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Ian is a single adult living alone who is a chef by profession. He has experience of poverty and exclusion today.

Ian is a participant in EAPN England and he wrote this contribution to our SPTF NAP Submission (Only the names of friends are changed)

I live in a relatively poor neighbourhood and within the community here there are so many different faces of poverty or examples of people dealing with it in their own way. I was homeless for a year and once housed, felt like I had won the lottery but in reality it took me another three years before I had a home. All furniture from charity shops, along with clothing and shoes. Now try and get a bank account. Impossible to get a current or a debit account so all bills have to be paid by payment card or at the post office with a £3 to £5 charge on top. The other down side is the fact that anyone who can pay by direct debit gets a £3 reduction. Gas and electric are paid by ‘pay as you go’ card which are at least 10% higher than meter users and we are the only customers who actually pay before we use the energy.

Environment is sometimes a burden, as where there is poverty there is little local employment, crime is sometimes high, mental illness, drug addiction and alcoholism are commonplace. I live in a block of 8 x 1 bedroom flats and all the residents are below retirement age and suffer with illness of some description. Last month Jim died age 31 of an alcohol and medication related problem, following his mother last year aged 47 and his father the previous year age 52, both chronic alcoholics. His only family live in Chesterfield and were too poor to pay for his funeral after paying for his mum’s so he was given a council cremation which I organised. There were six people in attendance and I collected his ashes and took them to his family. 

This week my neighbour texted me at midnight to say goodbye and thank me for my friendship, I got into his flat and he was unconscious with his medication scattered around him. I called the paramedics, thank goodness he is ok, and recovering, he was just too ‘fed up’. I suffer with bi-polar disorder and have a few hurdles to get through and work is hard to find that will deal with me and my illness. Today I had my medication increased as I have had a bad episode – no wonder.

In addition to an environment where everyone is coping with their own brand of poverty there are many other factors - the real cost of living and the cost of broken families where kids are learning from their parents that there is no future, school is not going to help along with domestic violence and unbelievable amounts of stress that will continue to knock down even the biggest optimists eventually. Children are growing up not even knowing why they hate authorities such as their schools and the police. Crime is a way of life, the situation can only be rectified by understanding and mutual trust, no amount of money will stop the cycle without it. Adults who are unfortunately a product of this cycle are more likely to have many wrong priorities and their children will suffer the same consequences.

When a person gets a job at minimum wage it is still very hard to make ends meet, if they have to buy a car to travel to and from to one of the industrial estates, imagine the impact of the petrol increases let alone high insurance due to the area and maintenance. If you get a mechanical problem in the first few months it may take half the food off your table for two more months just to pay for the repair to keep working.

And the news in our area is that the Council plan to open a brick waste and crushing plant between the 6 schools and housing estates creating up to a 1000 more lorries per day with no more employment just fumes and dust shipped all the way from Nottingham.

Summary

SPTF: Who are we and what is the NAP?

The Social Policy Task Force (SPTF) is a joint working group on the National Action Plans on Social Inclusion (NAP). These are a ten year European initiative that aims to ‘make a decisive impact on poverty by 2010’. National Plans are prepared according to common Objectives and Guidelines, using common Indicators, sharing good practice and involving all bodies in the Plan development and implementation. The SPTF has been a civil society dialogue partner on the NAP since 2001. With central, devolved and local government and some other civil society bodies, participants and contributors to SPTF are members of the Stakeholder Group on the NAP set up by the UK Department for Work and Pensions in 2006.

Who contributed to the SPTF submission?

Individuals from 8 networks and 12 organisations contributed to this SPTF submission. The networks with members who contributed are: the British Black Anti-Poverty Network; the European Anti-Poverty Networks (EAPN: Anti-Poverty network Cymru, EAPN England, Northern Ireland Anti-Poverty Network, Poverty Alliance); the Migrants’ Resource Centre (MRC); the Single Parent Action Network (SPAN); the UK Coalition Against Poverty (UKCAP) and the UK Race and Europe Network (UKREN). The organisations which contributed are: Age Concern; ATD Fourth World; Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG); the Fawcett Society; Irish Travellers in Britain; Leonard Cheshire Disability, National Group on Homeworking (NGH); Off the Streets and into Work (OSW); Oxfam UK Poverty Programme; Royal National Institute for the Blind (RNIB) and the Runnymede Trust.

Contributors included policy officers, volunteers and participants with experience of poverty and exclusion.

How did we prepare our submission?

SPTF meets regularly with DWP to pursue our anti-poverty agenda within the context of the NAP and we have worked in partnership with them on consultations and initiatives. Through our first National People Experiencing Poverty conference in July 2007, the direct voice of people experiencing poverty has contributed already to identifying the key challenges and ways forward to combat poverty and social exclusion. Through our Bridging the Policy Gap peer review project (February 2007-2008), we have already produced reports on 360 degree peer reviews of policy implementation in three pilot local authorities in three of the NAP Objectives. These reviews involved people from central and devolved and local government, service users, NGOs and social firms.

This ‘shadow NAP’ submission must be seen as complementary to what we have already contributed. We took an iterative approach to making this submission. We came together in two SPTF meetings to identify what we think are the key challenges in combating poverty and exclusion. The summary of the meeting points was circulated for comment. Participants then provided specific points and policy solutions relevant to the work of their own organisations. The chair of the SPTF prepared two drafts for circulation. The final draft incorporates contributors’ comments on the drafts.

In the time and resources available we could not be comprehensive in detail of all the issues and all the groups with whom we work, but their concerns inform our vision and the points we make.

In this first shadow NAP we have chosen to present our vision (PART 1), our view of the Government’s overall approach (PART 2), our comments on the Four Objectives (PART 3) and our comments on NAP governance (PART 4). In PART 3 also we have chosen, additionally, for Objectives 1 and 2, to present a ‘focus in’ on two specific groups and issues which are a high priority for Government and reflect the Government’s anti-poverty approach based on jobs and education opportunities; but where we feel the policy approach must take more account of the impact of poverty and disadvantage. For Objectives 3 and 4 we have chosen to ‘focus in’ on two groups and issues which we feel have been rather neglected in the past NAPs and where the risks of exclusion and isolation are high.

Thus for Objective 1 (Active Inclusion – labour market integration), we have focused on the government’s priority of labour market integration of people with a disability. For Objective 2 (tackling child poverty), we have chosen to focus on the government priority of education as a route out of poverty. For Objective 3 (access to quality services) we have chosen to focus in on the needs of older people at great risk of isolation and exclusion and for Objective 4, we have chosen to focus in on the needs of Gypsies and Travellers, a very disadvantaged group.

But we have emphasised also in the submission the additional and specific risks of poverty faced by women, black and minority ethnic groups, single parents, asylum seekers, migrants and refugees and single adults without dependents. We have emphasised also the rising problem of rural poverty and isolation.

Finally, we have included in our submission the direct and powerful voices of people in poverty.

What are our key messages?

Despite strong efforts, the government’s priority to reduce child poverty has stalled; two years from 2010, the decisive impact has yet to be achieved. Government must step up a gear.

Our specific recommendations are bulleted in each Part of the submission. Below are presented our overarching messages.

Principles and priorities

1. Correcting gross inequality in income and life chances must go to the top of Government’s agenda. Inequality drives poverty and regenerates it wherever poverty is attacked.

2. For a future worth having, Government must take the lead in telling the public the social costs of widening gaps in income and wealth and persistent discrimination against minority groups. They must come out of the corner and explain why stronger strategies and policies to counteract poverty and inequality must be implemented. More people are beginning to recognise the extent and depth of poverty and inequality in the UK; many are ready to listen now to what must be done.

3. The policy approach is too focused on correcting the individual behaviour of poor and disadvantaged people. The best way to combat poverty is to prevent it by implementing universal preventative policies. This is the role of the state and it is the fundamental and distinguishing virtue of rich, cohesive, democratic European states. It is the European jewel.

4. Access to support in the UK must not demand tougher conditions and higher moral standards from poor people than are accepted from the not poor. Awareness of unfairness corrodes compliance.

5. Poor people’s budgets are stretched and they are getting poorer. Housing, utilities and food costs are rising rapidly and incomes have not kept pace for years. At least real incomes and assets should be realistically measured.

6. There must be independent budget standards so that we as a society know and can implement policies that keep incomes above the poverty lines.

7. Proofing against discrimination and poverty must be mainstreamed into the design and implementation of all policies and services, including at the local level.

Making a decisive impact

1. Money has got to be spent. The cost of eliminating child poverty is around £4 billion a year. Money has been found for many less important purposes.

2. Money has got to be well spent. Participatory democracy supports representative democracy; it does not replace it. Good governance will involve people experiencing poverty in all decisions that affect them; it will give them a stake in society. Participatory dialogue amongst all the actors will set priorities.

3. Most poor and disadvantaged people do not want ‘golden elephants’. People want a decent life lived in dignity. Keeping people on benefit incomes in poverty as an incentive to get out of it is immoral and ineffective. Ian’s story shows why.

4. Most people in poverty were not born with a silver spoon in their mouth. They know that if they want something, they have to work for it. Most adults of working age want to work – but they have to have a right to work, there has to be job to go to and an employer who wants them. Some asylum seekers and migrants have no right to take paid work – some have been doing ‘voluntary’ work for years; others are working in illegal and exploitative conditions. Some migrant workers have no rights to change employers and are at severe risk of exploitation – effectively bonded labour. Many people living in poor or remote areas have no job they can reach and no way to pay the living costs if they move to an area with more jobs. Many people with multiple or severe disadvantages have repeated experience of employer rejection. A Government that wants to increase labour market participation to 80% has to address these structural problems in the labour market.

5. Everybody who works for an employer should have employee rights. ‘Self’ employment is not a route out of poverty for people with no capital and no choice. No-one should have to crawl for work and struggle every day for their rights. What messages are being transmitted to Pamela’s children?

6. There are no rich children in poor families. Tackling child poverty means tackling family poverty and women’s poverty.

7. Local services are the social glue of community well-being and social inclusion. But care services are starved of funds; many services are not statutory and are disappearing; changes from public to private providers are too often imposed and too often without sufficient attention to access for poor and excluded people, quality standards and democratic accountability. Too often the result is becoming a sharp-elbowed lottery. Services must be open to all who need them; remodelled to ensure access by poor, excluded and isolated people and minimum quality and accountability standards must be put in place.

Strengthening the European framework for the fight against poverty

We want to see UK government support:

1. The strengthening of the Open Method of Coordination on the NAP to give it profile and bite and to make it more inclusive of the participation of all actors.

2. Support for a European Recommendation on Active Inclusion that takes a balanced approach to adequate income, access to quality services and positive active inclusion.

