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SUMMARY

The DWPOs newly publ i shedduset2@l4Totd numkesdf cover t
JSA sanctions have started to fall back, reflecting the decline in claimant unemplofsent.

a proportion of claimanfsheyhave stabilised at the unprecedentedly high levels of about 7%

of claimants per month before reconsiderations and appeal6%aaéier. ESA sanctions

haverisen to altime highsreaching an estimated 1.16% of claimgrés monthbefore

reconsiderations and appeals, and 0.97% after.

Underthe new harsheregimesinceOctober2012 833,628 individualfiavereceived an
average of 1.78anctionseach.FromApril 2000 to June 2014 total of 3,063,098 people
received an average of 2.8dnctionsach Almost 60% of sanctioned individuals received
only one sanctiorbut21.5% received more than twand 46,000eceived ten omore

These figures do not includarsctions which were revesd on reconsideration or appeal
which often cause as much damage as those thabeneversed

The DWP hastill publishedno figures on Mandatory Reconsideratipiméroduced on 28

October 2013Mandatory Reconsideration appears to have caused an almost total collapse in
appeals to Tribunals. If the statistics are to be believed, there wer23ohijpunal

decisions on JSA and ESA sanctions in the three monthktd@tine compared to a normal
monthly rate of over 1,000f this is due to delays in destdbns or to the increased burden on
claimants, rather to an increase in decisions favourable to claimants, then it is Gatisang
injustice anchardshipln response to media reports of abusive sanctions, the DWP routinely
claims that those who disagree with a decision can appeal to an independent tribunal. For
practical purposes, this is currently not the case.

The nonreporting of Mandatory Reconsideratioreshad the incidental effect of revealing

the delays in the former reconsideration system. Over 25,000 claimants receiving
reconsideration decisions in May and June had waited at least 6 months. The new figures
confirm that J Sratescatec@nsioesation andppealihave resen to their
highestever levels, with the latter doubling under the Coalition. Far more sanctioned ESA
claimants are now asking for reconsideration, but their success rate has halved since October
2012. Overall, ESATibunalappeals have had double the success rate of JSA appeals.

I n the first half of 2014, not O6éactively see
JSA sanctions, followed by failure to participate in a training/employment scheme and

missing an intariew. The onlyreason to show an increase watuntarily leaving a job or

losing it through misconduct. Statistics back to the 1930s show that this reason always

increases during a labour market recoybgcause people are more willing to give up a job

when it is easier to get anoth&he big surge in ESA sanctions has been entirely due to
ofailure to partici.pate in work related act.i

The Work Programme continues to deliver more sanctions than job outcomes. Up to 30 June
2014 there had beé&5,8B JSA Work Programme sanctions &i®,780 JSA Work
Programme job outcomes
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Introduction

This briefing deals with the statistics dobseekers Allowancd$A) andEmployment and

Support AllowanceESA) sanctions released by the DWPI#November2014 which

include figures for a further three months, namfgbyil to June2014* Excel spreadsheet
summaries of the DWPOs statistics are availa
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/jobseekatewancesanctionsand the full

dataset is in the Stdplore database &ittps://statxplore.dwp.gov.uk/default.aspx

The DWP has still not resolved the probldrat the results dhed6 mandat or y
recons i doeboth SA and ESA sanctiomgroduced from 28 October 2013 aret
included in the databagalthough the cases to which they relate are includéuy.means
that, over a year after the introduction of this new regime, welstilotknow howit is
working. It also meanthat the numbers of JSA and ESA sanctions which stillieghpfter
recongderation(though not after Tribunal appeal)e beingslightly overstated for the most
recent 8 months. However, the estimategimbers of sanctiortseforereconsideration or
appeakrealso reported here. They aret affected by noinclusion of mandatty
reconsiderations and @a truer picture of the total impact of sanctions, since they show all
the cases in which claimants have had their money stopfibdugh successful appellants
should get their money back, this is only after weeks or months by which time serious
damage is often done.

