from 81% in 2014 to 69.8% in 2016. The evidence also shows that the 
reduction in welfare dependency declined each year after the OFP was lost. For example, those who 
lost OFP in 2013 saw a welfare dependency reduction of 74% in 2013 and this declined to 63% in 
2014, 60% the following year and 56% in 2015. 

Table 3.11: Welfare Dependency Rate for those who Lost OFP due to Policy Change -  
By Year of Losing OFP  

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Lost OFP in 2013 74.1% 62.8% 59.5% 55.6% 

Lost OFP in 2014 79.4% 75.9% 68.3% 62.0% 

Lost OFP in 2015 82.3% 81.0% 77.2% 69.8% 

Lost OFP in 2016 83.2% 82.8% 82.4% 78.7% 

Source: Indecon analysis 

An additional measure of welfare dependency can be obtained by examining the proportion of 
individuals that receive 100% of their income from welfare and the proportion of those who receive 
more than 50% of their income from welfare. Those who lost OFP due to the policy change had very 
high welfare dependency rates in each year between 2013 and 2015 but in 2016 this declined to 
67%.  

Table 3.12: Welfare Dependency Rate for Everyone who Lost OFP due to Policy Change  
(2013-2016) 

Year Overall 
Percentage with 100%  

dependence 
Percentage with 50% or  

greater dependence 

2013 81% 51% 87% 

2014 78% 48% 83% 

2015 74% 45% 77% 

2016 67% 40% 67% 

Source: Indecon analysis 
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In considering welfare dependency it is important to take account of all of the different welfare 
payments. For example, some individuals who lost OFP are likely to have transitioned into JST 
payment or to have obtained WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ .ŜƴŜŦƛǘ ƻǊ !ƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜ or to have benefited from other 
supports such as FIS (Family Income Supplement), BTWFD (Back to Work Family Dividend), or CA 
ό/ŀǊŜǊΩǎ !ƭƭƻǿance)/DA (Disability Allowance) or basic Supplementary Welfare Allowance(SWA). 

Amongst those who lost OFP due to the policy change, average OFP payments in each year not 
surprisingly fell sharply between 2013 and 2016, as individuals were no longer eligible for these 
payments. There is a particularly sharp fall in 2015 and 2016 as the majority of individuals affected 
by the policy reforms lost OFP over the course of 2015. However, as lone parents transitioned from 
OFP onto other social welfare payments, average welfare income from JST, FIS and BTWFD, 
increased significantly suggesting that some of the OFP reductions were met by other social welfare 
supports. 

Table 3.13: Welfare Income who Lost OFP due to Policy Change (2013-2016) ς Average Annual 
LƴŎƻƳŜ ōȅ tŀȅƳŜƴǘ ¢ȅǇŜ ŦƻǊ ¢ƘƻǎŜ ƛƴ wŜŎŜƛǇǘ ƻŦ 9ŀŎƘ tŀȅƳŜƴǘ όϵύ 

Year 
Welfare Payments 

OFP JST JB/JA FIS BTWFD Ed, JB*, other CB CA/DA/BASI 

2013 10,375 5,365 4,237 4,374 - 8,073 2,572 6,671 

2014 10,149 6,171 6,291 4,869 - 8,192 2,512 7,421 

2015 6,346 5,926 6,722 5,266 921 7,215 2,460 8,166 

2016 5,446 9,449 7,455 6,048 1,641 7,464 2,496 9,187 

Source: Indecon analysis    

Note 1: OFP = One-parent Family Payment , JST = JobseekerΩǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀȅƳŜƴǘΣ W.κW! Ґ WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ .ŜƴŜŦƛǘκ!ƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜΣ CL{ Ґ CŀƳƛƭȅ 
Income Support, BTWFD = Back to Work Family Dividend, *Ed = Education, JB ς JobBridge, CB = Child Benefit, CA/DA/BASI = Carers 
Allowance, Disability Allowance, basic Supplementary Welfare Allowance 

Note 2: Averages for each category of welfare payment are average payments to only those who receive that welfare payment 

Table 3.14 shows whilst the numbers on OFP declined significantly over that time, there were 
increases in people on JST, JB/JA, FIS and BTWFD amongst other schemes. This shows that there was 
movement from OFP to other forms of welfare payment when OFP was lost. In our evaluation of 
overall dependency rates and in our estimation of any Exchequer cost savings from OFP Reforms, 
we take all of these welfare payments into account. 
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Table 3.14: Number of People on Different Welfare Payments - Everyone who Lost OFP due to 
Policy Change (2013-2016) 

Year OFP JST JB/JA FIS BTWFD Ed, JB, other CB CA/DA/BASI 

2013 43,674 503 4,055 8,958 - 460 - 2,520 

2014 38,058 2,130 5,951 10,480 - 563 43,312 3,094 

2015 31,053 15,814 9,179 13,296 7,218 872 41,809 4,562 

2016 5,027 16,002 9,928 13,286 8,252 1,090 39,665 5,695 

Source: Indecon analysis 

Note: OFP = One-parent family payment, JST = JobseekerΩǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀȅƳŜƴǘΣ W.κW! Ґ WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ .ŜƴŜŦƛǘκ!ƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜΣ CL{ Ґ CŀƳƛƭȅ 
Income Support, BTWFD = Back to Work Family Dividend, *Ed = Education, JB ς JobBridge, CB = Child Benefit, CA/DA/BASI = Carers 
Allowance, Disability Allowance, basic Supplementary Welfare Allowance 

The following table shows the average duration of each spell on each payment on an annual basis. 
This table illustrates that the payments reported above are influenced by the average duration of 
each payment. On average, individuals are on each individual payment for less than a full year and 
this will lead to lower average payments than implied if an individual was on an individual payment 
for an entire year. Individuals may transition on and off different payments or move in and out of 
the social welfare system entirely due to a number of factors including changing personal 
circumstances in terms of employment, marriage emigration etc. As such, the figures presented in 
these tables reflect the impact of range of factors and cannot be entirely attributed to the OFP policy 
changes. 

Table 3.15: Average Duration (Weeks) on Different Welfare Payments - Everyone who Lost OFP 
due to Policy Change (2013-2016) 

Year OFP JST JB/JA FIS BTWFD Ed, JB, other CB CA DA BASI 

2013 47  21  30  43  -    33  51  48  26  27  

2014 46  27  36  44  -    34  51  47  33  35  

2015 29  25  36  42  24  27  51  45  37  33  

2016 27  40  38  45  44  25  50  47  43  35  

Source: Indecon analysis 

Note: OFP = One-parent Family Payment, JST = JobseekerΩǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀȅƳŜƴǘΣ W.κW! Ґ WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ .ŜƴŜŦƛǘκ!ƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜΣ CL{ Ґ CŀƳƛƭȅ 
Income Support, BTWFD = Back to Work Family Dividend, *Ed = Education, JB ς JobBridge, CB = Child Benefit, CA/DA/BASI = Carers 
Allowance, Disability Allowance, basic Supplementary Welfare Allowance 
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Table 3.16 shows the difference in average welfare income between those who lost OFP due to the 
policy change and those that did not lose it due to the policy change. Whilst the average welfare 
income of those who did not lose OFP due to the policy change increased slightly between 2013 and 
2016, those who lost OFP due to the policy change saw a decline in their average welfare income of 
22% over the policy period. This, however, may be due to a range of factors and not just the policy 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
level of welfare payments. 

Table 3.16: Average Welfare Income of All those on OFP (2013-2016) 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Lost OFP due to policy change ϵмпΣопо ϵмоΣттт ϵмнΣснф ϵммΣмпп 

Other OFP Recipients* ϵмлΣрфт ϵмлΣпсф ϵмлΣтпт ϵммΣнлм 

*Includes those remaining on OFP over period and those losing OFP for non-policy related reasons 

Source: Indecon analysis 

Table 3.17 shows the change in total welfare income for those that lost OFP due to the policy 
change, broken down by the year in which the cohort lost OFP. Those who lost OFP due to the policy 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ нлмо ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ƭƻǎǘ hCtΣ ŦǊƻƳ ϵммΣсот 
ƛƴ нлмо ǘƻ ϵуΣоуф ƛƴ нлмпΦ  

Table 3.17: Total Welfare Income of those who Lost OFP due to Policy Change (2013-2016) -  
By Year of Losing OFP 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Lost OFP in 2013 ϵммΣсот ϵуΣоуф ϵтΣтмн ϵтΣннф 

Lost OFP in 2014 ϵмпΣллл ϵмнΣсор ϵмлΣппм ϵфΣомп 

Lost OFP in 2015 ϵмрΣмнл ϵмрΣнрп ϵмпΣлмф ϵмнΣмос 

Lost OFP in 2016 ϵмпΣнлм ϵмпΣппо ϵмпΣупо ϵмоΣумо 

Source: Indecon analysis 

 

A detailed analysis of the percentage of individuals with a decrease in welfare income in the year 
following the loss of OFP shows that 84% of those impacted in 2013 saw a decrease in total welfare 
income in 2014, 72% of those impacted in 2014 saw a decrease in total welfare income in 2015 and 
60% of those impacted in 2015 saw a decrease in total welfare income in 2016. It is, however, of 
note that only lone parents with earnings had any reduction in their level of entitlements to welfare 
supports. The figures reflect not only the impact of the OFP policy reforms but also changes in the 
levels of any other welfare payments received by these families including changes in child benefit. 
Individuals affected by the policy may lose child benefit payments in subsequent years due to the 
age of their children and not the impact of the OFP policy reforms.  