3. Better balance and integration in the economic, employment, social and environmental strands of the Lisbon agenda.

4. Support for a high profile 2010 Year Against Poverty that leaves a legacy of a stronger UK and European framework for the fight against poverty; that supports a new commitment and hard targets, benchmarking and monitoring of progress in the fight against poverty and exclusion and that launches a new European programme to combat poverty and exclusion.

5. Specifically in the UK, we want the National Stakeholder Group on the NAP to be given the task, properly resourced, to drive forward the UK agenda on combating poverty and exclusion.

Part 1: The SPTF vision for effective strategy to combat poverty

The Lisbon strategy anticipated a decisive impact on poverty by 2010. As the new NAP is implemented for the period 2008-2011, it takes the UK past the year for which it had committed to make that impact. But despite strong efforts the Government has missed its target to cut child poverty.

For its last submission, on the 2006-8 NAP, SPTF based its key messages on the output from the 147 Get Heard workshops with people at risk of poverty. These discussed what works, what does not and what should be done differently. In 2007 – February 8, a similar function was performed by the National People Experiencing Poverty Conference and the Bridging the Policy Gap peer reviews of local policy implementation in three key NAP policy areas of employment, equalities and child poverty (employment integration for disabled people, employment integration for parents, child play). The reports are already with DWP, our partner in these initiatives.

Therefore in this current submission in advance of the publication of the draft NAP 2008-11, SPTF participants present their vision and specific recommendations for what needs to be done in a redoubled effort to make a decisive impact on poverty and social exclusion by 2010.

First, without combating the causes of poverty, anti-poverty strategies will be chasing people on an escalator going down.

Causes of poverty

These are hard times for poor and disadvantaged people. The burden of adaptation to globalisation is not being fairly shared. The risks of globalisation are being transferred to those least able to bear them in four ways:

1. Erosion of rights: human and social rights are inextricable; there is a greater risk of poverty for those with compromised rights.

2. Greater individualisation of risk and transfer of more risk to vulnerable people.

3. Increasing inequality in incomes and wealth.

4. The increasing privatisation and pricing of social goods.

Costs of poverty

Gross inequality is the greatest driver of poverty. Our Nordic colleagues working on the NAP have referred to these poverty drivers as a ‘social crime’. Too much of the social policy budget is spent to ameliorate the costs of policies enabling wealth. The costs of poverty are paid by the poor every day and by all of us in the corrosion of social capital and the loss of solidarity between groups increasingly divided by widening gaps in wealth and life chances.

Tackling the causes of poverty

Evidence from across Europe supports the common sense view that the primary route to tackling poverty is to prevent it. This requires the political will to make social inclusion a reality.

1. A renewed emphasis on implementing and enforcing human and social rights for all.

2. Stronger policies to prevent gross inequalities in income, wealth and life chances.

3. Universal provision and equal access to quality services.

4. Mainstreaming of policies to combat poverty and poverty proofing of policies.

Joined up strategy and poverty proofing of policies

Throughout the European Union the NAP process has a much bigger, stronger sibling in the National Reform Programme (NRP) that deals with the European economic and employment agenda. The NRP agenda of flexible jobs and growth through competition drives the social policy agenda to the detriment of both. Poverty risks are rising and the social processes necessary to ‘unlock talent’ are neglected. This is why at European level SPTF is lobbying for a strengthened Open Method of Coordination (OMC) (See Appendix 1), greater mutuality between the NAP and the NRP and poverty proofing of policies.

The unbalanced European approach is very evident in UK policy making. Some UK Government policies are increasing vulnerability and sometimes Government departments are not working well together. Lack of poverty proofing implies to the poor that greater poverty is an acceptable risk of policy. This contributes to feelings of injustice and alienation from the political process. We have had a recent example in UK tax policy of the political impact of the lack of poverty proofing.

Inclusive language

Negligent and abusive language about poor and disadvantaged people is hurtful and reinforces a climate of contempt for the rights and dignity of vulnerable people. We need decent political language on poverty and poor people. The current rhetoric destroys people’s self respect and aspirations. Bullying is not tolerated for the not poor – it is against the law. The language of rights is very important in a democracy and we should use it.

Inclusive governance

Better governance results from the participation of people experiencing poverty in development, implementation and monitoring of all policies that affect them. The added value of engaging stakeholders including people experiencing poverty and anti-poverty NGOs has been thoroughly demonstrated through the NAP process (and in other processes). We have seen recently that there are political costs for Government in not listening and not including. We want to see a strengthening of the role of the UK Stakeholder Group on the NAP and its proper resourcing and UK Government support for a strengthening of the European level OMC on the NAP Inclusion.

There is no ongoing support for participation at UK level on strategy to combat poverty and exclusion. The price of engagement is paid by poor people and small groups especially, who use resources including their time and ideas for which they are not recompensed. This is not sustainable. The Scottish Government has taken positive new steps on participation from which UK Government could learn.

At local level, the evaluation of Bridging the Policy Gap shows the added value at times of policy change of local peer reviews with a 360 degree engagement of service users, policy officers, national civil servants and NGOs in a user led evaluation of policy. We want to see the model promoted by UK Government and implemented locally but also in the developing regional structures.

Inclusive space

Targeting poverty and targeting poor ‘desertified’ areas is not the same thing. Targeting spatial disadvantage is important – it has an independent effect on life chances – but the resources need to get to poor residents. Bigger and more distant regeneration structures and strategic partnerships with limited participation by poor and disadvantaged residents will struggle to tackle disadvantage and to understand the real priorities and needs of local residents. This is why stronger participation mechanisms must be rolled out across the UK and they must take explicit account of gender and equalities. For example, Oxfam has pointed to research that shows that women are only 2% of voluntary representatives on Local Strategic Partnerships.

Neither is change sustainable where temporary additional resources (soft money) do not sufficiently ‘bend’ main social policies to support the strategy. The devolution of responsibilities but imbalance in local authority powers and resources in education, health and social care combined with the plural and postcode delivery of services can weaken the opportunity for integrated strategy and delivery locally.

But not all poor and excluded people live in poor areas; indeed for some vulnerable groups, the majority, for example frail elderly people at great risk of exclusion, may live outside the most disadvantaged areas. Further, some very vulnerable groups are widely dispersed, such as some migrant and refugee groups and some Roma, Gypsies and Travellers. In those places with higher concentrations of these groups, they may be still too small in numbers for their needs to be well identified or addressed. Implementation and enforcement of equal rights is the first line of defence. In addition, policies targeted to particular groups must draw on specialist NGO and social enterprise expertise to deliver effective policies. We welcome the renewed Government interest in social enterprises but it will require specific developments in the regulatory environment to grow this sector.

A strong feeling in the SPTF is that there is some neglect and misunderstanding of rural poverty in policy development. For example, the impact of centralisation of medical services on people who don’t have cars, such as older people - especially those in poor health and people on low incomes – 58% of journeys by low income people are entirely on foot. Voluntary services are losing funding and charging more for services and there is not sufficient flexibility in funding to meet additional delivery costs in rural areas. These costs are being ‘exported’ to customers/ clients/ patients/ in rural areas. The Commission for Rural Communities has published several reports on ‘tackling rural disadvantage’ – but is anyone reading them?

Inclusive society: combating discrimination

We welcome the renewed NAP focus on discrimination; it is clear that poverty is a gendered and racialised experience and that prejudice and discrimination are key drivers in persistent poverty for many poor people. Real resources must be put into enforcing laws against discrimination on all grounds. Employment and skills policies are undermined by discrimination against mothers and black and ethnic minority groups for example. The Government aim to get more disabled people into work will require hard targets and sustained support including after employment. But the objectives of the NAP concern also rights to goods, services and resources and without this comprehensive approach to combating discrimination, poverty and exclusion will blight the lives of older people and children as well as those of working age.

Indeed combating discrimination must be mainstreamed across all seven common objectives – including access to justice and to culture - (from which the Government has chosen to focus on four for the UK NAP).

A multidimensional approach to policies to combat poverty

Groups cannot be put in mutually exclusive boxes for policy targeting or neglect. People cannot be split into permanent separate groups for policy purposes – many single people will have families and many have had families. Children will be adults and adults will have children. In everyday life, people’s health, access to services and employment opportunities are not separate but interrelated. A universal preventative approach and participation of people experiencing poverty in policy making are therefore necessary to combating poverty and exclusion. In addition targeted, multidimensional approaches for multiply disadvantaged and vulnerable groups are the second strand of effective anti-poverty policy. To be effective these multidimensional policies need the support of specialist interlocutors with deep understanding and commitment to particular groups. This must be taken into account in the current push to plural delivery of services.

Part 2: SPTF comments on the Government’s overarching approach to combating poverty and social exclusion

The lifecycle approach to anti-poverty strategy

A universal and preventative approach is the best first line against poverty because one year of poverty can have a lifetime of impact and transmit poverty between the generations. But there are risk moments in people’s lives; these have to be prevented and addressed more explicitly. The lifecycle approach to policy making can ensure that combating poverty is mainstreamed across all those at risk of poverty.

But SPTF is concerned that the work focus of UK anti-poverty strategy policy is leading to a rigid policy division into children and young people, working age adults and adults beyond working age that is creating policy and resource competition to the detriment of a holistic and multidimensional approach to tackling poverty however it arises.

Further, the lifecycle approach to policy making can have shortcomings in recognising and addressing major lines of discrimination against particular groups. Oxfam believes that Opportunities for All (a Government report on its progress in tackling poverty and exclusion in England and Wales) took a step back in its Eighth Report (2006) compared to its Seventh Report (2005). Whereas the Seventh Report introduced a specific chapter on women’s poverty and exclusion, the Eighth Report did not. It took a lifecycle approach and although with respect to indicators there were regular comments on gender and ethnicity, they were not systematically addressed.

Specifically concerning the European dimension of anti-poverty strategy and the preparation of the NAP Inclusion, the division of the National Strategic Reports and more importantly processes, into those on poverty (the NAP) and those on Pensions and on Health and Long Term Care has reinforced the narrowed focus in the NAP on employment and policies and services to support higher labour market participation. The health needs of poor people are not properly addressed in the NAP and older people’s poverty tends to be addressed in the NAP only regarding services.

Consequently, SPTF believes that so far ‘streamlining’ has been an administrative convenience but has not had a positive effect in integrating policies to combat poverty and exclusion; nor has it led to greater feeding in and feeding our between the economic and social strategies. We hope UK Government will support a strengthened OMC process that will mainstream combating poverty and establish hard targets and monitoring processes that can support better progress in cutting poverty and exclusion.

