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Vulnerable Workers. 

We are defining vulnerable workers as follows; 

They are vulnerable, 

1. if their health was damaged because they were conceived and born of mothers receiving inadequate incomes and poor nutrition – particularly unemployed childless mothers.  

2. if their income, in or out of work, after paying income tax, NI contributions, council tax and housing costs is lower than their Income Support or Job Seekers unemployment benefits, which are paid after all those costs. All IS/JSA are below the government’s poverty threshold of 60% of the median income.   

Part 1
Workers’ health was damaged because they were conceived and born of mothers receiving inadequate incomes and poor nutrition – particularly unemployed childless mothers.  
Vulnerable employment begins at conception by mothers whose unemployment benefits are so inadequate that they cannot afford a healthy diet and all other necessities. We are attaching a memorandum to the Treasury “Women will eliminate poverty in the UK” (Appendix I) written by Professor Michael Crawford following a meeting with officials arranged by us and also attended by Paul Nicolson. 

Michael Crawford writes about the serious consequences of poor maternal nutrition from conception to the birth of their children;

“Whilst there are many factors associated with low birth weight and preterm delivery, our studies in the East-end of London describe poor maternal nutrition as a major risk factor independent of social class, ethnicity and smoking. The long-term effects on mental ill health and neuro-cognitive disadvantage results in poor school achievement, behavioural pathology and reduced job opportunities.”  
Mothers are conceiving while their incomes are half the government’s poverty threshold and less than half of independent measures. An answer to a PQ (Appendix II) sets out governmental poverty thresholds at 60% of the median income before and after housing costs, (BHC and AHC). We have added the relevant unemployment benefits which can be directly compared with the AHC figures. It can be seen that all IS/JSA are below the government’s poverty thresholds while those of childless adults are about half. 
Greater London Authority has used updated FBU research into minimum income standards
 to estimate a young person’s income from which we have derived the AHC income needed by mothers in London. (Appendix III)
Basic Living Costs for mothers in London 

£ per week in 2005 - AHC. 









£pw

Shopping Basket Costs 


80.85

Total transport costs



23.05


Total





      £103.90

Less IS/JSA aged 18-24 (2007/8)

46.85


Shortfall





57.05
Total





      £103.90

Less IS/JSA aged 25-60 (2007/8)

59.15

Shortfall





44.75








It is abundantly clear that mothers cannot afford a healthy diet and all other necessities when they are receiving such incomes.

The government proposes to single out unborn babies to break the cycle of deprivation; that will do some good on a very limited scale, as will the announcement by Gordon Brown in the Pre Budget Report that “Powerful representations” had led him to allow child benefit to be paid from the 29th week of pregnancy; but it will have to be applied for, with all the bureaucratic safeguards that involves, it leaves the absolute poverty
 of unemployed childless mothers unchanged at conception and in early pregnancy and it does not make up the shortfall for mothers in London, and no doubt many other parts of Britain, shown in the above table.

The relationship between poor maternal and foetal nutrition and low birthweight, independent of smoking, has been clearly established by Michael Crawford of the Institute of Brain Chemistry and Human Nutrition. Low birthweight is the most powerful predictor of chronic ill health, developmental disorders of the brain, learning difficulties, behavioural pathology and crime. The incidence of low birthweight in the UK has risen from 6.6% 1953 and 1973 to 7.6% in 2003. The UK has the highest incidence of low birthweight in Western Europe. The UNICEF-WHO 2004 has the UK at 8% on a par with Romania, Mongolia and Kazakhstan!  In some inner city regions in the UK it reaches developing nations’ rates of 11 to 14%.
The Treasury never publishes an estimate of the savings that would result from preventing poverty related ill health educational underachievement or crime by reducing poverty. The direct cost of mental illness to the NHS was £5.1 billion in 2003/4, up from £965 million in 1983/4. There is an anticipated spending of nearly £18 billion on housing benefit in 2007/8, up from £5.4 billion in 86/7. 

Part 2.