Similarly, if an individual increases employment earnings or moves off social welfare for a period for 
any reason then they may receive less welfare income in the year post the changes. As a result, the 
data does not represent only the impact of the policy changes. 
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3.5 Impact on Employment 

A key policy objective of OFP changes was to increase employment by one-parent families. The 
survey results show that only 15% were in full-time employment while on OFP 66% indicated they 
were in part-time employment.  

 

Table 3.18: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes - 
Employment Experiences while on OFP 

Please tell us about your employment experience while you were on OFP. 
% of Respondents 

Yes No 

DEASP Employment Programme (such as Community Employment) 28% 72% 

Full-Time Job 15% 85% 

Part-Time Job 66% 34% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 
Note: Some respondents answered yes to more than one option above. It is assumed that respondents were in both full-time and part-
time employment over the period.  

After losing OFP, a greater proportion of respondents indicated they were in full-time and a lower 
proportion in part-time employment. The reported experience of individuals to the Indecon survey 
suggested that after the OFP ended the percentage in full-time employment increased from 15% to 
22%. 

Table 3.19: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
- Employment Experiences after OFP Ended 

Please tell us about your employment experience after OFP ended. 
% of Respondents 

Yes No 

DEASP Employment Programme (such as Community Employment) 13% 87% 

Full-Time Job 22% 78% 

Part-Time Job 60% 40% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 
Note: Some respondents answered yes to more than one option above. It is assumed that respondents were in both full-time and part-
time employment over the period. 

The positive impact of employment for individuals and their family is evident from the research.  The 
majority of individuals indicated that employment helped them make more money, develop new 
skills, improve their confidence, make new friends and improved their overall wellbeing and the 
wellbeing of their children. This highlights the appropriateness of policies aimed at supporting one-
parent families to obtain employment. 
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Table 3.20: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
ς Views on the Impact of Employment During/ After OFP 

How has this employment changed things for you and your family? My 
employment... 

% of Respondents 

Yes No 

Helped me to make more money 60% 40% 

Has given me new skills 67% 33% 

Improved my confidence 69% 31% 

Gave me new friends 71% 29% 

Improved my wellbeing 68% 32% 

Improved my children's wellbeing 61% 39% 

Has encouraged me to look for more work 65% 35% 

Did not improve anything for me 29% 71% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes.  

At the time of the survey 35% reported they were in education or training with a further 9% seeking 
work.   

Table 3.21: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes - 
Employment Status 

 
% of Respondents 

Not working outside the home 15% 

In Education or Training 35% 

Currently Seeking Work 9% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

!ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ hCt changes, respondents were asked 
to provide their views on their employment circumstances since the OFP changes, 29% suggested 
that their employment situation either had got much or a little better while 20% indicated their 
employment situation had gotten worse.  
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Table 3.22: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment 
Changes ς Views on the Impact of the Changes to the OFP 

Please tell us about how you feel things have 
changed since the time the OFP changes first 
affected you. 

% of Respondents 

My 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΧ 

The economic  
situation in my area... 

Has got much better 10% 3% 

Has got a little better 19% 12% 

5ƛŘƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻǊ ǿƻǊǎŜ  52% 47% 

Has got a little worse  8% 17% 

Has got much worse 12% 21% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes.  

Individuals were also asked to indicate how they expect things to change over the next three years 
in terms of their employment situation. 43% expected that their employment situation would 
change for the better over the next three years but 13% felt it would get worse.   

Table 3.23: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment 
Changes ς Views on How they Expect Things to Change Over the Next Three Years 

Please tell us about how you expect things to 
change over the next three years 

% of Respondents 

My  
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΧ 

The economic  
situation in my area... 

Will get much better 16% 10% 

Will get a little better 27% 23% 

²ƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻǊ ǿƻǊǎŜ  44%  44% 

Will get a little worse  5% 9% 

Will get much worse 8% 14% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

The impact of OFP on employment is also evident from the survey results which indicate that 46% 
of those impacted by the changes indicated that the policy caused them to look for new employment 
and 51% suggested it caused them to look for more hours of work. 
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Table 3.24: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
- Overall Impact of OFP Payment Changes 

Please give your views on how the changes 
to the One-parent Family Payment have 
affected you and your family. The changes to 
hCtΧ 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Caused me to look for new employment 14% 32% 31% 17% 7% 

Caused me to give up my job 3% 5% 28% 39% 24% 

Caused me to look for more hours of work 18% 33% 28% 15% 7% 

Caused me to reduce my hours of work 3% 6% 32% 36% 23% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

 

The next table shows evidence from the JLD on the rise in the percentage of people who reported 
earnings from employment amongst those who lost OFP due to the policy change. 60% of those who 
lost the OFP due to the policy change reported earnings from employment in 2016. This compares 
with 44% of those who remained on OFP.  

The results suggest that the OFP changes are likely to have had a positive impact on employment. 
This is also consistent with survey evidence which suggested the changes caused individuals to look 
for new employment or more hours at work.  However, there are differences in the age and 
demographic profile of different cohorts and so the increase cannot be attributed only to the OFP 
changes.  

 

Table 3.25: Percentage with Earnings from Employment 

Year Those who Remained on OFP Those who Lost OFP due to Policy Changes 

2013 47% 49% 

2014 45% 52% 

2015 44% 55% 

2016 44% 60% 

Source: Indecon analysis 

 

This is confirmed by an analysis of employment earnings by year in which individuals lost OFP. The 
ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻǾŜǊ ϵрΣллл ŀƴŘ ϵмлΣллл per annum also 
increased in the years following the loss of OFP. This indicates that the loss of OFP resulted in 
individuals working more or to find better paying employment. 
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Indecon also analysed quantitative evidence on the average earnings from employment of those 
who kept OFP and those who lost OFP due to the policy implemented.  Individuals who lost OFP due 
to the policy change had aǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ϵтΣртс ƛƴ нлмс ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ 
ϵпΣнпу ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ƪŜǇǘ hCtΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ƭƻǎǘ hCt ŘǳŜ ǘƻ 
the policy change increased significantly between 2013 and 2016. Average earnings from 
employment represent only an element of individuals total earnings as these figures exclude welfare 
payments which parents continue to have recourse to including JST, FIS and BTWFD. 

Table 3.26: Average Earnings from Employment who Kept or Lost OFP (2013-2016)* 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Kept OFP 2013-2016 ϵпΣрус ϵпΣпоф ϵпΣнпф ϵпΣнпу 

Lost OFP at any stage ϵрΣосл ϵсΣннр ϵтΣнпт ϵуΣсрр 

Lost OFP due to policy change ϵпΣулр ϵрΣофн ϵсΣнол ϵтΣртс 

Source: Indecon analysis 

*Data only relates to employment earnings and total earnings including welfare earnings are examined in Section 4. 

The average figures for employment include individuals who had no employment as well as those 
who had secured either part-time or full-time jobs.  It is therefore informative to look at the average 
employment earnings of those who had some employment Table 3.27 examines the difference in 
average earnings for those with some employment, amongst those who kept OFP between 2013 
and 2016 and those who lost it at some stage during those years. Those who lost OFP due to the 
policy change saw their earnings increased by 29.7% over the four-year period. It should be noted 
that those individuals losing OFP and reporting earnings from employment would still have access 
to social welfare supports such as JST, FIS and BTWFD depending on their precise circumstances and 
income levels. 

Table 3.27: Average Earnings from Employment of Those who Kept or Lost OFP Who Had Some 
Employment (2013-2016) 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Kept OFP 2013-2016 ϵфΣрур ϵфΣпмт ϵфΣрмл ϵфΣстф 

Lost OFP at any stage ϵмлΣптт ϵммΣопр ϵмнΣрту ϵмоΣфрф 

Lost OFP due to policy change ϵфΣттр ϵмлΣомо ϵммΣомр ϵмнΣсул 

Source: Indecon analysis 

The following table provides evidence on changes in average earnings from employment for each 
cohort of individuals losing OFP in from 2013 to 2016.  This table suggests that losing OFP generally 
results in higher earnings in the year following the loss of OFP.  The results may also suggest that 
over time employment earnings increases. This suggests that the policy reforms are encouraging 
individuals to either seek employment or to increase their hours of existing employment. 
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Table 3.28: Average Earnings from Employment of those who Lost OFP due to Policy Change 
(2013-2016) - By Year of Losing OFP 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Lost OFP in 2013 ϵрΣфрп ϵтΣнру ϵуΣлуу ϵфΣлну 

Lost OFP in 2014 ϵрΣмфф ϵрΣтон ϵтΣлрм ϵуΣпут 

Lost OFP in 2015 ϵпΣрпп ϵрΣлпф ϵрΣурт ϵтΣопо 

Lost OFP in 2016 ϵоΣфос ϵпΣмсм ϵпΣпоо ϵрΣосм 

Source: Indecon analysis: Excludes Welfare Incomes 

 

3.6 Marginal Impact of Policy Reforms 

In order to estimate the marginal impact of the policy reforms Indecon utilised a range of 
econometric methodologies.   The results of the estimation are presented in the table below.  The 
ATET is the average treatment effect on the treated.  The analysis finds that both the DID and RDD 
models predicted the policy led to a lower overall welfare dependency rate. The impact was 
estimated at between a reduction of 3% and 4% on the overall welfare dependency rate. The DID 
model suggests an impact of reducing the welfare dependency rate by 4% percentage points. All of 
the econometric models find a negative impact on the probability of having a welfare dependency 
rate of greater than 50% or of 100%. Our main econometric model suggests a 16% reduction in the 
probability of being more than 50% welfare dependent and a 3% reduction in the probability of 
being 100% welfare dependent. Statistically significant figures are indicated in bold. 