Active Inclusion as a core tool to combat poverty

Appendix 2 presents the SPTF submission (February 2008) on the Active Inclusion (AI) agenda at European level. Active inclusion can be a powerful tool if it integrates policies to combat poverty in the three areas of the Commission Communication: income, labour market participation and services. However SPTF’s submission on the UK’s response to the communication outlines our concerns about a narrow focus on work as the route out of poverty without sufficient attention to the quality and security in work, adequate minimum income and access to adequate and appropriate services for all.

The next part of this submission comments on four Objectives of the UK NAP (these Objectives have been retained from the 2006-8 NAP Inclusion)– increasing labour market participation, tackling child poverty, improving access to quality services and tackling inequalities. It draws on points made by networks and organisations participating in SPTF including grassroots participants.

Progress on specific policy objectives identified in the 2006-2008 NAP

Over ten years the current Government has made substantial progress in raising employment rates, including for minority ethnic groups, single parents and older workers and also in reducing the numbers on key out of work benefits. It has made progress also in cutting the numbers of children in the UK defined as poor using the combined indicator of relative low income and material deprivation) and also cutting the numbers of those defined as persistently poor.

The Government has made progress also in combating discrimination through the introduction of the Disability Discrimination Act and the gender pay gap has decreased.

However, many of the most important changes affecting poverty were made early in the life of the current Government (for example the minimum wage) and in the last year or two progress has faltered in many areas – including in the Government’s policy priority of cutting child poverty; child poverty increased in 2007.

SPTF’s submission on the 2006-8 NAP stated that a key Objective for combating poverty was absent – adequate income. We emphasised also the need for poverty proofing. These key messages were not taken up.

Pamela’s story below shows just why the bottom line in anti-poverty policy is adequate income and why all policies introduced must be poverty proofed – and this includes the flexible employment strategy that is the core of the National Reform Programme. Pamela’s story shows clearly that for disadvantaged and vulnerable people, the fundamental protection against poverty and exclusion is enforceable rights. This must include the right to justice – included in the seven Objectives but not one that UK Government has chosen to focus on for the NAP Inclusion. We understand the limitations of the Commission Guidance and the restricted space in the streamlined National Strategy Report but a different approach to preparation of the NAP and supporting documentation would allow a comprehensive strategy to be addressed.

Pamela’s story: – “I know that there are thousands out there like me”

Pamela works as a home-based courier delivering mail order parcels for a major catalogue shopping company. As a single parent, Pamela works from home because she needs the flexibility to care for her children. “I have tried looking for other work but being a lone parent I need some flexibility especially during school holidays. It’s not easy to find a job when you live some distance from the city, there are limitations, and I could never afford a child-minder.”

She has worked for the company for 6 and a half years, and for the last two years has been engaged in an on-going battle to prove she is a ‘worker’ and therefore entitled to the national minimum wage. The company she works for argues she is self-employed. Pamela earns approximately £3.80 per hour delivering parcels, but this does not include the time it takes at home to sort the parcels, and complete the necessary paperwork. The money she earns from her homework is essential family income. “I would have to sell my house if I didn’t do my homeworking job”.

Pamela does not believe she is self-employed. She is not running her own business. Her rates of pay are set by the company, she uses the company’s stationary for processing the parcels, and her work load is entirely dependent on the amount of parcels the

company leaves her to deliver. “I have nothing to advertise, I have no customers, I have no trade name, I am provided with work and I am told how to do it. If I was genuinely self-employed I would have my own control, I could negotiate rates, I could advertise, I would have my own customers and my own profit and loss account.”

Because Pamela is treated by the company as self-employed, as well as being denied the minimum wage, she receives no holiday pay, no sick pay, no lay off pay, no maternity rights, no redundancy or unfair dismissal rights and no access to the company’s pension provisions. Pamela is one of 2,300 home-based couriers working for the company under similar terms and conditions. Many home based couriers working for other organisations are also engaged under the same type of ‘self-employed’ contracts.

“I feel angry that I have none of the benefits of being an employee.”

Pamela is challenging the company’s assertion that she is self-employed. She first contacted her MP who put her in touch with the National Minimum Wage helpline. They accepted the company’s view that she was self-employed, but Pamela did not agree

and contacted ACAS who suggested an Employment Tribunal. Since then, with the help of NGH and the Bar Pro Bono Unit (which offers free legal assistance), Pamela has been pursuing her case over many months. It went to an Employment Tribunal where she lost her case. She was then granted an appeal, in a decision that set a legal precedent for other employment status cases, and her case was reconsidered at a fresh tribunal. Pamela is still awaiting the decision from this second tribunal.

Whilst Pamela was waiting for the result of this second tribunal, the company asked her to sign a new contract stating she was self-employed. Pamela refused to sign the contract and has lost her job as a result. “My children are important to me, I believe that it is unfair that the minimum wage is not considered appropriate for us, and I know that there are thousands out there like me who feel the same as I do. I believe every single homeworker deserves at least the basic employment rights”. True story provided by The National Group on Homeworking

PART 3: Strengthening the implementation of the four Objectives of the UK NAP Inclusion

Objective 1: Increasing labour market participation

SPTF applauds the Government’s achievement in surpassing the EU employment target and in taking new steps to address the skills’ deficit. However to reach the 80% target will require real awareness and willingness to provide the resources to overcome the barriers to employment confronting multiply disadvantaged people. It will require greater emphasis on the responsibilities of employers and the protection of rights, without which vulnerable people cannot sustain employment in dignity.

In addition to being at great risk of income poverty, single parents are a group who have caring responsibilities and are extremely time poor. Recent research by the Single Parent Action Network (SPAN)
 shows that this double risk of income and time poverty makes it very difficult for single parents to move in and stay in employment. The report concluded that first the presumption that any job is better than no job should be abandoned and instead single parents should be supported to develop their qualifications so that they can access more secure jobs. Second, the report concluded that childcare and work-life balance policies should be tackling this double risk of income and time poverty. Unless single parents can access affordable and flexible childcare and have a right to paid time off to take care for their children, they are unlikely to avoid poverty by retaining a job.

In addressing these gaps SPAN recommends a two tiered approach: the One Parent Proofing of training programmes and government services designed to support single parents into employment and the One Parent Proofing of initiatives designed to retain employees in sustainable employment. SPAN has developed a One Parent Proofing Tool-Kit as a practical measure in working to further these outcomes (ibid).

The Bridging the Policy Gap peer review of Working for Families
 (WFF) showed the benefits of tailored support that looks at the whole household situation and supports better childcare including a ‘sitter service’. It emphasised support for study for higher education qualifications that give parents a real chance of getting out of poverty and staying out. WFF advisors found that women were cycling between being in paid work and being out of paid work. This is due to insecure employment, low pay and uncertain hours that do not cover childcare costs and responsibilities and the loss after a year of in work support that changes the benefits and costs of taking jobs. Much Government support seems based on the mistaken presumption that after a year or two in paid work women’s wages will progress; there are no prospects in many of the jobs low paid workers do. Many of the women WFF supported had got jobs minding other people’s children – a pointless game of ‘pass the parcelled child’ that risks not give sufficient priority to children’s needs – perhaps doing little more than substituting one form of child poverty for another.

Consequently SPTF has concerns about the Government’s tolerance of work insecurity, low pay and poor working conditions, with an especial impact on women’s poverty and child poverty. There are as many poor people in the UK in work as on benefits. The European Joint Report of 2007, adopted by Heads of State and Government of the EU, points to the prevalence in the UK of working poverty, inequality and inactivity. The comments below from poor workers show why.

You know, I can just barely survive, because I haven’t got degrees or anything, and I’m badly paid for the amount of work I do. I have to make my money last for the whole week. By the time I’ve paid my bills and that, I’m lucky if I’ve got that.

(Participant in ATD Fourth World Interviews 2008)

I had a good job about 16 years ago, which paid reasonably well, but I only had that for about four years, and since then I became unemployed, picking up jobs here and there, little bitty jobs which only paid about £40 or £45 a week, doing this in conjunction with signing on, because otherwise you can’t make ends meet. I just suddenly drifted from that, sometimes less and sometimes making about £100 a week, but at least I was able to go out.

(Participant in ATD Fourth World interviews 2008)

There are new restrictions and they lead to increased exploitation – pay is lower because employers are taking more risks to employ illegally. New migrants from the EU will work for less - £2 an hour in London, compared to established migrants – because they don’t know their rights, they don’t know about the minimum wage. Migrants working as agency workers are often not told of their rights.

(Comment from SPTF participant from the Migrants Resources Centre 2008).

I feel like I don’t see my child because I work. I then come home and force-feed my child because I want them to go to bed so that I can go to bed.

They want single parents back into work to fill in all these jobs, you know, all the not so good jobs.

Personal advisors should look at the future; focus on career rather than work.

(Comments from interviews in Giullari, S. (2007) Proofed by Parents for Parents, published by Single Parent Action Network

Compromised human and social rights result in exploited poor workers. SPTF wants to see

· Enforcement of existing anti-discrimination law and of employer responsibilities.

· Enforcement of existing equal pay, minimum income and minimum wage provisions.

· Awareness raising about existing rights – especially when addressing new migrants who are vulnerable to exploitation.

· Better rights for low paid and temporary workers whether UK citizens or recent migrants.

· An end to UK opt-outs on working time and agency workers’ Directives.

· A more sensitised understanding of the link between women’s poverty and child poverty.

· Stronger policies to promote employer responsibilities for decent wages and conditions and training opportunities.

· Adequate affordable good quality childcare for all parents and guardians.

· Access to second chance education at all levels from Level 1 to higher education to enable all workers to ‘move on up’.


               Supporting disabled people into work

The broad approach presented below is replicable in principle for the labour market participation of other disadvantaged groups with lower than average participation rates including some black and minority ethnic groups, single parents and older workers.

SPTF welcomes the Government’s renewed focus on supporting disabled people into work. Leonard Cheshire Disability points out that employment rates among disabled people are improving but are still far lower than the national average. It is the main reason disabled people of working age are twice as likely to live in poor households.

The Government aims to get big reductions in the numbers of people on Incapacity Benefits. But there are five key steps to improving disabled people’s employment rates and ensuring their employment is sustainable. They are summarised below.

1. Ending employment discrimination

First, through enforcing and strengthening employers’ duties under the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA); Employers have a responsibility to provide reasonable adjustments for disabled people under the Act; it must be better enforced. Government should extend the anticipatory duty to make reasonable adjustments to the field of employment. 