Workers’ income, in or out of work, after paying income tax, NI contributions, council tax and housing costs is lower than their Income Support or Job Seekers Allowance.
Z2K has a contract with Wycombe Magistrates Court to help people fill in their means statements at fines enforcement courts. Young men and women come in with no money because their benefit has been stopped by the Job Centre because they failed to turn up at an interview, they have just come out of prison or just lost a job and it is taking several weeks to process their benefit application. When they get their benefit £5 a week to pay for the fine and £10 a week will be deducted to pay off the social fund crisis loan of £60 or more. They will be left with £31.85 out of a benefit £46.85 a week. They often belong to vulnerable families who have no spare income with which to help them. Young people leaving care without any financial or family support will receive £35.65. They are absolutely poor. It is impossible to buy decent clothes and the transport costs involved in trying to get a job. They get into all sorts of trouble to survive.  
Appendix IV gives two case histories of single, illiterate vulnerable adults who had attempted work but failed to keep their jobs for obvious reasons. They fell into arrears of council tax while in work which had to be paid off out of their totally inadequate unemployment benefits, thus worsening their poverty. The blind computer driven enforcement against vulnerable people by local authorities, their outsourced agents and bailiffs should be noted; also the propensity for error in the benefit system.   
	Dexter Cook
	
	

	One dependent child
	
	

	
	
	£pw

	Average net pay
	
	250.00

	Child benefit
	
	17.45

	Tax credit
	
	5.00

	less rent
	
	-81.98

	less rent arrears
	
	-25.00

	less council tax
	
	-17.55

	less council tax arrears
	
	-25.00

	Net weekly income
	
	122.92

	
	
	

	IS/JSA 2006/7
	
	119.28

	Govt Poverty threshold
	
	131.00

	
	
	


Appendix V illustrates the complications of moving from unemployment into work. There are four government agencies involved; Jobcentre for adult unemployment benefits, HM Revenue and Customs for all tax credits, and separate local authority departments dealing with housing and council tax benefits. Benefit recipients are under a duty to inform all four authorities of a change of circumstances. In this case a single parent father who had been unemployed for 20 years while bringing up his three sons carried out that duty to the letter. Unfortunately he was told by the local authority that he could keep his housing and council tax benefits while earning £10 an hour. The mistake was identified by the authority a few months later giving him rent arrears of over £1000; they then started eviction proceedings, during which he had a nervous break down, and put the bailiffs into collect the council tax arrears. The employer was very supportive. Z2K took on the case; he was not evicted. 
His first few months in work, difficult enough after 20 years unemployment, left him with an AHC income below the government’s poverty threshold. The local authority officials apologised to him commenting “There are so many agencies involved”.  He does not want to remain incognito so his name is published.    
Appendix VI is a letter published by The Observer which illustrates the disastrous interaction between high rents of buy to let accommodation, with no security of tenure, tax credit overpayments, the shortage of affordable housing, low incomes and the injustice of local authority decisions about intentional homelessness. The Royal College of Nursing is also reporting that their members are worse off in work in London after paying high rent and council tax than they would be receiving IS/JSA and housing and council tax benefits.  
There are constantly occurring examples of bureaucratic oppression of vulnerable households. The situation often exacerbated because those collecting the arrears, RSLs and local authorities, are often unaware of the National Standards for Enforcement Agents issued by the Lord Chancellor's Department in April 2002. (Appendix VII) These seek to provide a degree of protection for vulnerable and socially excluded debtors in a number of ways but they are rarely observed by local authorities or bailiffs.

The following five examples of inappropriate pressure are typical. They were supported by Z2K. They are taken from the Z2K Memorandum to the Prime Minister on Unaffordable Housing, edited by Professor Peter Ambrose of the University of Brighton.
Housing Association (2002) In the early days of Working Families Tax Credit the husband of a couple with two children was employed as a delivery driver. He had been under pressure from the Jobcentre to get a job. He had to be at work at 4am when there was no public transport. He therefore had to have a car to get to work which cost £33 a week. The local authority decided that they had overpaid £383.95 housing benefit at the six month review under the WFTC rules and so deducted £8.10 a week from their housing benefit. The absence of Council Tax benefit, rent arrears and the cost of getting to work made them worse off in work than unemployed. They were £ 1200 in debt to Provident plc the last loan being £ 1000 plus £700 interest or 170% APR. They were evicted for rent arrears. They separated and she was housed by the local authority in another Housing Association property at rent of £175 a week.