 

Table 3.29: Econometric Evidence on Impact of Policy Reforms on Welfare Dependency  

 
Difference in 
Difference 

Regression 
Discontinuity 

Model Dep Var 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 

WDR -4.1% -3.2% 

I.WD_50 -16.1% -4.7% 

I.WD_100 -2.7% -2.2% 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD  

We next estimated the same models excluding those who moved to JST.  When looking at the cohort 
who did not move to JSTΣ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ 5L5 ƳƻŘŜƭ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ с҈ ǘƻ ф҈ 
of the welfare dependency rate.  The model also estimates a 22% reduction in the probability of 
being more than 50% welfare dependent and a 4% reduction in the probability of being 100% 
welfare dependent. 
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Table 3.30: Econometric Evidence on Impact of Policy Reforms on Welfare Dependency  
(Excluding Those on JST)  

 
Difference in 
Difference 

Regression 
Discontinuity 

Model Dep Var 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 

WDR -9.1% -5.5% 

I.WD_50 -21.9% -7.5% 

I.WD_100 -4.2% -4.1% 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD  

 

Indecon also examined the impact of the reforms on the probability of the individual being 
employed at all in a given year, and the probability of them being in employment with earnings of 
more than ϵнΣрллΣ ϵрΣлллΣ ϵмлΣллл ŀƴŘ ϵмрΣллл per annum; a different dependent variable 
indicating above or below the threshold was defined for each income level and the model rerun for 
each.  The marginal impact of the policy on the probability of being over the threshold can then be 
estimated. The results are presented in the table below. The models suggest that the policy reforms 
increased the probability of those impacted being employed in subsequent years by between 2% 
and 3%. The models also suggest that the policy reforms increase the probability of the affected 
individuals being in employment and earning over ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘǎΣ ŦǊƻƳ ϵнΣрлл ǘƻ ϵм5,000 
per annum. 

 

Table 3.31: Econometric Evidence on Impact of Policy Reforms on Employment  

 
Difference in 
Difference 

Regression 
Discontinuity 

Model Dep Var 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 

Emp Earnings 3.3% 2.2% 

Emp Earnings > 2.5 3.3% 2.3% 

Emp Earnings > 5 3.4% 2.6% 

Emp Earnings > 10 4.5% 3.5% 

Emp Earnings > 15 6.3% 2.8% 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD  

The models excluding those transitioning to JST suggest that the policy reforms increased the 
probability of those impacted being employed in subsequent years by between 4% and 5%. The 
models estimate larger probabilities of the affected individual ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƻǾŜǊ ϵмлΣллл ŀƴŘ ϵмрΣллл ǇŜǊ 
ŀƴƴǳƳ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ϵнΣрлл ŀƴŘ ϵрΣлллΦ 
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Table 3.32: Econometric Evidence on Impact of Policy Reforms on Employment (Excluding 
Those who Transferred to JST)  

 
Difference in 
Difference 

Regression 
Discontinuity 

Model Dep Var 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 

Emp Earnings 4.8% 4.1% 

Emp Earnings > 2.5 3.1% 2.2% 

Emp Earnings > 5 3.6% 2.7% 

Emp Earnings > 10 7.6% 6.3% 

Emp Earnings > 15 8.6% 4.9% 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD  

 
 

3.7 Summary of Findings 

Ç The policy objective of the One-parent Family Payment reforms that were introduced in the 
Social Welfare and Pensions Act, 2012, was to reduce long-term social welfare dependency, 
and associated poverty, by ending the expectation that lone parents will remain outside of 
the workforce indefinitely. It is therefore important as part of our analysis to examine if the 
OFP policy reforms decreased welfare dependency amongst the population of lone parents 
and whether the policy resulted in an increase in employment. 

Ç As background context to examining the impact of the policy reforms on employment and 
welfare dependency, it is useful to consider the range of supports provided to OFP recipients 
to assist individuals to reduce welfare dependence and increase employment. Some of 
these activation supports are being rolled out over time and so not all of those who lost OFP 
payments due to the policy change will have had access to these services to date. It is, 
ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ 
with these supports. For those who lost OFP due to the policy change approximately one-
fifth had engaged with DEASP. One-to-one engagement or individual follow-on engagement 
accounted for 7,709 engagement activations and there were an additional 3,651 individuals 
who participated in activation group engagement. 

Ç Since the original changes were made to OFP a number of other supporting measures have 
also been introduced including the Back to Work Family Dividend which provided financial 
support in the period after 5 January 2015 to certain families with children who take up 
employment or self-employment. Our analysis shows that many individuals who lost OFP 
were assisted from this initiative. For example, 26.4% of individuals who lost OFP in 2015 
obtained this payment. 
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Ç Almost one-third of respondents to the Indecon survey reported that they received 
information on employment programmes and training or education opportunities while 
18% reported they received advice on preparing a personal development plan.  

Ç Indecon also asked respondents to the survey for their views on the helpfulness of the 
information and service provided by the department. 37% of individuals found the 
information and service helpful/very helpful while 30% suggested that they did not find the 
service to be helpful.  

Ç The longer-term objective of reducing welfare dependency and employment will be 
influenced not only by the activation support services provided but also by the engagement 
of individuals in education and training. As part of this study we asked those who lost OFP 
what impact, if any, it had on their involvement in training and education and employment.  
The results show that 39% of one-parent families suggested the changes encouraged them 
to consider education, training or an employment programme, but for 19% it was suggested 
the changes discouraged this option. The results suggest that the changes are likely on 
balance to have a positive impact on encouraging a percentage of OFP recipients to enhance 
their skills via education or training. 

Ç The majority of respondents to the Indecon survey suggested that the education/ training 
had a positive impact in many ways including acquiring new skills, improving confidence, 
making friends, encouraging children to want to study and improved overall wellbeing.  

Ç Amongst those who lost OFP due to the policy change, average OFP payments fell sharply 
between 2013 and 2016, but as lone parents transitioned from OFP onto other social 
welfare payments, average welfare income from JST, FIS and BTWFD, increased significantly 
suggesting that some of the OFP reductions were met by other social welfare supports. 

Ç An analysis of those who lost OFP shows that welfare dependency rates fell in the year after 
individuals lost OFP. The evidence also shows that the reduction in welfare dependency 
declined each year after the OFP was lost. For example, those who lost OFP in 2013 saw a 
welfare dependency reduction of 74% in 2013 and this declined to 63% in 2014. This 
declined further to 60% in the following year and 56% in 2015. 

Ç A key policy objective of OFP changes was to increase employment by one-parent families. 
The employment position of individuals surveyed when they were in receipt of the OFP, 
shows that only 15% were in full-time employment and 66% indicated they were in part-
time employment.  
 

Ç After the OFP, a greater proportion of respondents had secured full-time and a lower 
proportion in part-time employment. The reported experience of individuals to the Indecon 
survey suggested that after the OFP ended the percentage in full-time employment 
increased from 15% to 22%. 

Ç The positive impact of employment for individuals and their family is evident from the 
Indecon survey.  The majority of individuals indicated that employment helped them make 
more money, develop new skills, improve their confidence, make new friends and improved 
their overall wellbeing and the wellbeing of their children. This highlights the 
appropriateness of policies aimed at supporting one-parent families in obtaining 
employment. 
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Ç 29% of survey respondents suggested that their employment situation had got much better 
or a little better as a result of the changes while 20% indicated their employment situation 
had got worse.  

Ç 43% of respondents expected that their employment situation would change for the better 
over the next three years but 13% felt it would get worse.   

Ç The impact of OFP on employment prospects is also evident from the survey results which 
indicate that 46% of those impacted by the changes indicated that the policy caused them 
to look for new employment and 51% suggested it caused them to look for more hours of 
work. 

Ç The analysis shows the rise in the percentage of people who reported earnings from 
employment amongst those who lost OFP due to the policy change. 60% of those who lost 
the OFP due to the policy change reported earnings from employment in 2016. This 
compares with 44% of those who remained on OFP. 

Ç The results suggest that the OFP policy changes are likely to have had a positive impact on 
employment. This is also consistent with survey evidence which suggested changes caused 
individuals to look for new employment or more hours at work. 