All statistics relate to Great Britain.
Factors influencing the figures

The figuresmust be read in the light dfiefalling numbes of JSA and ESANork Related

Activity Group (WRAG) claimants. The number of JSA claimafél from 1.548m in

February2013to 0.967min June2014 Thenumber of ESA claimants in tlWRAG (who

are the only ESA claimants subject to sanctipes)ked at 0.563m August 203 but fell

back t00.533m in May 2014and an estimated 0.527m in June 20THe fall in JSA

claimants is primarily due to improvement in the labour market, while the f&leitMRAG

appears to bduebothto thereduction inthe flow of Work Capability Assessments

followingc ol | apse of t he DR doghe placing of ashigher pmwpottidn At o0 S
of claimants into the Support Graup

These figuresilsoreflectt he i mpact of the new &6CIl ai mant C
to spend the equivalent of 86urs a week looking for work)vhich wasintroduced in a

rolling programme across Great Britaranning from14 October 20130 spring2014.

During April to une 2014 the claimant commitment should have been in operation in all
Jobcentres.

At the end of this briefing there are notes on a few additional recent developments in
relation to sanctions.


https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/jobseekers-allowance-sanctions
https://stat-xplore.dwp.gov.uk/default.aspx

Numbers of JSA and ESA sanctions

The total numbersof JSA sanctions before and after reconsiderations and appeals have
started to fall back, reflecting the decline in claimant unemployment. Buthe numbers
of ESA sanctions have risen tall-time highs.

As a proportion ofclaimants the new data confirm thatJSA sanctions have stabilised at
the unprecedenedly high levels of about 7% of claimants per month before
reconsiderations and appeals, an@% per month after reconsiderations and appeals,
which were reached in mid2013.ESA sandcions have continued thé rapid escalation
which started in mid-2013, reachingan estimatedl.18% of claimants per month before
reconsiderations and appealsand 0.9%% after, in June 2014.

JSA and ESA sanctions

1 There were an estimated30,000JSAandESA sanctions in the year t@ 3une
2014 ,beforereconsiderations and appeéfsgure 1). This compares with 564,000 in
the last 12 months of the previous Labour governpimiritislower thanthe peak of
1,085,000 reached the year taVlarch 2014

1 Total JSA plus ESA sanctions in the year ®@J8ne2014 after reconsiderations and
appealsyere892,252 Thisis lower tharthe pealkof 935,881 reached ithe year to
March 2014(Figure 2). Both of these figures are slighoverstated due to the non
inclusion of the results of mandatory reconsiderations.

1 An estimated 138,100SA or ESAsanctions were overturnéathe year to 30 June
2014via appeals or oldtyle reconsiderationgaptincludingthe unknown numbers of
successful requests for mandatory reconsiderations. timeskcasegsheclaimand s
payments will have been stopped for weekmonths

JSA sanctions

1 The number o§SAsanctions in the year 89 June2014was977,000 before
reconsiderations and appeatsl852,665after. This compares witth33,000 before
and496,77 afterin the year to 30 April 2010, the lagarof the previous Labour
government(Figures 1 and2)

1 Inthe year t80 June2014 JSA claimants were sanctioned at the rat& @®6 per
month before reconsiderations and appealsand6.03% per month after. These
arethe highestatesrecorded since the start of JSA in 14B&ure 3). The monthly
figures suggest that the rate of JSA sanctions has stalatisedundhese levels
(Figures 3 and4).

ESA sanctions

1 There has beenrapidescalation irthenumbersof ESA sanctionsince mid2013.In
June 2014here weréb,132ESA sanctiongfterreconsiderations and appeal$is is
by farthe highest monthly figure sincersions werentroduced for ESAlaimants
in the Work Related Activity Groujm October 2008Thefigure for the 12 months to



30 June2014, at 8,591, is also the highe$bor any 12month periodsince ESA
sanctions began in @ber 2008, and compares with,3%6in the year t80June
2013.The DWP has made major downward revisitmits previously published
figuresfor ESA sanctions idanuary taviarch 2014, which cannot be explained by
reportedreconsiderations or appedfsgure 5). Howeverthis does noalterthe
strong upward trend.