Local Authority (2003) A pregnant woman, with three children and a husband with heart disease employed by Remploy in Hull, was threatened with eviction by a local authority for rent arrears of £600. The local authority was shown a letter from the doctor confirming these circumstances but insisted on taking the matter to court instead of coming to an arrangement for the arrears to be paid off. On sight of the doctor's letter the judge decided not to evict and an arrangement was made to payoff the arrears by deduction from his pay as had been proposed.
Housing Association (2004) The Housing Association threatened eviction and demanded an impossible payment of £50 a week; a single mother with two children in arrears because the local authority had not paid Housing Benefit . The letter from the Housing Association was written without any attempt to enquire whether the circumstances of the unemployed lone parent with two children had changed. The unemployment benefit had been applied for but not paid for three months, the dependent housing benefit likewise. Rent arrears had been mounting up at over £700 a month.

Her husband left her with two young children just before Christmas. She became depressed and was now receiving medication. The shortage of affordable housing resulted in this family being placed in a Housing Association property at a rent of £175 a week (social housing rents are normally £60 - £90 a week). She became ill and unemployed. (The upshot of this case is that she is paying off rent arrears at £7 a week deducted from an already inadequate JSA - but she was not evicted)
Conclusion.
The interaction of poverty incomes, an expensive economy, particularly housing, high council tax and a complicated benefit system creates stress and ill health among already vulnerable workers. The system does not cope effectively with a change of circumstances. The move into work and out of work creates several decisions in different parts the benefit system. Mistakes happen; vulnerable workers are unlikely to be able to communicate effectively with those parts of the bureaucracy that deal with mistakes and complaints – the call centers at considerable distances from their homes.  They rely on pay as you go mobiles for which there are no freephone calls, and which can only be recharged if they have money available after hanging on waiting for an answer, BT having cut off over one million land lines. There are no computers in their homes so a website is unlikely to be accessed.  It is the design of the benefit system that is at fault rather than the people running it. 
The governmental policy that it uses destitution as a lever to get people into work is deeply oppressive – it amounts to institutional violence - Appendix VIII. The Home Office has reported that survival, household costs and children’s needs are the overriding motivation for prostitution. The consequences for society as a whole of growing inequality have been described by Professor Richard Wilkinson. 
“In societies where income differences between rich and poor are smaller, the statistics show not only that community life is stronger and people are much more likely to trust each other, but also that there is less violence – including substantially lower homicide rates, that health is better and life expectancy is several years longer, that prison populations are smaller, birth rates among teenagers are lower, levels of educational attainment among school children tend to be higher, and lastly, there is more social mobility. In all cases, where income differences are narrower, outcomes are better (Wilkinson 2005)”
The lowest incomes remain below the poverty threshold, or are pushed below by unavoidable debt, while the highest escalate ever higher.
Recommendations.

Minimum Income Standards
Minimum Income Standards (MIS) to be researched and published by a permanent Minimum Income Standards Commission building on the current work commissioned by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation from the Centre for Research in Social Policy at Loughborough University and the Family Budget Unit at York University and due to be published in 2007/8. 
An increase in the unemployment benefits of childless adults to Minimum Income Standard level as researched by CRSP and FBU
 is extremely urgent. 
The campaign by London Citizens and Trades Unions for a living wage for London is being successful with employers because the Mayor has used the Family Budget Unit research into adequacy triangulated with national statistics to set a credible threshold of £7.20 an hour – a substantial improvement on £5.35 National Minimum Wage.  

Government should take note of MIS when settling the level of all statutory minimum incomes BHC and AHC i.e. National Minimum Wage, unemployment benefits, pensions, housing and council tax benefits, tax credits. (See Z2K memo) The actual level of pay would always remain to be negotiated by Trades Unions and Employers. 
Housing

Government should devise housing policies covering land, house building, lending and taxation to ensure a supply of housing at prices and rents that relate realistically to the spread of incomes, so as to improve general accessibility to satisfactory housing; in particular the problem of unregulated credit flow should be addressed; it is the main driver of escalating prices and rents; buy-to-let without security of tenure should be stopped; a Treasury feasibility study into Land Value Tax should be initiated and agreement should be reached about to a practical definition of affordable housing based on AHC minimum income standards. (See Z2K memo) 

Welfare System

A reform of the complexities and delivery of the welfare system is needed including; consideration of a reform of tax credits to reduce overpayments (including overpayments of housing and council tax benefits), and to tie them into weekly earnings rather than annual, The social fund should be reformed, the tapers for tax credits/IS/JSA/HB/CT eased,  guidelines describing hardship and vulnerability should be published after consultation that will result in the remittance of over payments, procedures enforceable in law  introduced to protect vulnerable households form excessive and disproportionate enforcement by bailiffs.
Rev Paul Nicolson, Chairman, Zacchaeus 2000 Trust, 38 Ebury Street, London SW1W 0LU