Ç ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻǾŜǊ ϵрΣллл ŀƴŘ ϵмлΣллл ǇŜǊ 
annum also increases in the years following the loss of OFP. This indicates that the loss of 
OFP resulted in individuals working more or to find better paying employment. 

Ç Indecon also analysed quantitative evidence on the average earnings from employment of 
those who kept OFP and those who lost OFP due to the policy implemented.  

Ç Individuals who lost OFP due to the policy change had average ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ϵтΣртс ƛƴ нлмс 
ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ϵпΣнпу ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ƪŜǇǘ hCtΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ 
employment earnings of those who lost OFP due to the policy change increased significantly 
between 2013 and 2016. 

Ç Those who lost OFP due to the policy change saw their earnings increased by 29.7% over 
the four-year period. 

Ç The results of the econometrics show that for all models the policy led to a lower welfare 
dependency rate. The impact was estimated at between a reduction of 3% and 4% on the 
overall welfare dependency rate. The DID model suggests an impact of reducing the welfare 
dependency rate by 4% percentage points. Both the DID and RDD econometric models 
indicate that OFP reforms reduced the probability of having a welfare dependency rate of 
greater than 50% and also reduced the probability of having a welfare dependency rate of 
100%. Our main econometric model suggests a 16% reduction in the probability of being 
more than 50% welfare dependent and a 3% reduction in the probability of being 100% 
welfare dependent. 

Ç Our econometric analysis of the impact of the policy reforms on employment indicate that 
the marginal impact of the policy increases the probability of those impacted being 
employed in subsequent years by between 2% and 3%. A higher probability of those 
impacted being employed in subsequent years of between 4% and 5%, is evident for those 
who did not transfer on to JST.  The models also suggest that the policy reforms increase 
the probability of the affected individuals being in employment and earning over thresholds 
ƻŦ ϵнΣрлл ǘƻ ϵм5,000 per annum. 
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Ç Our analysis shows that the OFP reforms have been successful in increasing employment 
and in reducing welfare dependency. Despite this finding and while accepting it is too early 
to examine the overall long-term impacts, a potential concern is that many of those who 
lost OFP remain unemployed or in low paid or part-time employment.  A key challenge for 
policymakers is to assist lone parents to become more integrated into the Irish labour 
market. 
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4 CƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ tƻǾŜǊǘȅ LƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ tƻƭƛŎȅ wŜŦƻǊƳǎ 

4.1 Introduction 

The empirical evidence examined suggests that the OFP changes have had positive impacts on 
reducing welfare dependency and increasing the probability of securing employment. Over the 
longer term the positive impacts of the changes on employment impacts, if sustained, offer the 
potential to enhance the financial position of one-parent families and to reduce the risks of poverty. 
However, it is also important to consider the short-term impact on the financial position and the 
risks of poverty of those impacted by the policy changes.  It is also recognised that increased 
employment, while having many benefits, does not necessarily improve lone parentǎΩ financial 
wellbeing, particularly in the case of the low paid part-time employment. 

 

4.2 Impact on Families Financial Position 

!ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ individuals affected by the OFP changes, we obtained their views on 
the changes in their personal financial circumstances in the period after OFP changes. Just over half 
όро҈ύ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ got a little worse/much worse 
since the changes to the OFP, while 27% said it did not change their financial situation and 20% said 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƘŀŘ Ǝƻtten better. It is important to note that these changes may 
have been for various reasons and not simply due to OFP reform. 

Table 4.1: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes  

Please tell us about how you feel things have changed 
since the time the OFP changes first affected you. 

% of Respondents 

aȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅϥǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΧ 

Has got much better 5% 

Has got a little better 15% 

5ƛŘƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻǊ ǿƻǊǎŜ  27% 

Has got a little worse  27% 

Has got much worse 26% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes.  

Indecon also examined, separately, the views of respondents who qualified for WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ 
Transitional (JST) payment at the time their OFP ended. For most of these individuals there was 
change in the levels of payments received under JST compared to what they obtained under OFP.  
Despite this it is clear that пн҈ ƻŦ W{¢ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ 
had gotten a little worse/much worse since the changes to the OFP while 25% said it had gotten a 
little better/much better since the changes. This highlights the fact that OFP changes were not the 
only factors impacting on one-parent ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΩ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴs. 
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Table 4.2: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
who Qualified for WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀȅƳŜƴǘ  

Please tell us about how you feel things have 
changed since the time the OFP changes first affected you. 

% of Respondents 

aȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅϥǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΧ 

Has got much better 6% 

Has got a little better 19% 

5ƛŘƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻǊ ǿƻǊǎŜ 32% 

Has got a little worse 18% 

Has got much worse 24% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

Respondents were also asked to indicate how they expect things to change over the next three years 
in terms of their ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ financial situation. The results indicated that 41% of individuals believe that 
their familyΩǎ financial position will improve over the next three years while 30% felt it would not 
change and the balance felt their familyΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ position would get worse. The results suggest 
more positive expectations for their future financial situation compared to what has occurred since 
the OFP changes were made.    

Table 4.3: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
ς Views on How they Expect Their Financial Situation to Change Over the Next 
Three Years 

Please tell us about how you expect things to change over the 
next three years % of Respondents 

aȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅϥǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΧ 

Will get much better 14% 

Will get a little better 27% 

²ƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻǊ ǿƻǊǎŜ  30% 

Will get a little worse  14% 

Will get much worse 16% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

JST respondents were also asked to indicate how they expect things to change over the next three 
years in terms of their financial situation. Over half of the respondents (52%) reported that expect 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ ƎŜǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǿƘƛƭŜ нт҈ ŜȄpect it to stay the same and 17% expect 
it to get worse to some degree.  
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Table 4.4: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
who Qualified for WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ Payment - Respondent's Views on How 
they Expect Things to Change Over the Next Three Years 

Please tell us about how you expect things to change over 
the next three years. 

% of Respondents 

aȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅϥǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΧ 

Will get much better 17% 

Will get a little better 35% 

²ƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻǊ ǿƻǊǎŜ  27% 

Will get a little worse  9% 

Will get much worse 12% 
Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

 

4.3 Quantified Impact on Incomes 

Indecon also examined empirical evidence on the changes in the incomes of those who have been 
impacted by OFP. In Section 3 the analysis showed that welfare income and dependency declined 
for those impacted by OFP but that employment earnings increased. A key issue is whether 
employment earnings have as yet been sufficient to compensate for any decline in social welfare 
incomes.  

As noted earlier, there are likely to be a range of factors influencing the changes in incomes apart 
from the policy reforms. Changing circumstances in terms of employment, family size and age of 
children, can all impact on the incomes. The data on average incomes indicates that in 2016, 
incomes of those who lost OFP due to the policy changes were similar to those who had remained 
on OFP over the period. However, it should be noted that there are likely to be differences in other 
characteristics between these groups including parental age and age of children, which may impact 
on incomes. 

Table 4.5: Average Total Income (2013-2016) 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Those who remained on OFP 2013-2016 ϵ15,037 ϵ15,842 ϵ16,824 ϵ18,071 

Lost OFP due to policy change ϵмфΣмпт ϵмфΣмсф ϵмуΣурф ϵмуΣтнл 

Source: Indecon analysis 

 

Table 4.6 examines the total income of those who lost OFP due to the change in policy.  The evidence 
shows that there was a decline in income in the year after their loss of OFP. Those who lost OFP in 
2013 experienced the largest decline in average income compared to the previous year, possibly 
due to the fact that this group would have also experienced a loss in child benefit in the subsequent 
year. 
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Table 4.6: Total Income of those who Lost OFP due to Policy Change (2013-2016) -  
By Year of Losing OFP 

 
2013 2014 2015 2016 

Lost OFP in 2013 ϵмтΣрфм ϵмрΣспт ϵмрΣулл ϵмсΣнрт 

Lost OFP in 2014 ϵмфΣнлл ϵмуΣосу ϵмтΣпфо ϵмтΣулм 

Lost OFP in 2015 ϵмфΣссо ϵнлΣоло ϵмфΣутр ϵмфΣптф 

Lost OFP in 2016 ϵмуΣмот ϵмуΣслр ϵмфΣнтс ϵмфΣмто 

Source: Indecon analysis 

 

The analysis suggests that while the policy reforms resulted in individuals increasing their earnings 
from employment following the loss of OFP, this increase in earnings has not as yet been sufficient 
to fully compensate for the loss in welfare income. However, some individuals who lost OFP have 
experienced either no loss or an increase in income.  

While 52% of individuals who lost OFP in 2015 faced no loss in total incomes, a small percentage of 
individuals experienced a decline in income of over 30%. As noted earlier the welfare component of 
incomes will be influenced by the average number of weeks of claims made on different welfare 
programmes. Again, we note that changes in income may be due to various factors including 
changes in individual circumstances and it would be incorrect to interpret changes as only due to 
OFP reforms.  Ways of assisting these more vulnerable individuals to increase their employment in 
order to enhance incomes is something which merits particular attention. The figures also show that 
19.8% of those who lost OFP in 2015 experienced significant increases in income of over 10%. 