But more needs to be done to make employers aware of the benefits of employing disabled people and the support available. Current Government initiatives to engage more with employers, such as ‘Employ ability’, are important in highlighting both the positive benefits of employing disabled people, as well as employer’s legal responsibilities under the DDA. The Access to Work scheme provides vital support to disabled employees and their employers. Yet, 74% of employers have not heard of the scheme
. The Royal national Institute for the Blind (RNIB) has published the views of blind and partially sighted users on access to work
. Leonard Cheshire Disability's Disability Review 2007'
 reported that almost half of those disabled people who did not receive Access to Work support whilst in work were missing out because they had never heard of the scheme. Yet for every £1 spent on Access to Work an average of £1.48 is recouped in tax and NI contributions
. CPAG has published a recent report on disabled people and work as a route out of poverty
.

Policies to support a culture change in employer awareness are important but so are other ‘flanking’ policies. The Recommendations in the Bridging the Policy Gap report from Newham on supporting disabled people into employment also call for one-stop information sources, minimum quality standards for employment support services regardless of provider, and understanding and thorough implementation of the ‘two ticks’ scheme for quality in the employment offer for disabled people.

2. Tackling current disincentives to work that some disabled people face.

Those who live in residential care paid for by the state can be actively dissuaded from working, as any income they receive could potentially be taken towards paying for their care, leaving people worse off than if they had remained out of work. Others who receive social care at home may find that their support cannot be provided at a time to enable them to go to work.

3. Flexible working in favour of employees, not just employers

The Government is aware that job retention is a key problem. Introducing the right to request flexible working for all disabled people will enable them to manage employment and their impairment. A statutory right to request rehabilitation leave for those who acquire an impairment or whose existing impairment worsens whilst in work will save money both for employers and the tax-payer and enable disabled people to stay in work.

4. Hard targets and monitoring

There needs to be more attention to mainstreaming of disabled workers in the workforce and clear targets and monitoring will better support disabled people into work.

5. Employment retention

At the heart of the Government’s strategy to support disabled people into work must be a commitment to long-term sustainable employment, in which disabled people are able to develop skills and to progress. 

‘Where do I go if I want to be a wheelchair dancer’? (Participant in the Newham Peer Review of Bridging the Policy Gap 2007
). 

There is a great deal of ‘churn’ in the labour market. Sustainable employment must meet people’s aspirations to escape working poverty. Disadvantaged and disabled workers want a job they like, not just a job; they want a career, not just a job. 

SPTF want to see all employment support providers

· Raise their ambition and expectations for their clients.

· Provide suitable accessible information.

· Offer a personal and tailored service and follow up in employment – which will need to be long term in the case of some disadvantaged and disabled employees. 

· To support those furthest from the labour market to get jobs and to get opportunities to get better jobs, SPTF wants to see the Government 

· Set quality standards for all providers.

· Implement a requirement to support training.

· Invest in encouraging the development of the social firm sector.

· Provide a funding regime that enables smaller specialist organisations to provide services for vulnerable groups.

The Bridging the Policy Gap reports from Glasgow (Working for Families) and Newham (supporting Disabled people into work), Off the Streets and Into Work’s (OSW) ‘Right Deal for Homeless People and the St Mungo’s Pathways Programme provide examples of good practice and recommendations. OSW works closely with homeless people and has published a recent report on supporting homeless people into employment.
. 

The missing Objective: Adequate income

Adequate Income is the foundation on which the other Objectives can be achieved. It is essential for a dignified and decent life.

The comments below illustrate that for many people living on low incomes there is no peace of mind - only anxiety, distress, humiliation and constant efforts of ingenuity to make ends meet. This is what ‘choice’ means to people living on inadequate incomes.

I go through periods, especially towards the end of the second week, before I will get money again, sometimes by not doing anything at all, sometimes by not even eating. Maybe I get a pint of milk or so and a bit of porridge and more money would help but then, what is a comfortable amount of money to have? I mean, the money that the law says you’re required to live off, something like £80 odd a week, if you’re lucky. It doesn’t really go anywhere, even for one person living on his own.

(Participant in ATD Fourth world interviews for 2008)

We have to choose the things we buy. Balance to be able to fit in what we want to eat in the house. We look for bargains. Buy one get one free, or things that are about to expire’. (Participant in ATD Fourth world interviews for 2008)

My 13 year old, he doesn’t have a jacket, at the moment he’s just wearing a blazer to go to school, I have to find him a jacket.

(Participant in ATD Fourth world interviews for 2008) 

I live in a private rented one bedroom flat. I got a heating bill for £250. I rang them up and tried to talk about it. I kept trying. I got nowhere. I couldn’t take the stress. It was making me ill again. So I switched the heating off all winter. I got a dog from the Rescue to help keep me warm. I love her to bits but she got colder than me and she’s costing me a fortune in food.

(Grassroots participant in the European Anti-Poverty Network England, 2008

People feel they have got to spend the rest of their lives poor – they can never afford a house – their money goes on rent – work doesn’t seem worth it.

(Migrants Resources Centre participant)

Adequate income requires:

· An independent budget standard to ensure an adequate minimum income to prevent poverty.

· Appropriate inflation proofing. The RPI does not correctly measure inflation experienced by poor people. Whether bought by poor workers or poor people on benefits bread is very expensive and it is not discretionary; it is bought every day.

· Fairness. Benefits and wages, including minimum wages should rise in line with GDP to ensure wealth is not redistributed from the poorer people to the richer. Neither should one group of poor people lose out to transfer resources to another – As we said in our 2006 submission, everybody only gets one life.

Poverty in working age means poverty for children and poverty in old age. To combat poverty requires decent work and decent benefits: -

Adequate income:

Decent work

In our comments on Objective 1, we showed that getting disadvantaged people into work and sustaining them in work will require more than targets – it will require intervention to address employer responsibility for decent work and wages, stronger efforts to implement the Leitch report, enforcement of equal rights and a suite of flanking policies. But most of all, decent work requires all potential workers to have the status of free and equal labourers, with human and social rights that enable them to make a choice of employer.

Therefore the first line of defence for decent work is to prevent the kinds of compromised employment status that expose workers to severe risks of exploitation. Oxfam has published a new report on the situation of migrant domestic labourers and the risks that changes to immigration rules will worsen their situation.

The National Group on Homeworking
 (NGH) has shown that in the UK thousands of workers are vulnerable to exploitation from unscrupulous employers, either because they do not have full employee status, or because their status is unclear. This means they miss out on employment rights such as sick pay, maternity leave, redundancy, pension rights and rights against unfair dismissal. Some homeworkers are told by their employer that they are self-employed and so can even be denied the national minimum wage. The law in this area in unclear and inadequate and needs to be revised.

The problem of uncertain employment status is not restricted to homeworkers; it is the fundamental reason agency workers miss out on rights, and it affects other groups of workers on casual or bogus self-employed contracts. The promotion of this kind of ‘flexibility’ is driving more and workers into atypical and precarious working arrangements.

In their report published in 2007
, OSW have said that many homeless people move into work which is low paid and insecure. The instability of employment contracts and limited employment protection for temporary workers further increases chances of worklessness. Increased regulation of temporary work should be considered to limit the risks for homeless people taking up these work options. (Reference: “Enabling Employment Success for Homeless Individuals: Ten Key Policy Messages”, OSW, 2007

Therefore both NGC and OSW stress that unless the Government takes action and extends employment rights to all workers, the inconsistencies, complexities and injustices of uncertain employment status will take their toll on an ever growing proportion of the workforce.

Extending the coverage of employment rights is essential, but it is also vital that existing rights are enforced. The changes to National Minimum Wage (NMW) enforcement (fairer arrears and an automatic penalty for employers) are welcome, but more needs to be done. The latest research by the NGH shows that 48% of homeworkers believe they are receiving less than the minimum wage, so existing enforcement is clearly inadequate. Low levels of awareness of the NMW rate, along with fear of losing work are key reasons homeworkers may be reluctant to make a complaint.

Many homeworkers who are being denied the minimum wage also miss out on other rights. Whilst the NMW Compliance Unit exists to proactively enforce the National Minimum Wage and the Health and Safety Executive cover health and safety standards, there is no equivalent body to investigate workers being denied their rightful holiday pay, maternity protections, sick pay or other key employment rights. A Fair Employment Commission is needed to do this job, providing a proactive approach to compliance and, where necessary, enforcement.

Many disabled people face additional costs relating to their impairments (having to pay for personal care support, mobility aids or household adaptations, for example) meaning that general living costs can be higher than those of non-disabled people. The extra costs of disability add to the risk of in-work poverty and so it is essential to ensure that there is equity across the whole world of work, not simply in initial recruitment. Tackling in-work poverty will require action from Government both to challenge negative attitudes and to ensure that support through benefits like Disability Living Allowance adequately meets disabled people's needs. There is also a crucial role for employers in improving recruitment practices, building accessibility into the workplace and acting on their responsibilities under the law.

Homeless people too face additional costs. Additional work costs, coupled with low wages, currently offer little incentive for young and older homeless people to move into employment. Off the Streets and Into Work has noted that this is a particular issue for those living in London, experiencing high living costs.

To ensure decent work, SPTF wants to see:

· The right to work and to choose their employer, for all workers.

· Enforcement of existing employment rights and an awareness campaign on the National Minimum Wage.

· Extension of coverage to workers with compromised employment status, including asylum seekers, migrants and refugees, homeworkers, temporary and agency workers.

· Adequate financial support for the additional costs of employment confronting, for example, disabled workers and parents needing childcare, in particular parents of disabled children.

· A Fair Employment Commission to take a proactive approach to employer compliance.

But work cannot be the only route out of poverty or some people who cannot work for long periods will be persistently poor – and this includes adults of working age, especially single adults without dependents, who are amongst those most likely to be isolated, invisible and excluded. The Government states that it is committed to security for those who cannot work. But people on benefits tell us they may survive but they do not thrive.

Adequate income:

Decent benefits

Some people are not entitled to benefits and are left destitute. The Commission Guidance Note for drawing up the NAPs refers specifically to migrants. There is no safety net for some migrants with no rights – there are 350,000 destitute people - including children, living hand to mouth and on the kindness of friends and the support of voluntary groups. The European Anti Poverty Network has told us that across the European Union, their members are reporting that small voluntary organisations are struggling with inadequate resources to meet the needs of asylum seekers, refugees and migrants who are denied access to systems of support.

Many asylum seekers receive incomes or vouchers below even the lowest benefit levels for other residents. Vouchers are impoverishing and stigmatising. We drew attention to this in our submission to the 2006 NAP. There have been some improvements in rights for asylum seekers, but it is selective – we are especially disappointed that vouchers were removed and then quietly brought back after a year. The situation of migrants, refugees and asylum seekers needs to be better addressed in the new NAP.