02083765455, 07961177889,  zacchaeus2000@blueyonder.co.uk , www.z2k.org 
APPENDIX 1
Women will eliminate poverty in the UK

Dr Michael Crawford

Introduction

The purpose of this memo is to alert the Treasury to the high cost of inaction.  The Times 16th January  2005 publicises Gordon Brown on his visit to Africa recognizing women as the means to deliver Africa out of poverty.  Brown articulates what the Mother and Child Foundation and Dr.Gro Brundtland, in one of her last speeches as Director General of the World Health Organisation have identified as the most serious gap in efforts to eliminate poverty and the inequalities of health and prosperity. Gordon Brown’s message needs to be applied to poverty in the UK.  The core signal of poverty is low birthweights, which result in associated physical and mental ill-health. Dr. Joseph Hibbeln at the National Institutes of Health in the USA now considers that improper maternal nutrition is a key factor in the sharp rise in mental ill health amongst young people.

Incidence of low birthweight in the UK

The incidence of low birthweight in the UK has risen from 6.6% 1953 and 1973 to 7.6% in 2003. The UK has the highest incidence of low birthweight in Western Europe. The UNICEF-WHO 2004 analysis just published has the UK at 8% on a par with Romania, Mongolia and Kazakhstan!  In some inner city regions in the UK the incidence reaches developing nations’ rates of 11 to 14%. Low birthweight (<2.5 Kg) is probably the strongest predictor of morbidity, chronic ill health, cognitive disadvantage and behavioural pathology. 

The Cost to the taxpayer.

In view of the high cost to the nation, some consider there to be a serious misallocation of resources
, one that is costing the Treasury and Tax Payer dearly.  Money is consistently ploughed into the end-product of disease processes in hospitals, treatments and drugs with little done on prevention, as proven by the worsening birthweight statistics.[image: image3.png]


 The cost of the low birthweight, very preterm infants is running at £140 M per annum purely for their special care in hospital alone.  In the normal population 1 or 2 per thousand live births will result in severe, neuro-developmental disorder such as cerebral palsy. At very preterm deliveries with birth weights below 1.5 Kg, the incidence rises above 200/1000 with an estimated cost of £2 to £4 billion a year. The social costs to the parents and carers, of the most severe cases of a child requiring 24 hour nursing care, is incalculable.  

At a conference on the brain that we organised 14th May, last year at the Royal Society, Mike Raynor from the British Heart Foundation audited the cost burden of ill health in the UK. Whilst heart disease was no surprise at no 1 cost, psychiatric disorders or mental ill-health, followed a close second accounting for over 40% of the “Years of Life Lost in Disability” and a direct cost alone, of £12.5 billion a year (data from Wanless). The cost of vascular disease, which the MRC claims to have a fetal origin, adds another £13.5 billion.  Bearing in mind the ONS data on the socio-economic disparity (above), the proportion of what might be saved is a large amount. The costs in this paragraph amount to about £30 billion.

However, this is a tip of an iceberg.  The long-term effects on mental ill health and neuro-cognitive disadvantage results in poor school achievement, behavioural pathology and reduced job opportunities.  Whilst there are many factors associated with low birthweight and preterm delivery, our studies in the East-end of London describe poor maternal nutrition as a major risk factor independent of social class, ethnicity and smoking. The cost of resultant chronic ill health such as diabetes, heart disease, stroke, immune disorders and the mental-ill health must account for a very substantial part of the NHS budget.

The neglected cost of brain disorders

The June issue of the European Journal of Neurology, is devoted to the audit if the burden if ill health in the EU.  Brain disorders as predicted from the medical evidence available in 1972
, has now overtaken all other burdens of ill health at 25% of the total with healrt disease second at 17%. The audited cost of brain disorders for the 25 EU member states in €386 billion at 2004 prIces. This staggering cost amounts to over £500 a head and would fund 10 Olympics in London.

 Moreover, the incidence of mental ill health and behavioural disorders is escalating in young people, the more recently born being the more seriously affected. If this rise in mental ill health continues to rise this century as heart disease did last, then we face some grave social and political consequences.

Good maternal nutrition vital to economic success.