1 Although therate of sanctions for ESAWRAG claimants is much lower than for
JSA claimants it continues to risevery fast. From a low of 0.08% per month in
June 2011 before reconsiderations and appealsand 0.06% after, it has risen to
1.16% before and0.97% after in June 2014(Figure 4).3

The DWP has not provided any explanation for the increase in ESA sanCtianfactor

may have been changing composition of the WRE@Ure 6). The number of people in the
Support Group has been growing much faster than the number in the WRAG. The Work
Capability Assessment has been much criticfdedt, on average those it allocates to the
WRAG will be fitter than those allocated to the Support Group. This implies that people in
the WRAG as a whole have probably been becoming fitter, and this may have led Jobcentre
Plus and Work Programme contracttrglace more demands on them. However the trend

for more people to ballocatd to theSupport Grougoes back much further than /2013

so this is unlikely to be more than a partial explana#arather explanatiomould simply be

that the DWP is makg more unreasonabtiemands on WRAG claimants. This is certainly
suggested by the study recently published by Mind and the Centre for Welfare Reform (Hale
2014). This has the disadvantage of being based onsesetted sample of claimants, but

the onlne survey it reports was conducted in October 2013 to January 2014, which is during
the period when the rapid escalation of ESA sanctions has been takindtmaneluded

t h #hée maddatory activities within this regime aften inaccessible to disau people, and

it appears that reasonable adjustmentsarsdy being made to enable participation.
Consequently, the application of conditionahtyd sanctions is frequently inappropriate and
unjusb a n dhe pveralltimpact of participation in tMéRAG is to move people further

away from work, instead of closer t@ iThis explanation is also supported by the fact that

the proportiorof sanctioned ESA claimants asking for reconsideration has risen dramatically
since the October 2012 changes, frdmowt 20% to about 60%.

Repeat sanctionsJSA

The information published by the DWP on repeated sanctions imposed on the same
individuals is very inadequatBata can only be extracted fi@peats during particular time
periods, namely the whole peristhce October 2012, the whole period since 2000, and each
individual month. Repeats during a year cannot be extraBtedt is these that trigger the
hugely escalated penalties of 13, 26 or 156 weeks brought in by the Coalition in October
2012.

In the88-weekperiodof the new regime fro@2 Oct 2012 to @June 2014833628
individuals received, 444411 JSAsanctios, after reconsiderations and appeélss is an
average of 1.73 eachhowing that multiple sanctions are commidawever this is an
underestimate of the prevalence of repeats, since sanctions which were reversed on
reconsideration or appeaWwhich often cause severe hardship such as evictog not
included.



StatXplore can be used teevealhow many people hawreceived multiple sanctions over the
whole period April 200@o June 2014Figure 7). A total of 3,063,098 people received a total
of 6,259,075 sanctions, an averag@ @ each. Almost 60% (59.9%) of the sanctioned
individuals received only one sanctidBut over half a million people received two sanctions,
andover a quarter of a million received three sanctidftegether, 21.5% of sanctioned
individuals received more than two sanctiofisere were 46,328 people who received ten or
more sanctions, on average 13.2 sanctions édc¢he time of the Peters & Joyce study

(2006 p.39), 73% of sanctioned individuals had only received one sansitice April

200Q while only 10% had received one than two sanctionkor the overall figures for 2000

14 to be so different from the figures for 2608, the figures for the periods 2006} or

201014 must be very different againskemdikely that in the perid 2010-14, something

like 50% of santtoned individuals will have received more than one sanction, and 30% more
than two.Once again, all of these figures are underestimates as they do not include sanctions
reversed on reconsideration or appeal.

The Explanatory Memorandum to the October 2R&gulations, which lengthened most
sanctions and increased the penalties for re
( par a. Ofthdse wha dneassanctioned the vast majority receive just one sanction

during their claind(emphasis addB. This ignores the fact that a high proportion of

unemployed people have repeat spells of unemployamehimay be sanctioned during any

one of themand also the fact that the commonest type of sanction, for allegedly not seeking

work, involves the DWHReliberately closing the claim, thus ensuring that there cannot be a

further sanction during f.

A comparison of the number of sanctions with the number of sanctioned individuals for each
month is also revealind-{gure 8). This shows that the gap betwebe two measures has

been growing. This is made clearefFigure 9. From 2000 to 2005, the gap was around

1,000. This means that at most around one thousand individuals received more than one
sanction in the month. Under John Hutton this figure ro$dé 8,000.But the Coalition has
pushed up the number very much more, to 6,000, and then further to hit 12,000 in October
2013. The level in the latest quarter was 7,000.