Access to the benefits system is complex and its parts do not interact well. 

OSW has pointed out that homeless people living in high rent accommodation find the rate at which housing benefit is withdrawn limits the financial benefits of work. In a report published in 2007
 they noted that as income increases, Housing Benefit tapers, dropping by 65p for every £1 of extra income earned, meaning that those with the highest housing costs will have the steepest taper. Tax credit entitlement for single people, who after one year have not progressed to higher paid employment will find they are much worse off in their second year. The Government is aware of the problems with housing related benefits and has taken some positive steps. We would like to see these issues get more serious attention.

People’s lives are complex and change often – for example children, divorce, illness. Means testing adds to the system complexity without always sufficient gains in cost and effective targeting. However SPAN’s report on Poverty Proofing by Parents for Parents (referred to earlier) makes a series of recommendations to improve tax credits and their functioning.

The benefit system has to be a safety net as well as a ladder. Some benefit incomes are too low, particularly for single adults of working age; the UK has got much richer but there has been no increase in real terms for thirty years in what is paid to some of the most isolated and excluded disadvantaged people.

We welcome the renewed emphasis on universal child benefits but the right for all households to an adequate income is necessary to prevent poverty over the lifecycle. For vulnerable adults of working age, making income support conditional on work testing and availability increases poverty risks unless there are strong guarantees on availability of jobs, support services and independent advice and service standards that address quality as well as numbers taken off Incapacity Benefit.

The Welfare Reform Act 2007 is a key tool in the Government’s objective to get one million recipients of Incapacity Benefit back to work. The Act replaces Incapacity Benefit (IB) with a new Employment and Support Allowance (ESA). SPTF are concerned about the impact of steep benefit tapers; the move to Employment Support Allowance means a ‘cliff edge’ for some people. Transitions to paid work need to be reviewed and the effect of tapers and gaps in support must be better addressed.

Benefits regulations should support a range of employment options including voluntary work and self employment. Voluntary work has added value for local communities; but it also offers opportunities for meaningful and satisfying work for those who cannot take up employment now and where there may be few local paid opportunities. It allows people without recent employment experience to regrow their employment skills and work discipline for other employment opportunities that can lead to sustainable paid employment.

SPTF wants to see 

· Increased benefits for groups most left behind.

· Benefits indexed to an appropriate measure of inflation.

· Independent budget standards so that we know what income keeps people out of poverty.

· Sort out the benefit tapers that trap people in poverty and act as a disincentive to work.

· Ensure that the benefits system and labour market flexibility regulation are mutually adapted.

· Regulations and monitoring that ensure conditionality requirements do not attack human dignity.

· People living on benefits need access to more and clearer information about current rules regarding benefits and voluntary work plus. But improvements in benefit flexibility are needed that better enable people to combine voluntary and paid work and job search without detriment to their benefit position.

· Better benefit administration – which means investing in the workforce.

Objective 2: Tackling child poverty

We welcome the Government’s strong commitment to tackling child poverty - in most European Union countries children are more at risk of poverty than adults. However, the failure to meet the 2005 UK target means stronger efforts are required. But the Government must not back off on the 2010 child poverty target – it is achievable.

In some other wealthy European countries there is more equality amongst children than amongst adults because there are many free services to support children and their development – this approach could be better implemented in the UK. One example is free child play in both senses – it is crucial to child development – good play spaces are difficult or expensive to access for poor UK families. 

The Swansea Bridging the Policy Gap peer review of child play
, emphasised the central importance of free play to child development. As one participant said – Children need to be happy now. The role of adults was summed up by another participant as Be there; stand back. However, like youth provision, child play is an under-valued, under-resourced and under-provided service and very few local authorities have a well developed strategy or policy. Many play facilities are run on charitable resources and small grants by small voluntary organisations and even very small charges may be too much for poor families. As one mother with two children said It’s 50 pence a day each; I have to choose between bread and play. As a participant said in the first National people Experiencing Poverty Conference We want clean green spaces, accessible to all – and that means taking into account the needs of disabled children and their carers – and accessible toilets.

The UK policy focus on poor children is too narrowly drawn. If parents are poor then children are poor. Neither should children suffer because their parents are poor. And in many ways, as Oxfam UK Poverty Programme has argued, children’s poverty is women’s poverty. Fully disaggregated data to support targeting and equalities proofing would help to ensure that sex discrimination does not transmit poverty to children. In particular, Oxfam emphasises the monitoring and enforcement of maternity rights in employment and tackling discrimination against pregnant women and  women with childcare responsibilities.

Poor families who cannot access affordable quality childcare at current prices are doubly disadvantaged – because parents have very limited choices of employment and their children have limited opportunities to be with other children. As well, grandparents who may be poor also are supporting their working poor children with unpaid childcare. Lack of good quality childcare and real choice remains a major shortcoming of policy to support families – and not just of policies to support mothers into paid work.

SPTF welcomes the government’s strengthened focus on early and holistic intervention and long term commitment to households and families at risk. But too often, to the detriment of family cohesion, policy design assumes that parents in poverty are the problem – but very often it is poverty that is the key problem and parents are part of the solution. The new focus must avoid and prevent stigmatisation or support will not reach those in need of it. ATD Fourth World believes social work policies could be better resourced to support families to stay together.

Special support is required for children of disabled parents and for disabled parents caring for children. Both groups are at greater risk of poverty.

The Runnymede Trust has pointed to the severe poverty faced by many black and minority ethnic children, especially children of Bangladeshi origin, 74% of whom are poor. In Part 4 of this report, the UK Race and Europe Network (UKREN, a UK wide network of mainly NGO and community based organisations) 
 and the Runnymede Trust have pointed to the importance of mainstreaming equalities through all of the Objectives of the NAP.

SPTF want to see

· An ambitious revised strategy to meet the 2010 and 2020 targets on child poverty that tackles deep seated structural causes of child poverty including compromised rights and citizenship status, discrimination and income inequality.

· A focus on combating poverty and social exclusion of families in order to combat child poverty.

· A holistic focus on children’s well-being and child development, not narrowly on childcare or early education.

· Statutory provision of accessible (including to disabled children and parents), affordable play and play spaces.

· Accessible, affordable quality childcare for all.

 

                    2 skint 4 school

According to this recent report from the Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG) the UK has one of the closest associations between social class and educational performance in the OECD and one of the highest levels of social segregation in schools. Children who face the greatest risk of poverty may end up out of education, employment and training altogether, sometimes when they are as young as 14. The report states also that Government policies which focus on benefit sanctions to improve ‘behaviours’ among disadvantaged groups are likely to increase child poverty and exacerbate educational inequalities.

For vulnerable people, opportunities are no substitute for rights. The CPAG has shown that progress on child poverty is faltering and the educational gap is widening. Yet the Government is focusing on education to reach its 2020 target to eradicate child poverty. Expenditure on education has risen by more than 60 per cent in real terms since 1996 –97, but the gap between rich and poor pupils gets steadily wider as they progress through the education system.

Within the schooling system CPAG has identified poorly resourced schools, failure to target resources effectively on poorer children and exclusion or self-exclusion from school as key elements of the problem. Exclusionary factors identified in their recent report include charging for educational activities within schools, poor nutrition which affects children’s concentration (free school meals are often available only at lunchtime, and take-up is low) and low expectations in what is felt by some poor children as a punitive environment.

To reduce the educational gap, CPAG recommends that the Government ensures that:

· Parents have a sufficient income to safeguard themselves and their children from the entrenched problems associated with living in poverty, irrespective of their work status.

· Children’s well-being is placed at the forefront of the Government’s childcare and educational reform programme.

· Charging policies reduce or eradicate educational costs for poor families.

· Nutrition is improved.

· Child poverty in the UK is placed on the curriculum for all teacher training courses.

Objective 3 Access to Quality Services

Who needs services and how they are provided is changing fast; therefore there needs to be a renewed focus on ensuring affordable, accessible, quality services.

Effective access to services by disadvantaged rural people needs more attention. In particular the split of the Countryside Agency into CRC and Natural England and the changes to the way funding is channelled into rural areas has cut the priority on social concerns and it is hard to get funding for projects that target poverty and social exclusion directly. Voluntary services are starved of resources. CRC’s proposed Rural Social Justice Coalition will need a strong remit, powers and resources to rebalance the narrow focus on ‘economic’ outputs in rural society.

The comments below indicate just some of the variety of service areas of concern to disadvantaged people and some perceptions of them.

We want clean green spaces

(National People Experiencing Poverty conference July 2007)

They have helped me a lot, definitely like I said, Surestart, just the sense that they kind of provide services for the children… they have a sort of day centre…different outreach for the children… social work helped me get a washing machine’.

(Participant in ATD Fourth world interviews for 2008)

(…) I used to be in touch with the social services, but, I'm 21 now, and they’re kind of dodgy, like, social services… and the social services don't like me, so if I even went there, it's like they wouldn't listen to me. I tried to explain to them something and they weren't even listening.

(Participant in ATD Fourth world interviews for 2008)

In reality, the services did not help me. In reality, people who are from the street, give you information, where you can go and how you can survive. But when you want the information from there, when they have to give it to you, they don’t know anything.

(Participant in ATD Fourth world interviews for 2008)

I’d like to move on – probably to a sheltered house nearer my son. It would be good to be able to speak to other people, to go downstairs and chat about the weather when you’re feeling low. If I press my emergency button, they send for an ambulance without asking what it is you need. So I try not to press it. If I lived somewhere where there was a warden, I might have a bit of help just when I need it. (Doreen’s interview for Age Concern’s 2008 publication Out of Sight Out of Mind 2008:23)

SPTF are particularly concerned at the rapid implementation of plural delivery of services to disadvantaged people – especially as it concerns the impact of funding criteria on quality of service. There is strong concern that new providers have not got local knowledge and may not have sufficient commitment to those furthest from the market or most isolated. Definition of service ‘success’ is often relatively short term (often the six months’ point for employment services) and not sufficiently defined in terms of service quality and client dignity.

Further, specialist support is necessary for the most disadvantaged and so is a flexible approach – this is easier with small providers, but it is difficult for them to get contracts under the emerging funding regime. We have reports from rural areas particularly of voluntary services beginning to close in the last few months.

There are some key principles that underpin affordable, accessible quality services for all:

· At European level, full protection of member states’ rights to deliver social services of general interest through the public sector.

· Mainstreaming of the equalities Objectives.

· Carry out impact assessment, for example gender impact, at the early stages of service design.

· Social services delivered on the basis of need and not ability to pay.

· An end to ‘post code lottery’ in health and social care.

· Implementation across the UK of best practice in devolved governments and administrations and local authorities in access to services.