On the economic front, Roderick Floud led the Cambridge Group of Economic Historians wrote a book entitled “Health, Height and History”
.  Ten years in the synthesis of economic history from Roman times, the group concludes that economic fortunes of a population were inextricably linked to health.  They state that the most important variable down the ages was the nutrition of the population and its work force.  With the evidence on the effects of poor nutrition undermining pregnancy outcomes and the efficiency of the adult, it is not difficult to see how this link would operate.  This force was well recognised during world war II as the politicians had learnt the impact of poor nutrition on the fighting force from world war I.  In the post-war thrust for “growth”, this message was simply lost with the serious backlash on health that we have today.

By contrast economic, social, health and educational measures have bought down the incidence in our European competitors so that the rate of low birth weight in the UK is the highest in Europe and in some instances more than twice that of other EU countries. Many of the European nations research the minimum incomes needed for healthy living to inform the levels of welfare, which contributes to their lower incidence of low birthweight;
 a rational procedure not officially implemented by any UK government.
  

The failure of previous Governments to respond to the single most powerful predictor of permanent mental impairmnent and chronic ill health.

The neglect of the issue of low birthweght is difficult to comprehend.  The issue is pivotal to the health and ability of children and hence the future of our society.  The evidence of neglect is:

· The Neuberger Report to the Medical Research Council in the 1970s recommended that research be done on nutrition and low birthweight in view of the high prevalence of associated handicap.  There was no follow-up of this recommendation.

· In 1988 The Social Services Committee’s First Report on Perinatal, Neonatal and Infant Mortality raised the issue of prevention of low birthweight, risk of brain damage and chronic ill health. There was no follow up of this recommendation. 

· In 1991 The House of Commons Select Committee on Maternity Services, to which the applicant gave evidence, recommended action on the prevention of low birthweight, again because of the associated mental impairment and chronic ill health. Several meeting followed with the President of the Royal College of Obstetrics and Gynaecology, the Little Foundation and ourselves at the Mother and Child Foundation with Ministers and the CMO. No response.

Lord Morris in June 2004 asked a Parliamentary Question as to the success of the Government in reducing low birthweight in view of the associated chronic ill health and mental impairment. The written reply was that the incidence in 

· 1953 was 6.6% (England only)

· 1973 was 6.6%  (UK wide)

· 2002  was 7.6% (UK wide).

The UNICEF 2005 report has the UK at 8% on a par with Romania and Khazakstahn and worse than Cuba. In essence, the matter has not been considered until Lord Morris’s question has forced. What little effort NICE is making now is inadequate.

Recommendations

The solution to poverty in the UK and the elimination of the inequalities of health is in getting it right at the start of life. It lies in breaking the cycle of deprivation by finding ways, financial, nutritional, hygiene and otherwise, to help the mothers and women to lead Britain out of its inequalities. It requires a cross departmental effort. There will be opposition because of vested interests and entrenched attitudes. However, the Treasury is the department that is increasingly collecting the escalating bill of health and social care. 

It is also clear that Gordon Brown recognises the significance of the women in the solution.  Because of this, we see the Treasury, as the department best suited to create the initiative. A working party could define a strategy, whilst individual departments could work out ways and means by which they would address the problem.  

The first priority needs to be the reduction in low birthweight, which requires 

· A multi-disciplinary approach immediately applied to the health of the mother before conception, at the beginning of and through pregnancy. 

· A programme embracing schools, teachers, parents abd health care workers with initiatives for education on food, nutrition, hygiene, home economics and health from pre-school to A level.

· A proper approach to food and agricultural policy to link food with nutrition as was done by Sir Jack Drummond in World War II. 

· Home Office action on young offenders as requested by Natural Justice.

· DTI to take advantage of the large, underdeveloped UK coastal and marginal land resources for the production of healthier food.  

We are facing a multi-generational problem, which will not be solved over night.  The consequences of inaction are unthinkable.  The rewards of successful action would a rise in health, economic and social standards and last for decades.