 

Table 4.7: Analysis of Changes in Total Income Post OFP Losses 

  2013 2014 2015 

No Change 3.4% 9.7% 16.8% 

Gain of between 1-10% 7.0% 9.3% 15.3% 

Gain of between 10-20% 5.0% 6.2% 6.1% 

Gain of between 20-30% 3.2% 4.0% 3.8% 

Gain of over 30% 9.5% 10.2% 9.8% 

Loss of between 1-10% 16.3% 19.7% 17.0% 

Loss of between 10-20% 22.1% 17.5% 14.7% 

Loss of between 20-30% 13.8% 10.8% 6.9% 

Loss of over 30% 19.8% 12.6% 9.5% 

Source: Indecon analysis 
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The trend in average earnings of those who lost OFP due to policy changes are presented in the 
figures below. This shows a small average reduction in incomes over the period for these individuals. 

Table 4.8: Earnings and Total Income Everyone who Lost OFP due to Policy Change (2013-
2016) ς όϵύ 

Year Total Income  

2013 19,148  

2014 19,169  

2015 18,859  

2016 18,720  

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD  

In addition to considering average incomes it is useful to examine how incomes of those who lost 
OFP prior to 2016 by age category compared to similar age categories for those who remain on OFP. 
The figures show that the individuals who lost OFP in age cohort 30-39 have the highest income.  
Among those over the age of 35 and still on OFP had higher average total incomes.  For those 
between 20 and 35, there were higher level of earnings for those who lost OFP led to them having 
higher income on average.  

Table 4.9: Income and Earnings from Employment of Existing and Former OFP Recipients ς 
2016 by Age 

 Still on OFP Lost OFP due to Policy Change 

Age Category Average Total Income Average Total Income 

Under 20 10,617 9,693 

20-24 14,687 15,125 

25-29 17,100 17,774 

30-34 18,593 19,114 

35-39 19,829 19,760 

40-44 19,949 18,926 

45-49 19,241 17,969 

50-54 18,627 16,493 

55 and older 16,663 14,173 
Source: Indecon analysis 

An analysis of the incomes of those who lost OFP compared to those still on OFP by number of 
children is presented in the next table. Not surprisingly given how social welfare support is 
structured, the figures show that average incomes for both groups were higher for families with 
more children.  For families with three or fewer children those who had lost OFP had higher total 
incomes when compared to their OFP comparators.  
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Table 4.10: Income and Earnings from Employment of Existing and Former OFP Recipients ς  
2016 by Number of Children 

 Still on OFP Lost OFP due to Policy Change 

Children Average Total Income Average Total Income 

1 Child 16,005 17,026 

2 Children 17,676 18,639 

3 Children 19,665 20,265 

4 or more Children 22,791 22,277 
Source: Indecon analysis 

 

4.4 Impact on Social Outcomes and Risk of Poverty 

Having examined the available evidence on the impact of the policy reforms of the financial 
wellbeing on individuals, we now turn to look at the related issue of impact of the reforms on the 
risk of poverty. Owing to the fact that persons who qualify for the OFP are means-tested, this group 
of individuals are likely to have experienced deprivation and risk of poverty prior to any policy 
change. This is coƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ƴŜǿ ǎǳǊvey evidence which shows that across the range of 
categories there was a high proportion of respondents who reported they could not afford the item 
before the OFP changes. Table 4.11 presents data on the proportion of respondents to the Indecon 
survey who were unable to afford each of the items before any OFP changes demonstrates that 
recipients of the OFP experience relatively high rates of deprivation. The figures also indicate an 
increase in the percentage who were unable to afford the items in the last two months.  

Table 4.11: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
ς Experiences of Deprivation before the OFP Changes versus in Last 12 months 

Please tell us if, before the OFP changes since 1st January 
first affected you, you were able or unable to afford any of 
the following: 

% Unable to Afford 

Prior to OFP 
Changes  

In last 12 Months  

Two pairs of strong shoes 49% 59% 

A warm waterproof overcoat 37% 50% 

Never had to go without heating 41% 47% 

Buy new (not second-hand) clothes 38% 45% 

Eat meal with meat, chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalent) 
every second day 

17% 23% 

Have a roast of meat or its equivalent once a week 30% 35% 

Keep the home adequately warm  32% 38% 

Buy presents for family or friends at least once a year 46% 54% 

Replace any worn out furniture 84% 85% 

Have family or friends for a drink or meal once a month 74% 76% 

Have a morning, afternoon, or evening out in the last 
fortnight for entertainment 

73% 76% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes  
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An analysis of JST recipients regarding their experiences of deprivation before the changes to OFP 
shows that this group experienced slightly higher rates of deprivation than other OFP recipients 
before the changes to OFP. 

Table 4.12: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
who Qualified for WƻōǎŜŜƪŜǊΩǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀȅƳŜƴǘ - Experiences of Deprivation 
before the OFP Changes  

Please tell us if, before the OFP changes since 1st January 2012 first affected 
you, you were able or unable to afford any of the following: 

% Unable to Afford 

Indecon Survey 
Respondents 

Two pairs of strong shoes 54% 

A warm waterproof overcoat 44% 

Never had to go without heating 45% 

Buy new (not second-hand) clothes 42% 

Eat meal with meat, chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalent) every second day 20% 

Have a roast of meat or its equivalent once a week 33% 

Keep the home adequately warm  36% 

Buy presents for family or friends at least once a year 50% 

Replace any worn out furniture 86% 

Have family or friends for a drink or meal once a month 76% 

Have a morning, afternoon, or evening out in the last fortnight for entertainment 77% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

A comparison of the responses among the OFP recipients relating to their circumstances before the 
changes to the OFP compared with that of the last 12 months shows that there was a marginal 
improvement in the small percentage who were able to afford all of the items listed but the position 
for those not able to afford three or more items deteriorated. Of note is that there has been no 
change in the reported percentage of those at risk of consistent poverty in the last 12 months 
compared to the position before the OFP changes affected them. Consistent poverty is defined to 
describe someone who cannot afford at least two of a number of deprivation indicators. 

Table 4.13: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
ς Experiences of Deprivation in the Last 12 Months 

Number of Items on the Deprivation Index  
Respondents Reported they were Unable to Afford  

% of Respondents 

Before the OFP 
Changes Affected you 

In the Last 12 Months 

None 14% 15% 

One or more 86% 85% 

Two or more 81% 81% 

Three or more 75% 77% 

Four or more 66% 70% 

Five or more 56% 63% 

Six or more 45% 54% 

Seven or more 35% 43% 

Eight or more 24% 32% 

Nine or more  14% 22% 

Ten or more  8% 13% 

Eleven 5% 8% 
Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 
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In considering the possible causes of the differential effects on incomes of those who lost OFP, we 
examined deprivation levels for those in different employment situations. The below table shows 
the responses of those who were in full-time employment at the time of completing the survey. 
Relative to the average from all respondents, those in full-time employment show a significant 
increase in those who are able to afford all of the items of expenditure. This highlights the positive 
impact in reducing poverty of those who were able to obtain full-time employment. However, a 
different picture emerges for those with no employment or low part-time employment earnings. 

 

Table 4.14: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
- Experiences of Deprivation in the Last 12 Months (in Full Time Employment) 

Number of Items on the Deprivation 
Index Respondents Reported they were 
Unable to Afford  

% of Respondents 

Before the OFP Changes 
Affected You 

In the Last 12 Months 

None 16% 27% 

One or more 84% 73% 

Two or more 79% 68% 

Three or more 71% 63% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes. 

 

As part of our research, Indecon obtained the views of individuals impacted by the OFP reforms on 
their perceptions of the overall impact of the OFP changes on their families in terms of overall 
wellbeing. 23% of individuals affected indicated that the changes improved their sense of wellbeing 
but 43% indicated that this had worsened.  Similarly, 21% suggested the changes had improved their 
ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎ ǿƘƛƭŜ пл҈ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƘŀŘ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜŘΦ  

 

Table 4.15: Indecon Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes 
ς Views on the Overall Impact on Wellbeing of OFP Payment Changes 

Please give your views on how the changes to 
the One-parent Family Payment have 
affected you and your family. The changes to 
hCtΧ 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Improved my sense of wellbeing 8% 15% 30% 23% 24% 

Worsened my sense of wellbeing 21% 22% 30% 16% 10% 

LƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎ 7% 14% 31% 25% 23% 

²ƻǊǎŜƴŜŘ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎ 19% 21% 34% 16% 10% 

Source: Indecon Confidential Survey of Customers Affected by the One-parent Family Payment Changes  
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In addition to the survey evidence we examine new quantitative data on those at risk of poverty 
defined as the share of people with an equivalised disposable income (after social transfers) below 
60% of the national disposable income. The following table illustrates the average median 
household income in equivalised terms in Ireland over the period from 2010 to 2015. Data for 2016 
is not yet available. Since the introduction of the policy changes it can be observed that nationally, 
ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ ϵмуΣллл ǘƻ ϵнлΣллл ƛƴ нлмрΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ŦƻǊ poverty 
risk has also increased.  