· All services joined up, user friendly, flexible and appropriately resourced.

· Local services remodelled to address the needs of the most excluded.

· Local service development informed by a user agenda developed by active inclusion of service users including poor and excluded service users, in service design and delivery.

· Clear lines of accountability of all types of service providers to their users and government.

· Government follows the evidence in decisions on service structures and service providers.

Affordable, accessible, quality services is manifest locally. Information, participation and impact assessment regarding poverty and social exclusion are essential to the delivery of appropriate services. However, it is important to clearly identify and address the impact of discrimination on service provision and effectiveness.

Regarding women’s poverty, Oxfam has specifically proposed that:-

· The DWP should work with local authority service providers, particularly in the areas of employment service delivery and social inclusion, to actively seek information on how women are suffering disadvantage and discrimination.

· The Government should gather information on progress in implementation of Gender Equality Schemes, and report on this in the NAP 2010.

· Public bodies responsible for the production of Gender Equality Schemes provide evidence about how they actively support the involvement of women with experience of social exclusion and women’s community-based organisations.

· Mainstream the gender-proofing of policy and services through incorporation into the Local Authority Performance Indicators Set, and audit this as part of the new Comprehensive Area Assessment. 

· The Equalities and Human Rights Commission should undertake an audit of Local Authorities’ Gender Equality Schemes for reporting to the NAP 2010.

The links between planning, environment and poverty need to be better addressed. For example, the Bridging the Poverty Gap report from Swansea on child play shows how important it is to ensure planning and environment departments take seriously the needs of children in traffic management and open space provision. Ian’s story shows the unequal impact on poorer and wealthier city residents of environment degradation is not well addressed in local authority planning in urban areas. Regarding rural poverty, Natural England covers environmental targets, but since the division of the Countryside Agency, there is no evident way to take into account the relationship between environmental and poverty issues in rural areas.

Below are some additional specific comments by SPTF participating organisations on services of particular interest to disadvantaged people with whom they work.

Housing

· Decent secure housing is a fundamental right. Adequate, affordable, accessible housing is a clear case of market failure. The Government must take responsibility for ensuring the right to decent housing – including housing for new migrants and adequate sites for Gypsies and Travellers.

· Housing benefit tapers are a poverty trap and urgently need to be revised.

· Private renting tenants’ rights need to be improved and enforced.

· Planning should include requirements on accessibility standards.

· There could be better use of Section 106 requirements in planning consents.

Healthcare

· The right to healthcare is fundamental but some groups (e.g. asylum seekers) have rights only to emergency care.

· Some very vulnerable groups – for example Roma, Gypsies and Travellers and homeless people find it difficult to access a right to healthcare.

· The Runnymede Trust has stated that Gypsy and Traveller men die on average ten years younger than other men and for women the gap is twelve years. Health inequalities are stubborn and participants want much stronger effort to address causes beyond a focus on changing individual behaviour.

· As soon as you hit state pension age – there is a different system of mental health support. Why?

· Employment targets are not supported by adequate health care support for some disabled people and people suffering mental ill health.

Employment services

· Job services should be set minimum quality standards regardless of provider.

· Job services, whoever provides them, should be monitored to ensure they reach the needs of women and men and black and minority ethnic groups.

· There should be independent advice centres.

· There should be guaranteed access to mentors for employment searchers and new employees.

· Childcare is a clear case of market failure – the implications of this for Government supported provision must be accepted.

· Ensure that women have equal access to Job Connect services.

Care services

· Centralisation of services means they are less accessible to many disadvantaged groups.

· Year on year access to care is getting more and more inadequate. Services are being withdrawn even from people with severe needs.

· Empowering social care users is great – but eligibility criteria for services is much tighter – so there is more exclusion.

Rural services

· In rural areas a midwife covers 60 square miles and services cost more to operate in thinly populated areas. This must be recognised in funding regimes.

· Transport is not affordable, accessible or adequate for many job seekers and especially for those in rural areas. Public transport is especially important to women, not only for employment but also for access to shopping and leisure facilities.

· Some rural areas have many new migrants, but few support services.

· An inquiry is needed into the specific and changing character of rural poverty and the adequacy of rural services.


                   Improving access to quality services for older people

Age Concern England’s recent publication Out of sight out of mind
 emphasises that severe social exclusion among older people cuts across common boundaries such as income, social class, ethnicity or gender. Being severely excluded is not just about being poor, feeling lonely or lacking mobility. It is a complex issue which involves facing multiple hardships and being cut off from the things the rest of society takes for granted. Yet as Age Concern says, the social exclusion of older people appears ‘not just to have fallen down the Government’s list of priorities, but to have dropped off it altogether.’

For disadvantaged older people isolation, invisibility and lack of access to quality – or any - local services are as great problems as low income. Age Concern wants to see local services that are joined-up, user-friendly, rooted in the community and flexible enough to reach out to vulnerable older people. The LinkAge Plus pilots tested this model of services. But Age Concern believes that while the projects they have funded have brought benefits, there are indications that the programme has not lived up to its promise. In most of the pilot sites, LinkAge Plus had developed new freestanding services rather than joining-up and refocusing existing support. And in many areas the projects have made slow progress in reaching the most disadvantaged people they were set up to help.

Age Concern recommends that

· There must be a cross-departmental Government commitment to help the most disadvantaged older people.

· Local authorities use the Local Area Agreement process to plan a seamless web of services, tailored to the needs of the most excluded older people.

· Inclusion and urban renewal programmes are age-proofed.

· Government should take forward the Sure Start in later life model. The housing element should range more broadly than homelessness and rough sleeping and bring in conditions especially older people in the private rented sector.

· Government take more seriously consultation and involvement of vulnerable older people. More imaginative methods should be used to reach those who are unable to fill in questionnaires or attend public meetings, to ensure their views are fully reflected in service planning.

Age Concern has developed specific recommendations to support four groups at severe risk of social exclusion:

For people who are over 80 and living alone

· Consultation and involvement that is genuinely inclusive.

· Local policies and programmes to enhance social contact.

· Low-intensity home services.

· Thoughtful planning of local services and transport options to help promote independence.

For people who are recently bereaved

· Improved support for counselling and support services.

· Multi-agency initiatives to identify and follow-up on bereaved people at risk of exclusion.

For people who are living in unfit housing

· ‘Handyperson’ schemes available nationwide.

· Multi-agency promotion of home repair schemes and free home audits.

· Improvements to the Warm Front scheme.

· Improve access to suitable housing, by reforming planning rules, funding home adaptations, and ‘matching’ people to accessible homes.

For people who have limited capacity to make their own decisions

· Improved support for independent advocacy.

· Services that sustain social contact and independence for as long as possible.

Objective 4 - Tackling Inequality

SPTF welcomes the focus of the NAP on equalities as one of its priority objectives. It is important to highlight the progress and to address the remaining challenges faced by people because of a particular ground, such as their gender, race or ethnic origin, religion or belief, sexual orientation, disability or age. We believe the UK can demonstrate good practice in many areas to many other European Union member states.

However, we draw particular attention to the situation of some migrants, refugees and asylum seekers who spend many years in the UK suffering poverty, exclusion and exploitation as they wait for citizenship status; many believe this is because the public attitude is ‘they don’t deserve it’ and the Government does not counter the myths about their situation. For single adults who get refugee status – four years later they can still be destitute because they are not a priority. But their very position makes them vulnerable to exploitation; as one asylum seeker not entitled to undertake paid work said at the People Experiencing Poverty Conference - It’s not the right to work we want but the right to be paid for the work we do.

The Runnymede Trust has published a recent report on the situation of Romanian migrants, focusing on access to work and education.

Just as in most member states of the European Union, women in the UK are more at risk of poverty and exclusion than are men. The European Commission has in the past criticised the UK NAP for not systematically mainstreaming gender. The new Guidance Note for preparation of the 2008-11 NAPs refers again to gender mainstreaming.

We welcome Oxfam
 UK Poverty Programme’s work with the DWP on gender mainstreaming and look forward to positive impact in the NAP 2008-11. But to support gender mainstreaming and race equality mainstreaming will require more fully disaggregated data than is currently provided. Oxfam would like to see a specific chapter in the NAP that addresses the situation of women in poverty.

The Fawcett Society has emphasised that mothers are at greater risk of poverty in the UK than in any other western European country. Women’s inequality and the disadvantages they face in the workplace are key causes of this risk, with ethnic minority women facing particular challenges. The government must therefore address the disadvantage faced by mothers in the workplace as part of any anti-poverty initiative and its strategy to end child poverty in particular.

The British Black Anti Poverty Network is an innovative network which is contributing to bridging the gap between Black people’s fight against discrimination and against poverty. They have stressed the specific problems facing Black British citizens. UKREN stresses that recent research into poverty and ethnicity shows that black and minority ethnic communities still experience higher rates of poverty than their white counterparts.
 Black and minority ethnic communities experience poverty and exclusion in many areas including education, health, housing, employment, political participation, criminal justice and access to goods and services. The European Network Against Racism Shadow Report
 on the situation of racism shows that black and minority ethnic people are more likely to be unemployed, twice as likely to live in substandard homes and have poorer health. They are also more likely to be homeless and are overrepresented in prisons and more generally throughout every stage of the criminal justice system. Therefore UKREN are keen to see a reaffirmation in the NAP that poverty and social exclusion are also caused by structural inequalities.

It is important that issues affecting ethnic minorities and poverty are covered throughout the National Action Plan on Social Inclusion, rather than just in isolation in the section on ‘equalities’. The other priority Objectives are highly relevant to ethnic minorities. This is particularly the case for access to services, where institutional discrimination has been proven to impede the appropriate delivery of services for ethnic minorities. It is also relevant to other areas, such as child poverty for instance, where it was found that a shocking 74% of Bangladeshi children live in poverty. Programmes and strategies that are devised to tackle child poverty should therefore take into account the situation of the most vulnerable groups, such as ethnic minority children.

UKREN stresses also the need for more data on how different ethnic minorities are affected by poverty. Whilst research is quite comprehensive in some areas (e.g. employment), there are still some real gaps in data collection and ethnic monitoring in other areas (e.g. criminal justice and health). Disaggregated data is important to appropriate policy responses: although we know that overall, ethnic minorities suffer more from poverty than their white counterparts, there are large variations within the ethnic minority categories. For instance, Chinese pupils outperform any other group in school, whilst Roma, Gypsy and Traveller pupils as well as Black Caribbean pupils have the lowest attainment levels at GCSEs.

Many groups suffering discrimination wait to be convinced of the impact of the Single Equalities Bill. For example, Leonard Cheshire Disability recognises its value and potential to streamline and simplify discrimination legislation - but wish to be sure this is not at the expense of hard won rights protecting disabled people.