Dr. Michael A. Crawford PhD, CBiol, FIBiol, FRCPath.
Institute of Brain Chemistry and Human Nutrition,
London Metropolitan University,
166-222 Holloway Rd.
London N7 8DB, U.K.
Tel Private line +44 20 7973 4869, Lab +44 20 7753 3165
fax +44 20 7753 3164
e-mail michael@macrawf.demon.co.uk
www.north.londonmet.ac.uk/ibchn
APPENDIX II
Income Thresholds

Written answer 183821 - 20 July 2004

(NB IS/JSA entitlements added by Paul Nicolson

April 2005/6, April 2006/7 and April 2007/8 in italics)

Andy King: To ask the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions what the income thresholds used in paragraph 7 of the reply by the Government to the Second Report of the Work and Pensions Committee of Session 2003-04, Cm 6200 are in weekly cash amounts of income (a) before housing costs, (i) for the relative low income and (ii) for the absolute low income and (b) after housing costs (A) for the relative low income and (B) for the absolute low income. [183821]

Mr. Pond: The information is in the tables. 

	Weekly cash values for the relative low income threshold by illustrative household type at 2002-03 prices

Thresholds updated to 2004-05 in letter from DWP to Helen Goodman MP dated 7 
February 2007
Household type
	Before housing costs

2002/3 – 2004/5

£pw
	After housing costs

Threshold

2002/3 – 2004/5

IS/JSA

2005/6/7

£pw

	Couple with no children (equivalised income
benchmark)
	194 - 210
	172 – 183
88.15/90.10/ 92.80



	Couple with two children aged 5 and 11
	283 - 306
	253 – 268
192.01/197.51/204.13



	Single with two children aged 5 and 11
	207 - 224
	175 – 186
160.06/164.86/170.48



	Couple with one child aged 5
	235 - 254
	208 -  221
148.13/151.93/156.68

,

	Single with one child aged 5
	159 - 172
	131 – 139
116.18/119.28/123.03




	Weekly cash values for the absolute low income threshold by illustrative household type at 2002-03 prices


Household type
	Before housing costs

2002/3 – 2004/5


	After housing costs

2002/3 – 2004/5

 

	Couple with no children (equivalised income
benchmark)
	166 - 177
	140 – 145

	Couple with two children aged 5 and 11
	242 - 258
	206 -214

	Single with two children aged 5 and 11
	178 - 189
	143 - 148

	Couple with one child aged 5
	201 - 214
	170 - 175

	Single with one child aged 5
	136 - 145
	107 - 110


Notes:
1. Estimates relate to the household's status at the time they were interviewed for the FRS.
2. The threshold '60 per cent. of median' (equivalised weekly household income) is the most commonly used in reporting absolute and relative trends in low income.
3. The estimates are based on sample counts, which have been adjusted for non-response using multipurpose grossing factors that control for tenure, council tax band and a number of other variables. Estimates are subject to both sampling error, and to remaining variability in non-response which is not corrected by the grossing regime.
4. Equivalised incomes use the McClements equalisation scale.
5. When reporting numbers of individuals in 'relative low income', we apply 60 per cent. of the median income for the year in question; therefore, this threshold changes from one year to the next.
6. When reporting numbers of individuals in 'absolute low income', we take a single level of real equivalised income, which is set at 60 per cent. of the 1996-97 median income, which is £166 before housing costs and £140 after housing costs, at 2002-03 prices. Equivalised income adjusts household income for household size and composition. The corresponding cash values for this absolute threshold, for different family types are shown in the table.
7. All figures are in pounds per week, in 2002-03 prices, rounded to the nearest pound, and are consistent with current National Statistics conventions.
8. The figures relating to absolute and relative low income were derived from "Households Below Average Income—An analysis of the income distribution for 1994-95—2002-03" (HBAI). Copies are available in the Library.
Source:
Family Resources Survey (FRS).



APPENDIX III
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APPENDIX IV

A TALE OF TWO ENFORCEMENTS

(names changed)

1. NO SUPPORT

Local Government Ombudsman reports the case of Mr “Watson”, a single, semi literate adult living alone in Southwark. On the 12th January 2001 CSL, Southwark’s out sourced agent collecting council tax, sends Mr. Watson a summons for unpaid council tax of £235.10, plus costs, for a hearing on 9th February 2001.  The summons contains the following threats, in bold type and highlighted. Thousands are dispatched daily:

“If a liability order is granted the council will be able to take one or more of the following actions:  Instruct bailiffs to take your goods to settle your debt - this can include your car.  You will be liable to pay the bailiffs costs which could substantially increase the debt. Instruct your employer to deduct payments from your salary or wages. Deduct money straight from your jobseekers allowance or income support. Make you bankrupt. Make a charging order against your home. Have you committed to prison”.