 

Table 4.16: Median Equivalised HoǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ LƴŎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǘ wƛǎƪ ƻŦ tƻǾŜǊǘȅ ¢ƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ όϵύ 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Nominal Median Income - Equivalised total 
disposable income 

18,591 18,148 18,276 18,262 18,864 20,000 

60% threshold for at risk of poverty 11,155 10,889 10,966 10,957 11,318 12,000 

Source: Indecon analysis of CSO data  

 

The data in Table 4.17 presents evidence on those who lost OFP in each year and tracks the risk of 
poverty of that cohort between 2013 and 2016. Those who lost OFP witnessed an increase in the 
risk of poverty the following year as measured by 60% of equivalent incomes but the proportion of 
those at risk of poverty was higher for average of all those on OFP than amongst those who lost 
OFP.  

 

Table 4.17: Percentage with Incomes Less than 60% of the National Median Incomes         
(2013-2016) 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Lost OFP in 2013 57% 69% 73% 71% 

Lost OFP in 2014 57% 62% 69% 67% 

Lost OFP in 2015 57% 57% 59% 61% 

Lost OFP in 2016 64% 63% 64% 62% 

Average for all those on OFP 61% 63% 66% 69% 

Source: Indecon analysis 

As can be seen in Table 4.18, those who were still on the OFP in 2016 and between the ages of 30 
and 34 were the least likely to be at risk of poverty, and had the highest equivalised income, ϵмоΣмтл. 
This was also the group with the lowest risk of poverty amongst those who had lost OFP in the 
previous years. This age group had the highŜǎǘ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƻƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ ϵнлΣлснΦ The risk of poverty 
increased with age amongst both those who were still on OFP and those who had lost this payment. 
This also increased for the younger individuals below the age of 30. 
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Table 4.18: Percentage with Incomes Less than 60% of the National Median Incomes for 
Existing and Former OFP Recipients in 2016 by Age 

Previously Lost OFP 

Age  
Category 

Observations % at Risk of Poverty 
Average Total 

Income 
Average Equivalised 

Income 

Under 20 5 100% 14,608 8,906 

20-24 184 68% 14,584 10,483 

25-29 2,345 55% 17,754 12,938 

30-34 5,795 51% 19,347 13,170 

35-39 7,805 56% 20,062 12,131 

40-44 8,898 65% 19,366 10,939 

45-49 8,370 70% 18,428 10,402 

50-54 5,191 73% 17,267 9,988 

55 and older 2,514 79% 15,115 9,083 

Still on OFP 

Age  
Category 

Observations % at Risk of Poverty 
Average Total  

Income 
Average Equivalised 

Income 

Under 20 1,179 95% 10,615 7,892 

20-24 8,380 75% 14,696 10,708 

25-29 12,690 65% 17,139 11,747 

30-34 10,515 64% 18,674 11,661 

35-39 7,815 67% 19,930 11,183 

40-44 4,653 71% 20,036 10,623 

45-49 1,880 73% 19,375 10,360 

50-54 478 71% 18,617 10,128 

55 and older 106 78% 16,542 9,276 
Source: Indecon analysis 

 

Table 4.19 demonstrates that those who had lost OFP prior to 2016 were less likely to be at risk of 
poverty than the corresponding groups who were still on OFP. The average total incomes increased, 
and average equivalised incomes declined, as the size of the family increased for both those who 
are still on OFP and those who had previously lost OFP.  
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Table 4.19: Percentage with Incomes Less than 60% of the National Median Incomes for 
Existing and Former OFP Recipients in 2016 by Number of Children 

Lost OFP 

Number of  
Children 

Observations 
% at Risk of 

Poverty 
Average Total  

Income 
Average Equivalised 

Income 

1 Child 20,261 54% 17,514 12,573 

2 Children 13,304 68% 18,963 10,523 

3 Children 5,222 78% 20,685 9,312 

4 or more Children 2,320 87% 22,840 8,199 

Still on OFP 

Number of  
Children 

Observations 
% at Risk of 

Poverty 
Average Total 

Income 
Average Equivalised 

Income 

1 Child 21,938 61% 16,012 12,263 

2 Children 14,356 70% 17,778 10,881 

3 Children 6,751 78% 19,744 9,863 

4 or more Children 4,614 88% 22,871 8,840 
Source: Indecon analysis 

 

4.5 Marginal Impact of Policy Reforms 

In order to estimate the marginal impact to date of the policy reforms Indecon utilised a range of 
econometric methodologies. The results of the econometric models on the impact on incomes of 
the reforms compared to a counterfactual control group are somewhat ambiguous. Our DID model 
suggested ŀ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ ŀōƻǳǘ ϵмΣнсф Ǉer annum, controlling for other factors while the 
results with the Regression Discontinuity model suggested a small increase in incomes. Indecon 
believes that based on all the evidence it is likely that on average the changes resulted in a small 
reduction in average incomes compared to what would have been the case although for those in 
full employment an increase in average incomes was evident.  Further research on a more detailed 
counterfactual analysis over time is needed to derive definitive conclusions.  

Table 4.20: Econometric Evidence on Impact of Policy Reforms on Total Income  

 
Difference in 
Difference 

Regression 
Discontinuity 

Model Dep Var 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 
ATET/ 

Marginal impact 

Total Income -1,269 279 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD  

The econometric modelling also attempted to estimate the impact on those at risk of poverty 
compared to the counterfactual position of no policy changes.  Both the DID and RDD models 
suggest that, controlling for other factors, the policy reforms had no statistically significant impact 
on the probability of affected individuals being classified as at risk of poverty. The coefficients on 
the key variable for policy impact in both models are statistically insignificant. It should be noted 
that it was only possible to run this model on the population of all those people on OFP over the 
period. Thus, the results of this model for those impacted by the policy are relative to those 
individuals still on OFP and further econometric modelling work on this may be appropriate if 
additional data sources can be obtained. 
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4.6 Summary of Findings 

Ç Over the longer term the positive impacts of the changes on employment, if sustained, 
offers the potential to enhance the financial position of one-parent families and to reduce 
the risks of poverty and to have other social benefits. However, it is also important to 
consider the short term financial and poverty impact on loan parents.  

Ç Just over half (53%) of respondents to the Indecon survey ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ 
financial situation got a little worse/much worse since the changes to the OFP while 27% 
said it did not ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ нл҈ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛtuation 
had gotten better. It is important to note that these changes may have been for various 
reasons and not simply due to OFP reform. 

Ç The results of the survey also indicated that 41% of individuals believed that their familyΩǎ 
financial position would improve over the next three years while 30% felt it would not 
change and the balance felt their family position would get worse. The results suggest more 
positive expectations for their future financial situations compared to what has occurred 
since the OFP changes were made.    

Ç Indecon believes it is also critical to examine empirical evidence on the changes in the 
incomes of those who have been impacted by OFP. A key issue is whether any increase in 
employment earnings have as yet been sufficient to compensate for any decline in social 
welfare incomes.  

Ç The figures indicate that in 2016 incomes of those who lost OFP due to the policy changes 
were similar to those who had remained on OFP over the period. However, it should be 
noted that there are likely to be differences in other characteristics between these groups 
including parental age and age of children. 

Ç Our findings demonstrate that the impact of OFP on ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ financial incomes varied 
and the results indicate that 52% of individuals who lost OFP in 2015 faced no loss in total 
incomes, while 48% experienced a loss in income.   

Ç For families with three or fewer children, those who had lost OFP had on average higher 
total incomes when compared to their OFP comparators.  

Ç Owing to the fact that persons who qualify for the OFP are means-tested, this group of 
individuals are likely to have experienced deprivation and risk of poverty prior to any policy 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ƴŜǿ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ 
range of categories there was a high proportion of respondents who reported they could 
not afford basic items of expenditure before the OFP changes. Data on the proportion of 
respondents to the Indecon survey who were unable to afford each of the items before any 
OFP changes were introduced demonstrates that recipients of the OFP, experience 
relatively high rates of deprivation. This suggests that simply leaving individuals on current 
OFP payments will not address the risks of poverty for these individuals. The figures also 
indicate an increase in percentage who were unable to afford the items in the last 12 
months.  
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Ç A comparison of the responses among the OFP recipients relating to their circumstances 
before the changes to the OFP compared with that of the last 12 months shows that there 
was a marginal improvement in the small percentage who were able to afford all of the 
items listed but the position for those not able to afford three or more items deteriorated. 
Of note is that there has been no change in the reported percentage of those at risk of 
consistent poverty in the last 12 months compared to the position before the OFP changes 
affected them. Consistent poverty is defined as someone who cannot afford at least two of 
a number of deprivation indicators. 

Ç In considering the possible causes of the differential effects on incomes of those who lost 
OFP, we examined deprivation levels for those in different employment situations. Results 
show the responses of those who were in full-time employment at the time of completing 
the survey. Relative to the average from all respondents, those in full-time employment 
show a significant increase in those who are able to afford all of the items of expenditure. 
This highlights the positive impact in reducing poverty of those who were able to obtain full-
time employment. However, a different picture emerges for those with no employment or 
low part-time employment earnings. 

