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Living with inequality is damaging

• “Pernicious effects that 
inequality has on societies: 
eroding trust, increasing anxiety 
and illness, encouraging 
excessive consumption”
• Worse outcomes for physical 

health, mental health, drug 
abuse, education, imprisonment, 
obesity, social mobility, trust and 
community life, violence, 
teenage pregnancies, and child 
well-being



Public faces of Queen Edith’s

“Located on the southern fringe of the city 
of Cambridge, Ninewells is a prestigious 
new community which integrates 270 new 
homes, open spaces and green corridors to 
create a perfect blend.”

“10 most expensive Cambridge homes
bought in 2022” Cambridge News, 6/3/23



Making the hidden visible

Properties owned by
Cambridge City Council



Making the hidden visible



Making the hidden visible

ONS 2021 Census data:
• Ward average = 60%
• City average = 56%



Making the hidden visible

2019: ranked 19590/32844
2015: ranked 20169/32844
ie ranking worsened by 579 places

2019: ranked 32545/32844
2015: ranked 31931/32844
ie ranking improved by 614 places

https://dclgapps.communities.gov.uk/imd/iod_index.html#

B
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Indices of multiple deprivation 
where 1 is the most deprived community nationally



Making the hidden visible

Citizens Advice Bureau unique 
contacts in 2022



Hearing the experiences of residents

• Three households:
• lived experience of chronic mental & physical health concerns, addiction, street 

homelessness, prison, domestic violence, childhood sexual abuse
• wanted to take part because they want to be heard and help others

• Consistent themes:
• ‘existing not living’
• lack of preventative resource eg NHS dentistry
• frustration of knowing private alternatives exist but are unaffordable
• often trivial sums of money
• endless bureaucracy
• feel judged and impotent
• impossible to build for the future



Hearing the voices of residents

“My husband and I were overjoyed to receive this ground floor flat. We had saved and waited ten years for 
this property. Everything I bought here I bought new. We saved up - my dad died, I saved that money, my nan 
too, and my husband’s dad too. All we wanted was a nice home for our family.

Because of the damp problems which have been going on for two years I now have nothing left from my 
children’s childhood, my dad, my nan, all those possessions ruined, my husband’s too, it’s heart wrenching .

Now we’re at the stage where we’ve been accused of harassing X Housing and are afraid to talk to them. They 
even made out we’re mentally unstable. They refuse to talk to us and when they do talk to us they speak to us 
like we are nothing but dirt. X Housing can ignore us and our repairs, or talk to us and do these repairs how 
they want, yet if we speak up we are warned that we can lose our home . There’s no justice in this and the way 
we been treated.

Me and my husband had £6000 when we moved in here. It’s gone and I feel like walking away. We tried so 
hard to make it a home but it feels like a prison. 

To live in fear, coping with having lost everything in my life and my husband’s, it’s hard beyond words.”



Experience of local service providers

• Interviews with Queen Edith’s Medical Practice and Queen Edith’s Primary 
School:
• inequalities are very evident – social capital as well as financial
• required to absorb externalities

• from other resource-constrained public services
• from the ‘thriving’ Cambridge economy

• early intervention resources are scarce and thresholds for action keep rising
• leads to reactive not proactive approaches

• bureaucratic load
• siloes protect their own resources
• endless assessment rather than action 

• critical role of other ‘publics’
• uneven spatial distribution of resources is a barrier
• good resource management is penalised
• rationing has costs to those doing the rationing as well as those being rationed



Where is the policy response?

“The City Council needs to reduce its net 
spending by around £3.8 
million (approximately 20%) in the next 
financial year (2023/24).
We expect that our annual net spending will 
need to be around £11.5 million (nearly 
60%) less in five years’ time than it is now. 
This reduction in net spend in the coming 
years is in addition to the £11 million 
(gross) that the City Council has already 
saved over the past five years.”
Cambridge City Council Budget 
consultation January 2023

“Deprivation is concentrated in 
particular neighbourhoods in Abbey, 
Kings Hedges, Arbury and East 
Chesterton wards.”
Cambridge City Council Anti Poverty 
Strategy 2020-23



Alternative approach – a virtuous circle

1. Acknowledge the shortcomings of area-based metrics
“The sensitivity and specificity of area-based deprivation indices in Great Britain in terms of 
identifying individuals who are income or employment deprived are low. If the standard threshold 
of the most deprived 20% of areas is used to identify people at risk or with higher needs, some 55-
62% of income-deprived people and 56-63% of employment-deprived people will be missed.”

2. Move beyond spatial ‘poverty shorthand’
3. Promote more even distribution of services and facilities across city
4. Incorporate lived experience

G McCartney,  R Hoggett, D Walsh, D Lee, Public Health 217 (2023)
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S003335062300029X

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S003335062300029X