Age Concern makes the point that proofing polices against discrimination must happen at local implementation as well as national policy level.

SPTF would like to see:-

· Mainstreaming of equalities throughout the NAP 2008-11.

· Improve DWP and other departments’ research and information gathering capacity on equalities issues.

· Develop the DWP work on indicators to routinely analyse and comment on the position of women and black and minority ethnic groups and publishing the findings in preparation for 2010.

· Commission an independent analysis that benchmarks UK Government relative to best practice outputs on equalities across the EU and follow up on its recommendations.

· The DWP and the Cabinet Office, should hold discussions with relevant government departments at key moments in the planning and decision making cycle which would enable equalities to be more effectively targeted and dealt with in policy-making.


                       Gypsies and Travellers: a severely excluded group

SPTF welcome the DWP’s recent work with specific very vulnerable groups, for example Gypsies and Travellers. The Irish Traveller Movement in Britain made the following points about the poverty and exclusion confronted by Gypsies and Travellers:-

The Commission for Racial Equality has noted in its report (Common Ground, 2006, 13) that Gypsies and Travellers are one of the most excluded groups in society, suffering from poor access to services and a life expectancy that is a decade or more lower than the rest of the population. The Office for Standards in Education has described Gypsies and Travellers as one of the most at risk group in the education system in terms of achievement and participation.

A major cause of this exclusion is the shortage of Traveller sites, one quarter of the caravan occupying Gypsy and Traveller population (according to data kept by Communities and Local Government) live on unauthorised developments and encampments. The shortage of sites has led to large numbers of Gypsies and Travellers being forced into housing and suffering from isolation, depression and economic dislocation caused by a cultural aversion to bricks and mortar (Shelter, Good Practice Guide: Working with Housed Gypsies and Travellers, 2008).

The Irish Traveller Movement in Britain argues that a shortage of Travellers’ sites/inappropriate accommodation and lack of training and educational opportunities is increasing the economic exclusion experienced by Travellers.

The Government has created new accommodation policies on Traveller sites (Housing Act 2004 and Planning Circular 1/2006) but there is mounting evidence that these policies are taking too long to deliver the needed sites and run the risk of being frustrated by local government reluctance to identify land for sites.

The Irish Traveller Movement in Britain has called for

· More sustained efforts to deliver the sites needed and the swift use of powers of intervention by central Government where councils delay in site delivery plans. 

· The Department for Work and Pensions and the Department for Children, Schools and Families to initiate greater dialogue with the Gypsy and Traveller community concerning economic and educational inclusion. The DWP has already held one seminar but further discussion, research and involvement of Gypsies and Travellers in policy design on economic inclusion and educational provision is needed.

PART 4: Governance and the NAP

The role of the NAP in UK anti-poverty strategy

As a member state ‘signed up’ to the Lisbon Strategy UK Government committed itself to making a decisive impact on poverty by 2010.

The UK NAP document is a reporting procedure – it does not drive policy in the UK. But the NAP process does require governments to learn from other governments’ good practice, to engage all stakeholders and to keep open the public space for comprehensive policies to combat poverty and exclusion. The UK Government has made very welcome advances in each of these areas in the NAP process – the partnership with SPTF, the Stakeholder Group on the NAP, the People Experiencing Poverty conference. These now need to be better resourced and better known in the UK to enable better follow through to implementation.

In the UK, the NAP is now the only central Government report on anti-poverty policy – including progress against targets and according to common objectives and indicators that can be compared across Europe and over time. This is why the SPTF wants to see the NAP process further developed as a means of mainstreaming anti-poverty policy across central Government departments and engaging with devolved Governments and administrations and local Government as well as people experiencing poverty and organisations who work with them. This will require a strengthening of the Stakeholder Group and its links to policy making processes.

As part of the legacy of the Lisbon process of supporting the development of a better environment for combating poverty, SPTF wishes this crucial 2008-11 UK NAP to commit to:

· Put forward clear proposals to strengthen and resource the UK stakeholder process as a functional tool for supporting the development of better UK anti-poverty policy.

· Proposing instruments and resources to support participation of people experiencing poverty and organisations that work with them, at the UK policy making level - including a well resourced People Experiencing Poverty Conference and supporting process.

· Developing and promoting (with devolved governments and administrations, local authority partners and relevant NGOs and local users) a toolkit that builds on the learning from Bridging the Policy Gap and is aimed at supporting local authorities and regional structures to engage people experiencing poverty and service users in meaningful consultation linked to outcomes and budget processes.

EAPN has called for a strengthening of the OMC
 and made a series of proposals in a recent document presented to the European Commission. SPTF wishes to see the UK Government support European proposals for strengthening the NAP Inclusion.

The Europe wide consultation on the European Commission proposals on Active Inclusion was completed in February 2008. We are pleased that UK government will support working towards a Recommendation – this can be a core legacy of the Lisbon process. But to provide a better framework for a decisive impact on poverty, Active Inclusion must give equal weight to all of its elements – adequate income and quality services as well as positive activation measures to support labour market integration (see Appendix 2).

SPTF wants to see UK government strengthen its work with stakeholders to further develop its position on the OMC and on Active Inclusion and to plan the implementation of the NAP period 2008-11.

Role of the EU Structural Funds in supporting anti-poverty strategy

The NAP is meant to demonstrate good practice in the use of Structural Funds. But the Structural Funds could be better targeted to combat poverty and exclusion and technical assistance resources could be deployed to strengthen stakeholder mechanisms.

The centralisation of providers seen in national social policy is happening too in the Structural Funds, to the detriment of those organisations who work with very disadvantaged groups. ‘Active Inclusion’ is being interpreted very narrowly to mean getting into work. Anti-poverty NGOs engaged in the training field, who are often members of the Third Sector European Network are concerned that the Structural Funds should be used tot heir full potential to work with individuals and communities at risk of poverty and exclusion and link to European processes to combat poverty. For example the London Voluntary Sector Training Consortium and CEFET’S Catalyst and TIGER community projects in the East Midlands are trying to broaden the interpretation – to ensure support for positive active inclusion for the least advantaged and community empowerment, and to release resources into networking of organisations to take part in the NAP processes.

For the new round of the Structural Funds to 2013

SPTF would like UK government to:

· Release technical assistance to support participation in the NAP process

· Provide a funding regime that will enable smaller specialist organisations working with those furthest from the labour market to win funds.

· Support initiatives that empower communities to help themselves.

· Build explicitly on the good practice of the former EQUAL programme.

The 2010 European Year Against Poverty 

SPTF warmly welcomes Government support for the 2010 Year. The year will mark ten years since the launch of the Lisbon strategy. We call on the Government to take steps to make this a successful and high profile launch of the next ten years of a strengthened anti – poverty strategy, which will take the UK forward to 2020 - its target year for the eradication of child poverty. We ask Government to:

· Work with stakeholders to prepare proposals for the launch of an ambitious new UK strategy to combat poverty and social exclusion.

· Support the strengthening of the OMC.

· Support the development of the Active Inclusion Recommendation.

· Support the launch of a European anti-poverty programme which addresses both member state strategy development and learning from good practice of innovative projects and initiatives on the ground.

· Prepare a related strategy to improve the public understanding and awareness of poverty and increase solidarity with poor and excluded people.

· Using the NAP stakeholder Group, engage with central, devolved and local Government and administrations, anti-poverty NGOs and people experiencing poverty in the preparation of the 2010 year and associated initiatives.

Appendix 1: The SPTF and the NAP Inclusion

The NAP – what is it?

The NAP is a comprehensive report on what the UK is doing to combat poverty and social exclusion. It is a European initiative that aims to make a decisive impact on poverty by 2010. The first NAP was in 2001. The last NAP covered the period from 2006-8 and there will be a new one in September 2008 that will last till 2011.

All European Union Governments make their reports at the same time and according to the same format.

These NAPs are part of what are known as National Strategy Reports – that cover also pensions and health and long term care.

The National Strategy Reports are the core of what is called the Open Method of Coordination. This is a soft process of Governments’ sharing their plans and good practice and being compared and contrasted in a ‘Joint Report’ prepared by the European Commission. This goes to a Council of the Heads of States and Governments who adopt a final version of it. They decide what the priorities are and next steps although the European Parliament gets a say in some parts of the wider process.

An important part of the NAP element of the process is the emphasis on involving not just central Government but also regional and local government, people with experience of poverty and anti-poverty organisations and networks. They should be involved in the preparation, implementation and follow up of the NAPs.

What happens in the UK and who is involved?

The UK NAP is the responsibility of the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP). It is prepared by the Social Inclusion team in the DWP.

Since June 2006 there has been a formal NAP Stakeholder Group. This has representatives of over 20 central Government departments, the devolved Governments and administrations, local government organisations and some local authorities and non-governmental organisations including mainly those concerned with poverty and inequality.

The Social Policy Task Force (SPTF) – is how a group of networks and organisations concerned about poverty and disadvantage, do our NAP Inclusion work in the UK.

The last UK NAP (2006-8) had four main objectives: getting into employment, access to services, child poverty and tackling discrimination. These have been retained as the objectives of the new NAP (2008-11).

What is the SPTF?

We were launched by the European Anti-Poverty network in the UK and we are a joint working group on the National Action Plans on Social Inclusion. 

We are a joint working group between two networks: the European Anti-Poverty Network (EAPN) UK and the UK Coalition Against Poverty (UKCAP). The UK EAPNs are Poverty Alliance (Scotland), Northern Ireland Anti Poverty Network (NIAPN), Anti-Poverty Network Cymru (APNC) and EAPN England. Each of these networks has a number of organisations and groups in it. For example EAPN England has migrants’ organisations, black and minority ethnic anti-poverty organisations, self-organisations for people with mental ill-health, women’s groups, pensioner forum, unemployed workers’ groups and organisations engaged in training.

Individual SPTF organisations participate in or contribute to the joint working group also. Groups who have contributed to the current submission include AGE UK, ATD Fourth World, British Black Anti Poverty Network, Child Poverty Action Group, Off the Streets and Into Work, Leonard Cheshire Disability, Oxfam UK Poverty Programme, National Group on Homeworking, Runnymede Trust, Royal National Institute for the Blind, Fawcett Society and the Irish Traveller Movement in Britain.

We have individual participants also who are ‘grassroots’ members who come through EAPN and UKCAP.

What does SPTF want from the NAP?

We want two things: 

1. A better process for developing UK anti-poverty policies that includes participation of people with experience of poverty.

2. Better content for anti-poverty policy. This must include the right to an adequate income for a dignified life, equal access to quality jobs and services, policies to prevent poverty and proof against it and sufficient protection for the most vulnerable.