Ç 23% of individuals affected indicated in the survey that the changes improved their sense of 
wellbeing but 43% indicated that this had worsened.  Similarly, 21% suggested the changes 
ƘŀŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎ ǿƘƛƭŜ пл҈ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƘŀŘ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜŘΦ  

Ç Indecon analysed changes in median equivalised income of those who lost OFP to examine 
how the loss of OFP has affected the percentage at risk of poverty over time. Those who lost 
OFP saw an increase in the risk of poverty in the following year but in the majority of cases 
the proportion of those at risk of poverty was higher for the average of those on OFP than 
amongst those who lost OFP payments.  

Ç In order to estimate the marginal impact to date of the policy reforms, Indecon utilised a 
range of econometric methodologies. The results of the econometric models on the impact 
on incomes of the reforms compared to a counterfactual control group are somewhat 
ambiguous. Our DID ƳƻŘŜƭ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ŀ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ ŀōƻǳǘ ϵмΣнсф ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳΣ 
controlling for other factors while the results with the Regression Discontinuity model 
suggested a small increase in incomes. Indecon believes that based on all the evidence it is 
likely that on average the changes resulted in a small reduction in average incomes 
compared to what would have been the case although for those in full employment an 
increase in average incomes was evident.  Further research on a more detailed 
counterfactual analysis over time is needed to derive definitive conclusions.  

Ç The econometric modelling also attempted to estimate the impact on those at risk of 
poverty.  Both the DID and RDD models suggest that, controlling for other factors, the policy 
reforms had no statistically significant impact on the probability of affected individuals being 
classified as at risk of poverty. The coefficients on the key variable for policy impact in both 
models are statistically insignificant. It should be noted that it was only possible to run this 
model on the population of all those people on OFP over the period. No interpretation of 
these econometric results should be attempted, and the conclusion is that the balance of 
evidence from the non-econometric investigations suggests that the policy reforms is likely 
to have impacted on the risk of poverty for a percentage of individuals who lost OFP 
although some individuals experienced enhanced incomes. 

 



 5 ƅ Exchequer Impact and Cost-Benefit Analysis 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
Indecon International Economic Consultants 

Indecon Independent Review of the Amendments to the One-parent Family Payment 
since January 2012 

47 

 

5 9ȄŎƘŜǉǳŜǊ LƳǇŀŎǘ ŀƴŘ /ƻǎǘπ.ŜƴŜŦƛǘ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter utilises the evidence outlined in the previous chapters to assess the impact of the policy 
reforms on the Exchequer and the wider impact of the reforms. We also consider potential 
alternative policy reforms that could have been undertaken. These alternative reform scenarios are 
necessarily less detailed than the analysis of the policies. 

 

5.2 Exchequer Impact Analysis 

The Public Spending Code defines an Exchequer cash flow analysis as a specific financial analysis 
which takes into account direct and indirect flows which impact on the Exchequer. In the context of 
the OFP policy reforms, there are a range of means through which the policy changes may impact 
on the Exchequer, including: 

Ç Lower expenditure on OFP payments; 

Ç Increased expenditure on other social welfare payments as individuals transition to JST, FIS, 
BTWFD, Carers Allowance etc.; 

Ç Potential increase in taxation revenue from increased employment and earnings 
attributable to the policy reforms; and 

Ç The administrative costs of undertaking the policy reforms. 

The JLD and other matched datasets provided to Indecon by DEASP for this review facilitate an 
assessment of the impact of policy reforms on the Exchequer in terms of changing levels of welfare 
payments.  

In estimating the likely total social welfare payments to the affected population over the period 
from 2013 to 2016 should the policy reforms have not taken place, we use the data available in the 
JLD and other associated matched datasets. We assume that should an individual not have lost their 
OFP payments due to the policy reforms, their welfare payments would have remained constant in 
future years over the 2013-2016 period, with the exception of changes in the rates for specific 
welfare payments such as child benefit over the period. We also adjust the payments should an 
individual become ineligible for child benefit at any point over the period. The following table 
illustrates the estimated counterfactual total welfare expenditure required for the individuals 
affected by the policy over the period 2013-2016.  

An additional adjustment is made with regard to those who would have lost OFP over the period 
without the policy reforms in terms of the welfare payments which they would likely have 
transitioned to. We assume that in the counterfactual scenario in which the policy reforms do not 
take place that those individuals who would have lost OFP anyway would, on average, transition to 
other sources of welfare that would provide 68% of the welfare income they were eligible for while 
receiving OFP. This assumption is based on evidence from the JLD which suggests that, on average, 
weekly payment rates for those on JA/JB are 68% of the weekly payment rates for those at the end 
of an episode of OFP. This does not take account of the impact of any individuals who may gain 
employment and no longer claim JA/JB after losing OFP. Table 5.1 presents data on what social 
welfare payments would have been for individuals impacted in the absence of the policy reforms 
under the assumptions specified.  
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For the purposes of this analysis, we also include an assumption on scheme costs of implementing 
ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǊŜŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ϵр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴum. This is meant to be a very indicative costing of the wider 
system administration costs of changing the payment systems, working with those assisted, 
designing additional transition measures and other costs. Further research to evaluate such costs 
would be needed but is outside the scope of this preliminary study. 

 

Table 5.1: Estimated Total Welfare Payments 2013-2016 ς Counterfactual Scenario - ϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Welfare Payments - Counterfactual 646 638 642 658 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD 

The following table illustrates the actual spending on welfare payments for the affected population 
over the period from 2013 to 2016.  

Table 5.2: Actual Total Welfare Payments 2013-2016 - ϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Welfare Payments - Actual 644 619 564 491 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD 

Table 5.3 outlines the estimated savings in the welfare payments bill to the affected population over 
the period from 2013 to 2016. The policy reforms were associated with savings to the Exchequer, in 
particular in 2015 and 2016.  

Table 5.3: Estimated Welfare Savings 2013-2016 - ϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Total Welfare Payment Savings 2 20 78 167 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD 

 

In addition to the savings on welfare payments outlined above, any additional income tax revenue 
from increased earnings from employment attributable to the policy reforms can also be considered 
a benefit to the Exchequer of the policy reforms. Analysis of the data in the JLD and matched revenue 
data on earnings allows us to observe the trends in earnings from employment for those individuals 
affected by the policy reforms.  

The findings from the econometric analysis suggest that, holding other factors constant, individuals 
who lose OFP due to the policy reforms have annual earnings from income that ŀǊŜ ϵсоо ƘƛƎƘŜǊ than 
otherwise would be the case. This estimate controls for other factors such as age, gender, number 
of children and employment history and is thus an estimate of the marginal effect of losing OFP over 
the period 2013-2016. 

It should however be noted that while these Exchequer savings were associated with the reforms 
under the assumptions specified, some of these savings may have been due to individuals not 
claiming benefits for other reasons and so caution should be exercised in interpreting the figures.  
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We estimate the total increase in employment earnings attributable to the policy reforms using this 
econometric evidence and information on the number of individuals impacted by the policy reforms 
in each year. We also adjust these estimates for those individuals who would have lost OFP over the 
period from 2013 to 2016 without the policy reforms. 

The following table illustrates the total additional earnings attributable to the policy change on an 
annual basis from 2013 to 2016 and estimates the increased income tax receipts from this 
employment. These estimates of income tax receipts are based on an assumed income tax rate of 
20% for all those in full-time employment. We assume however that those in part-time employment 
pay no income tax. Using evidence from the Indecon survey, this suggests a weighted average 
income tax rate on additional earnings from employment of 5%. Our estimates suggest that taxation 
resulting from the increased earnings associated with the policy reforms are estimated to have 
ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ϵоΦф million to the Exchequer between 2013 and 2016. 

Table 5.4: Increased Earnings From Employment and Associated Income Tax revenue - ϵ 
Millions 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Increased Earnings from Employment  3.9 7.5 23.1 24.0 

Income Tax 0.3 0.5 1.5 1.6 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD 

Combing the estimates of the net impact on the Exchequer in terms of reduced welfare payments 
and the increase in income tax receipts provides an estimate of the overall impact of the policy 
reforms on the Exchequer. Table 5.5 shows the estimated total impact of the policy reforms on the 
Exchequer relative to the counterfactual scenario. This analysis suggests that over the period there 
were net savings to the Exchequer. 

Table 5.5: Net Exchequer Impact - ϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ 

  2013 2014 2015 2016 

Net Welfare Savings 1.8 19.8 77.9 167.4 

Income Tax Increases 0.3 0.5 1.5 1.6 

System Costs Increases 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD 

Indecon has also undertaken an Exchequer impact analysis for two alternative policy reform 
scenarios in order to assess how different policy changes may have impacted on the Exchequer 
finances over the same period. These two scenarios are: 

Ç Scenario 1: The JobseekerΩs Transitional Payment (JST) was not made available to those 
losing OFP; and  

Ç Scenario 2: Additional investment is made in labour market supports for those impacted 
by the policy reforms. 