His sister-in-law calls on him. His body is hanging in his flat.  The police found the  summons with him, paper littered with rough calculations and a note: 

“Dear ….
I at to do this I am in so much in Detr good By for ever Love……”

Jobcentreplus had mistakenly told Southwark that they had cancelled his Job Seekers Allowance (JSA). That stopped housing and council tax benefits, triggering the blind, computer driven enforcement. Threats of eviction for rent arrears were not far off. JSA was £53.05 a week after rent and council tax. (Now £56.20 to be increased by £1.25 in April 2006).  The London School of Hygeine and Tropical Medicine has shown a national minimum income for healthy living for a single adult needs to be at least £84.76 a week or £125 in London.

2. McKENZIE FRIEND SUPPORT.

We work with ATD Fourth World who are close to the poorest people in London. They asked for our help with “Sarah” a 51 year old who is single, unemployed, semi literate and in debt to Lambeth Council. Her Doctor tells us “she has learning difficulties and is illiterate and for many years has had chronic anxiety with episodes of panic. Were the Bailiffs to proceed with the seizure of her goods, the effect would be catastrophic for her and would seriously compromise her health”.
She receives  £53.05 a week income. She pays each week a £4.13 a week water rate, £2.50 rent arrears £36.42 to buy every thing but rent and council tax.  Capita Business Services in Bromley collect council tax for the Council.. She owes £468 from a failed attempt at low paid work. The failure caused the debt. Equita Bailiffs in Northampton whose computers, blind to her ill health, illiteracy and poverty, threaten  “We have arranged for our bailiff to call at your home this weekend to seize your goods and transport them to the auction rooms for sale”, and two days later “NOTICE PRIOR TO COMMITTAL TO PRISON PROCEEDINGS”. We tell Lambeth Council who call off the bailiffs. The computer still runs. Another threat to sell the furniture storms its way from Northampton to Lambeth. To relieve her anxiety Zacchaeus promises to pay the £468 council tax arrears should the magistrates be minded to imprison her rather than write off the debt. We also promise to go to court with her. Lambeth backed off.               PN 2/3/6

APPENDIX V

Application for the court order of 4th April of suspended possession to be varied. 

Chronology

1982 – 2005
  
Unemployed lone father with three sons.     

Unemployment benefits with 100% housing and council tax benefit.

25th July 2005

Started work for Mears at average £260 net pay a week. 

Informed WDC about the change of circumstances - immediately. He took all the necessary steps to keep WDC informed.  

He was informed by WDC that he would continue to receive 100% housing and council tax benefit, but on the. 

8 August 2005
WDC starts charging Mr Cooks rent account with £155.96 per two weeks.. .


From then on rent was charged to his account despite that fact that he was told repeatedly that he was receiving 100% housing benefit. He could never know the arrears were accumulating because they never sent him a rent a/c. This was obtained from the council by fax on 23/6/6.  

21 November 
2005
Informed by WDC again that he would continue to receive 

100% housing and council tax benefit which was mistakenly calculated as if he was unemployed. 

He queried this with WDC not wanting to be landed with rent arrears. 

Repeatedly reassured in telephone conversations by WDC that he was entitled to 100% housing and council tax benefit and that he would not accumulate rent arrears.

28th November 2005 
Mr Cooks rent a/c £1012.74 in arrears.  

23rd January 2006
Mr Cook is told he has £1558.60 arrears and starts paying rent on the 31 January. 

4th April 2006 

Council obtains suspended possession order. 

Rent plus £36.04 per fortnight to be paid.

He was not represented or advised at this hearing. He wrote to the court telling some of his side of the story. He was told by WDC that he did not need to attend court so he did not have the opportunity speak to the court about the circumstances under which the arrears arose. We always advise defendants to go to court. 

PN 26/6/6

APPENDIX VI

Observer

Sunday May 13th 2007

Letters to the Editor, 

Buy-to-let bugbear 

The housing market is in a even greater mess than described by Will Hutton ('The crash is coming and it could be soon', Comment, last week). 

Buy-to-let is a malignant tumour providing no security of tenure to vulnerable families. 

A mother with two children, and pregnant with a third, with a partner that moved in and out of the relationship and employment, was evicted because an overpayment of tax credits had created an overpayment of housing benefit which she could not repay. 