We want the NAP to leave a legacy by 2010 of sound, well established and well resourced methods and structures for establishing what all people need to stay out of poverty and to participant fully in everyday life.

What has been SPTF’s involvement in the NAP Inclusion?

To pursue our aims on the NAP, the SPTF has met together every two months since 2000. We have met with DWP every two months since 2002/3. From time to time we meet with personnel from other parts of Government on specific issues and also with personnel from the European Commission. We take part in the UK NAP Stakeholder Group and in NAP related events. We make an input into the design of these events and we propose events and projects

We put in our views and proposals on NAPs, child poverty, ‘active inclusion’ (minimum income, quality services, access to the labour market), debt and other issues to the DWP, other central UK Government departments, devolved Governments (e.g. Scottish Government) and the European Commission.

With DWP we created and hosted the first UK People Experiencing Poverty conference in July 2007. This was modelled on the European People Experiencing Poverty conference held annually under the Presidency of the European Union. 

We have undertaken two projects with DWP to support the NAP activity in the UK:-

· Awareness 1: The Get Heard project 2005-6: 147 grassroots workshops and toolkit which produced material for the 2006-8 NAP. Our Oxfam member was the budget holder.

· Awareness 2: The Bridging the Policy Gap project 2007-8: Pilot Peer Reviews in three local authority areas – City and Council of Swansea, Newham Borough Council, Glasgow City Council - on three NAP related objectives: child play (in the child poverty and access to services objectives), employment integration for people with a disability and employment integration for parents (both in the employment objectives and the tackling discrimination objectives). The budget holder was EAPN’s Scottish network, Poverty Alliance.

The output from the People Experiencing Poverty conference and the Bridging the Policy Gap project will be taken into account by DWP in the preparation of the 2008-11 NAP.

2010 is the European Year Against Poverty – we are already planning our views on what should be the aims and objectives and activities for the Year, to raise awareness of poverty and exclusion and what to do about it.

What have been our main achievements?

The NAP process:-

We have built some ‘architecture’ for dialogue through our regular DWP-SPTF meetings and we have supported the development of the NAP stakeholder group. We have been engaged in projects and events to contribute to the NAP agenda.

We have promoted a regular open dialogue on the NAP and helped to clarify the relationship between representative democracy (the right to decide) and participatory democracy (the right to dialogue). We have built good working relations with DWP and most importantly we have promoted and supported the direct engagement of people experiencing poverty in the NAP process.

Policy influence:- 

Participating organisations and networks in SPTF have substantial achievements in the fight against poverty in the UK and individually have had significant impact on policy development in their area of policy. As a group, through our NAP work we have had additional influence on anti-poverty policy in the UK, for example:

· On housing benefit (First NAP).

· On debt as a social inclusion issue (2006-8 NAP).

· On getting working poverty onto the Government agenda (2006-8 NAP). 

· On volunteer expenses for people on state minimum income (2007)

· On the cost of benefit advice phone lines (2007). 

The European level:-

We have had an influence also on developments at European level. We lobbied successfully to keep the NAP as a distinct part of the Open Method of Coordination and to encourage the European Commission to update the 1992 Recommendation on Sufficient Resources and Minimum Income (updated as Active Inclusion). We have lobbied UK Government concerning the Commission’s proposals on Active Inclusion and on the 2010 European Year Against Poverty.

We are continuing to lobby on strengthening the Open Method of Coordination of which the NAP is a key part so that it provides a more effective environment for promoting best practice in the fight against poverty and exclusion. We are continuing our work also on Active Inclusion. 

The SPTF chair is chair also of the Social Inclusion Working and Planning Groups of the 24 member states’ networks and 28 European organisations that are affiliated to EAPN Europe and writes many of their NAP reports to the European Commission.

Appendix 2: Active Inclusion: The SPTF Response

To the EU Commission consultation on “Modernising social protection for greater social justice and economic cohesion: taking forward the active inclusion of people furthest from the labour market.”

The Social Policy Task Force is a working group of anti-poverty networks and groups in the UK, which has worked with the UK Government since 2001 on the National Action Plans on Social Inclusion.

We welcome the UK Government’s commitment to involving civil society and people who have direct experience of poverty in the development of their response to the Commission consultation on Active Inclusion. In the past year, we have worked together with the UK Department for Work and Pensions to organise the First Conference of People Experiencing Poverty in the United Kingdom, as well as the ‘Bridging the Policy Gap’
 project. These initiatives were modelled on elements drawn from activities taking place in the context of the Open Method of Co-ordination. They have provided important perspectives on minimum incomes, active labour markets and social services.

We share the UK Government’s support for the broad approach set out in the Commission's Communication on Active Inclusion in terms of the scope of the common principles and the future work in this area. To make this work effective will need a deepening of the Open Method of Coordination and real support for the participation of civil society organisations and people with experience of poverty in sharing good practice cross-nationally.

We strongly endorse the comment in the UK Government’s response that the role of employers in guaranteeing minimum incomes ‘cannot be understated’. The active inclusion of people furthest from the labour market requires a much greater engagement from employers and recognition of the employers’ responsibilities to provide decent work and opportunities for advancement.

We have some specific comments on the response to the consultation from the UK Government:

Regarding minimum incomes:- 

We note with concern the Government’s reference in their response to the principle of ‘Income support sufficient to avoid social exclusion’. The following points are critical to what this phrase means in practice for those at risk of poverty and social exclusion.

· There is no independent standard to determine the level at which the minimum income is set, nor whether it is sufficient to keep individuals and households out of poverty. Further, financial support for families and older people has been set with the aim of reducing levels of poverty amongst children and pensioners, but the same is not the case for other income related benefits.

· The purchasing power of minimum income has been badly hit – the retail price index does not take sufficient account of the heavy price increases in those things – rent, utilities, transport and food, which take up the most part of low incomes. 

· Over-indebtedness confronts many people on means tested benefits – who tell us they are forced to choose between rent and food, or utility bills and food.

· Some vulnerable people already experience cuts in their real minimum income due to housing benefit caps that are below rising rent levels.

· Government is intensifying and extending the role of conditionality in access to minimum incomes. Some people, typically those furthest from the labour market, are at risk that some or all of their income is withdrawn, with potentially devastating consequences which cannot be anticipated by Government in the absence of a budget standard.

· Incomes for some categories of asylum seekers and refugees are below the means tested minimum incomes available to other UK residents and are causing severe and long term hardship.

· Income top ups such as tax credits provide welcome additional income for many low income households, but means testing on the current scale has resulted in complexity and serious problems in efficient administration of some income related benefits and credits.

· We welcome the Government’s recognition that more needs to be done to ensure minimum income provisions reach all for whom they are intended. Pension credits are one example of a benefit with low take up.

It is our belief that a secure minimum income sufficient to support social inclusion is necessary for individuals and households at risk to have a real chance of escaping repeated spells of poverty and exclusion. Further, where households with children are concerned, we want to see a greater emphasis on universal child benefit, paid to the carer, which is proven to be an effective route to preventing child poverty.

Regarding active labour markets:-

We acknowledge the key role of the employment chapter of the Lisbon Integrated Guidelines. However, an effective active inclusion model will require greater mutual learning between the social inclusion and economic dimensions of Lisbon.

We welcome the Government’s commitment to make work pay and the renewed focus on human capital, upskilling and retention and progression.

· However, without higher ambition for the role of minimum income the Government’s active labour market approach is unlikely to produce positive and sustainable change in people’s lives.

· Decent work at living wages is central to sustainable employment and to the capacity of individuals to plan and invest in their future

· The minimum wage is welcome, but the rates for young people and young adults are too low to make work pay.

· Many low paid agency workers face multiple deductions from their wage over which they have little control and which do not offer them value for money, resulting often in very low net wages which keep them in poverty. They also often face very poor working and living conditions.

· We welcome the Government’s commitment to increase the employment rate for disabled people. However, this will require more attention to job accessibility, job quality and sustainable employment if it is to lift disabled people out of the risk of poverty. Issues to be addressed include job ‘carving’, job redesign and job flexibility to enable disabled people to remain in employment, as well as jobs that are linked to training and career opportunities. The report from the local peer review in the London Borough of Newham (attached as one of the three local reports from Bridging the Policy Gap) highlights many of these issues.

· We welcome the Government’s commitment to support extending working lives for those who choose to do so. However years of healthy life expectancy in the UK are below the UK average and life expectancy is strongly linked to income inequality. These overarching issues must be properly addressed. 

· There is increased Government emphasis on private sector provision of employment integration services. However, there is much work to be done to clarify service standards, sufficient resources, local partnership, accountability and the relationship of private providers to implementation of conditionality.

· The main focus of Positive Active Inclusion must remain on those furthest from the labour market. The Bridging the Policy Gap project highlighted several examples of what needs to be done differently to provide greater support for those furthest from the labour market. But it also shows what works – for example the Glasgow local peer review of ‘Working for Families’ (attached as one of the three local reports from Bridging the Policy Gap) confirms the Government’s reference in their response to the Commission Consultation, to the value of a ‘personalised and responsive approach’ to employment integration for parents.

Regarding social services

We welcome the Government’s support for developing common objectives for the social services strand of active inclusion. However, 

· To support inclusion, social services must be accessible, equally, to all who need them. Capped budgets and risks of ‘postcode lottery’ for access to services are increasing concerns.

· The Government’s reference to ‘local partnerships’ flexibility to innovate’ should not override the two principles of equal access for all who need the service and an approach to service standards that supports human dignity and social inclusion.

· Plural delivery of previously public services raises issues of confidentiality and accountability of the service and service providers which need to be better addressed.

· We welcome the reference in the Government’s response to ‘social entrepreneurs’ but there is limited development of and support for not-for-profit businesses and a current framework that better supports entry to social service delivery by for-profit businesses.

· The First UK Conference of people with experience of poverty and the results of the Bridging the Policy Gap project demonstrate that sustainable service development requires meaningful input by service users and people who work with them into development and assessment of services as well as their implementation. These groups should be added to the Government’s list of key stakeholders.

· The Swansea local peer review (attached as one of the three local reports from Bridging the Policy Gap) demonstrates that child play is central to healthy child development and illustrates how profoundly its lack is a social inclusion issue. We would like to see statutory requirements for provision of child play as part of integrated children’s services.

For further information, please contact

Julie Gibson

UKCAP

Secretariat of SPTF

Tel 00 44 0151 709 3040

julie.gibson@ukcap.org
Katherine Duffy

EAPN

Chair of SPTF

Tel 00 44 116 257 7227

k.b.duffy@talktalk.net
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