 

Scenario 1 ς No JST Payment  

In modelling the likely impact of the policy reforms should the JST payment have not been available 
as a transition option for individuals affected by the policy, we assume that those who transitioned 
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to JST would instead have experienced a loss of welfare income of a similar scale as those who lost 
OFP but did not transition to JST. However, given that those transitioning to JST in reality, by design, 
have younger children and are thus somewhat less likely to be able to pursue additional 
employment opportunities, we assume that they only experience 50% of the loss of welfare income 
incurred by those not transitioning to JST. This accounts for the fact that a significant loss of welfare 
for those not transitioning to JST is attributable to these individuals gaining increased employment 
earnings exceeding earnings thresholds for welfare payments. Similarly, we assume that the 
additional earnings accruing to those transitioning to JST in a scenario in which JST is not available 
will be only 50% of those earnings increases seen by those who did not transition to JST in reality. 

These assumptions yield the following findings for Scenario 1. Under these assumptions, removing 
the ability to transition to JST would have resulted in an additional savings to the Exchequer of 
ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵнс million over the period from 2013 to 2016, relative to the baseline estimate. However, 
Indecon believes that such a policy would have impacted very negatively on lone parents with young 
families and would have increased poverty for this vulnerable group. Indecon believes such a 
position without the transitional assistance provided by JST would not have been appropriate given 
the policy objectives. 

Table 5.6: Net Exchequer Impact ς Scenario 1 - ϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ 

  2013 2014 2015 2016 

Net Welfare Savings 3.0 22.9 83.8 182.6 

Income Tax increases 0.3 0.6 1.8 2.0 

Systems Costs Increases 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD 

 

Scenario 2 ς Increased Activation Spending 

Given the evidence on the levels of individuals who have engaged with the labour market activation 
process, our second scenario assumes that additional funding is given to labour market supports for 
individuals losing OFP as a result of the policy reforms. ²Ŝ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ϵрл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛǎ 
allocated to these supports over the period from 2013 to 2016 in this scenario. The precise impact 
of such additional supports on the affected individuals is difficult to ascertain and a detailed analysis 
of the impact of such supports is beyond the scope of this study. However, we can model the impact 
of a range of impacts.  

For the purposes of this exercise, we assume that the additional spending on labour market supports 
may lead to an increase in the numbers of affected individuals reporting employment of some form 
in the years following the loss of OFP of between 5% and 10%. We assume that those in employment 
will earn the average amount annually of those who are in employment following the loss of OFP. 
We also assume this group will experience a commensurate fall in welfare income in line with the 
average welfare income of affected individuals who were employed between 2013 and 2016. 

The following table illustrates the increased numbers of affected individuals that we anticipate being 
employed on an annual basis under these assumptions, the annual average income earned and the 
average annual welfare payments savings expected as a result. This table shows the differing levels 
of expected increased annual employment under the range of assumed impacts of the additional 
spending on labour market supports. 
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Table 5.7: Scenario 2  - Underlying Assumptions 

   2014 2015 2016 

Additional Annual 
Employment 

5% Increase 189 401 1200 

10% Increase 377 801 2399 

Average Annual Earnings from Employment ϵмнΣлтт ϵмнΣтом ϵмнΣуфс 

Average Annual Welfare Savings ϵпΣлсо ϵоΣфтт ϵоΣрнн 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD 

 

Based on the above assumptions, the following table outlines the findings of the Exchequer impact 
ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿƘŜƴ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ϵрл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǎǇŜƴǘ ƻƴ ƭŀōƻǳǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΦ 
A 5% increase in employment will lead to an increased ƴŜǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ƻŦ ϵф Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ŦǊƻƳ 
2013 to 2016 relative to the baseline model while impact on employment of 10 % results in greater 
ƴŜǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ϵмуΦ3m. 

 

Table 5.8: Net Exchequer Impact ς Scenario 2 - ϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ 

5% Increase in Employment 

  2013 2014 2015 2016 

Net Welfare Savings 1.8 20.6 78.5 170.4 

Income Tax Increases 0.3 1.1 2.4 5.0 

Admin Costs 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 

10% Increase in Employment 

  2013 2014 2015 2016 

Net Welfare Savings 1.8 21.3 79.1 173.5 

Income Tax Increases 0.3 1.6 3.2 8.3 

System Costs Increases 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD 
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5.3 Cost-Benefit Analysis  

The cost-benefit analysis (CBA) differs from the Exchequer impact analysis as it takes into 
account the impact of the policy reforms on the wider economy and society and is not limited 
to assessing the impact on the Exchequer finances. We conduct this ex-post CBA of the OFP 
policy reforms in line with the latest relevant guidance in the public spending code. The next 
sub-section outlines the key elements of the public spending code guidance for CBAs. What 
follows this is an outline of the costs and benefits included in this CBA before these costs and 
benefits are quantified and the CBA findings calculated. 

The public spending code outlines a number of key guidelines and values that must be used in any 
CBA. The CBA undertaken for this policy impact assessment has been undertaken in line with the 
latest guidance where possible. The key aspects of the public spending code guidance on cost-
benefit analyses are: 

Ç The discount rate; 

Ç The shadow cost of public funds; and 

Ç The shadow price of labour. 

The discount rate specified in the public spending code is 5%. The discount rate is used to reflect 
time preferences and to calculate the net present value (NPV) of costs and benefits of a given 
project. Given that the CBA carried out in this review is an ex-post exercise which aims to assess the 
impact of the policy reforms to data since their introduction in 2013, we do not utilise the discount 
rate in our CBA as we are not assessing the likely net present value of benefits over a defined time 
period into the future but are retrospectively assessing how the policy reforms have impacted on 
society to date. 

The shadow cost of public funds aims to reflect the distortionary impact of taxation on economic 
activity.  As per the public spending code, a premium must be attached to the nominal costs of the 
project in order to make private cash flows commensurate with public cash flows and account for 
the deadweight loss of taxation. The latest guidance requires the use of a shadow price of public 
funds of 130% in CBAs.  

The shadow price of labour aims to reflect the opportunity cost of labour and ensure that additional 
employment attributed to a project is not overstated. The inclusion of a shadow price of labour aims 
to reflect the fact that individuals employed on a project or as a result of the result would not 
necessarily have been unemployed should the project not have taken place. The shadow price of 
labour can depend on the overall labour market conditions as well as the nature of the project and 
the skill sets and socio-economic profile of the affected labour force.  

The latest guidance on the shadow price of labour in the public spending code recommends at 
shadow price of labour of 80-100%. A shadow price of labour of 80% implies that only 20% of the 
benefits of additional employment from a given project should be included in the CBA.  

Given the employment profiles of the individuals affected by the OFP policy reforms, there is a case 
to be made for a lower shadow price of labour in this context. The evidence suggests that the policy 
reforms had a significant impact in increasing weeks employed and earnings from employment for 
those impacted by the reforms. Without the reforms, the employment rate of the affected 
population would have been significantly lower.  
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A key aspect of the public spending code that is relevant for this CBA is the guidance in relation to 
transfer payments. The public spending code states: 

άLƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎǳŎƘ 
payments have no effect on real resources and benefits are merely transferred from one part of 
society to another e.g. unemployment benefitsΧΦ However, to the extent that the economic activity 
arising from the project will be additional (i.e. not displaced), the tax revenues arising, including 
PRSI, should be included as a benefit.έ 

As the OFP policy reforms main impact is on the change in transfer payments to OFP recipients, the 
treatment of transfer payments is challenging in considering the ex-post CBA.   

In our analysis we assume a benefit in terms of Exchequer savings plus the additional benefit arising 
from the shadow price of public funds. However, we recognise that the Exchequer savings also imply 
reduced payments to beneficiaries and this is treated as a cost of the reforms.  As a result, the net 
benefit of the Exchequer savings in the CBA is simply the shadow price of the public funds and so 
differences from the estimated figures included in the Exchequer analysis.  

In addition to assumed system wide costs we include as a cost in our CBA is the potential negative 
societal impacts arising from the reduction in lone-parent incomes. These impacts are difficult to 
quantify but could include impacts on health care spending and other social supports. For the 
purposes of this analysis, we assume a cost of 10% of the welfare savings as a proxy for 
unquantifiable societal impacts. 

Indecon accepts that there may be other benefits which we have not included in our analysis 
including the wider benefits to individuals and their families of the increased employment.  We, 
however, include an estimate of the increase in gross value-added equal to the enhanced 
employment earnings. 

¢ƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘŀōƭŜ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜǎ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏontribution of the additional employment 
attributable to the policy reforms to GVA in the economy. We impose the shadow cost of labour of 
80% as recommended in the Public Spending Code. Under this assumption there is a contribution to 
D±! ƻŦ ϵммΦт Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ over the period from 2013 to 2016. However, we would note that under a 
ƭƻǿŜǊ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǎƘŀŘƻǿ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ƭŀōƻǳǊ ƻŦ рл҈ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ D±! ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊƛǎŜ ǘƻ ϵнфΦо 
million. 

 

Table 5.9: Estimated Additional GVA  2013-2016 - ϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total 

80% Shadow Cost of Labour 0.8 1.5 4.6 4.8 11.7 

Source: Indecon analysis of JLD 

 

!ŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘŀōƭŜ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜǎ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ 
preliminary estimate of the costs and benefits of the policy reforms.  

  




















