She was declared intentionally homeless by the local authority because of the rent arrears; it refused to house her. She was forced into a housing market with high rents; arrears were inevitable again. I went to a new eviction hearing with her. This trust paid £500 towards the arrears and she promised £30 a week. The judge refused to evict. 

The landlord wanted vacant possession so he could take the capital gain on the property by selling it. He tried again and she was evicted. 

The council again declared her intentionally homeless, but an appeal judge ruled this was not so. She is now waiting in a hostel for a council house. 


Reverend Paul Nicolson, 
Zacchaeus 2000 Trust, 
London N17

APPENDIX V11

National Standards for Enforcement Agents – Page 9

Published by the Lord Chancellor’s Department – April 2002. 

Vulnerable Situations

· Enforcement agents/agencies and creditors must recognise that they each have a role in ensuring that the vulnerable and socially excluded are protected and that the recovery process includes procedures agreed between the agent/agency and creditor about how such situations should be dealt with.  The appropriate use of discretion is essential in every case and no amount of guidance could cover every situation, therefore the agent has a duty to contact the creditor and report the circumstances in situations where there is potential cause for concern.  If necessary, the enforcement agent will advise the creditor if further action is appropriate.  The exercise of appropriate discretion is needed, not only to protect the debtor, but also the enforcement agent who should avoid taking action which could lead to accusations of inappropriate behaviour.

· Enforcement agents must withdraw without making enquiries if the only persons present are children who appear to be under the age of 12.

· Wherever possible, enforcement agents should have arrangements in place for rapidly accessing translation services when these are needed, and provide on request information in large print or in Braille for debtors with impaired sight.

· Those who might be potentially vulnerable include:

the elderly;

people with a disability;

the seriously ill;

the recently bereaved;

single parent families;

pregnant women;

unemployed people; and,

those who have obvious difficulty in understanding, speaking or reading English.











            APPENDIX VIII

Church Times 18 May 2007
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� Commissioned by Z2K in 1998 and published by us and Policy Press in 1999. 


� Unemployment benefits for childless adults have not been increased in real terms for well over fifty years.


� Ditto


� To have no income at all is absolute poverty; to have an income which is far too low to buy a healthy diet and all other necessities in an expensive economy is also absolute poverty. 


� � Z2K has 69 NGOs signed up to a Petition to the House of Commons calling for research into minimum incomes; it is supported by unanimous votes in the General Synod of the Church of England, The Methodist Conference, the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland and the Annual Conference of UNISON





� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalforumhealth.org" ��www.globalforumhealth.org� which describes such “misallocation of resources” as unjustifiable.





� “What We Eat Today”, Cawford MA and SM (1972) Neville Spearman, London.


� Cambridge University Press, 1990.


� �See Zacchaeus 2000, Memorandum to the Prime Minister on Minimum Income Standards – Appendix 16


� The lack of funding of research into the minimum incomes needed for healthy living means the food budgets shown below are out of date. Also no research has been done into the minimum incomes needed by pregnant women, but even so work that has been done for men illustrates how it is near impossible to buy an nutritious diet and all other necessities after rent and council tax have been paid on the levels of IS/JSA that will come into effect for childless adults on the 6th April. 





Family Budget Unit 1998 base inflated to April 2004 prices


Single man in 20s, £31.46 a week 


London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine 1999 prices


Young men 18 +, £25.47 at a supermarket, £32.58 at a local shop


Single childless adults IS/JSA from April 2005.


Aged 18 – 24		£44.50   an increase of 45 pence from 2004/5    


Aged 25 – 60		£56.20   an increase of 55 pence from 2004/5





The government’s poverty threshold at 60% of the median at 2002-2003 prices for a childless couple after rent and council tax was £172 a week. The comparable unemployment benefit that will be half that at £88.15 a week on the 6 April. 


Clearly at such a depth of poverty the risk of low birthweight is increased due to the inability of women to buy a nutritious diet and all other necessities both before conception and at the early stages of pregnancy.  Such benefits as are given to pregnant women come at the end of �pregnancy when it is too late if one has concern about the unborn child. Despite the governments best efforts at reversing the rise in poverty from 1979 to 1997 millions of women remain at a level of income that inevitably results in poor maternal nutrition and the increased risk of low birthweight. All unemployment benefits are significantly below the government’s poverty thresholds. Rev Paul Nicolson, Zacchaeus 2000.