Three-year sanctions

We do know that the number of people subjected to-4yeaesanctions since the start of the

new regime in October 2012 cannot be greater than 1,767. This is the number of people who
have received three or more Ohyeabanctioasr el 6 s an
apply to those wiutehwithinhle mamthsé hi gh | evel 6 f ail

JSA and ESAReconsiderations andAppeals

The introduction of Mandatory Reconsideratiors has had a major effect orboth the
reporting and the operation ofthe appeal systemThere are still no published figures on
the numbers ofMandatory Reconsiderations or their outcomes. Moreoverthe
Mandatory Reconsideration process appears to have caused almost total collapse in
the flow of appealsto Tribunals. If, as seems likely, this is due to delays in deciding
Mandatory Reconsiderdions, or to the increased burden of the process on claimants,
rather to an increase in decisions favourable to claimants, then it is causifigrther
injustice and hardship.



The non-reporting of Mandatory Reconsiderations has had the incidental effect of
revealing how serious are the delays in the former reconsideration systefrhe new
figures confirm that JSAc | a i msagctdssrates at reconsideration and Tribunal
appeal have risen to their highesever levels, with the latterdoubling under the
Coalition. Far more sanctioned ESA claimants are now asking for reconsideration, but
their success rate has halved since October 2012. Overall, ESA sanction appeals to
Tribunal have had double the success rate of JSA appeals.

Reconsiderations

For JSA sanctions, the number of reconsideration decisions reachedie &ligh of

30,862 inOctober 2013reflecting rises both in the number of sanctions and in the proportion
of sanctioned claimants asking for reconsideratiogure 10). Since therthe numbers have
declined fast, because tfiew of new requests for reconsideration stopped completely on 28
October 2013. This chart only shows the decisions for reconsiderations requested prior to that
date. For ESA sanctions, the number of reconsatien decisions actually continued to rise
until April 2014, in spite of the lack of new requests after 28 October 2013. This will reflect
the very rapid rise in ESA sanctions since 42013 which will haveput large numbers of
requests for reconsideratianto the pipeline in the months running up to 28 Octobkee.
proportion of sanctioned ESA claimants asking for reconsideration has risen dramatically
since the October 2012 changes, fralnout20% toabout60%.

Figure 11 highlights the delays in reconsideration decisions. All ofl&€65 JSA

reconsideration decisions and 6,495 ESA reconsideration decisions made in May and June
2014 were at least 6 months lat@nd possibly much latehan the date of request. Similarly

the 13,243 claimants receiving JSA or ESA reconsideration decisions in April 2014 had all

had to wait at least 5 months; 16,625 claimants receiving decisions in Natehaited at

least 4 monthsl7,219 claimants receiving decisions in Febrinay waied at least 3

months and 17,319 claimants receiving decisions in Janbadywaited at least 2 months
TheOakley repor{2014)recommended thalhe governmenshould set timescales for

deci sions on sanctions referrals ®WHE reconsi
2014) accepted this but did not say when timescales will be introduced. These new statistics
underline how difficult it will be to establishasonable timescales; essentially, ministers

have driven up the numbers of sanctions without providing the resources necessary to process
them.

Tribunal Appeals

According to the DWP statistic$)e flow of appealto Tribunals virtually disappeared in
April-June, for both JSA and ESA. There were only 17 recorded JSA and 6 ESA appeal
decisionduringthese three monthe/hereasince the beginning of the Coalititimere had
always been over 1,0BA appealper month(reaching 4,50@er monthat the peak)

although ESA appeals weadvaysfew (Figure 10). The accuracy of these figures is open to
doubt First, it is clear that there is often late recording of appeal decisions. The November
2014 statistical relaseshows270 more appeal decisions for Jandistgrch 2014 than did

the August 2014 releadd\lso, the President of the Social Entitlement Chamber, Judge
Robert Martin (2014), has stated that the JSA Tribunal appeal intake fell only by about half
(53%)from its peak in October 2013 to the month of March 2&l#hough not all JSA
appeals concern sanctigiise contrast with the 99% fall in sanction appeal decisions over
the same period shown in the DWP statistics is surely signifiearally, it is onlya few



months since the DWP had to withdraw statistics relating specifically to Tribunal appeals
(see the May 2014 Briefing in this seriddpwever, anecdotal evidence from Tribunal

judges and advice agencies confirms that there has been a big fall sad&dns appeals

(ESA sanction Tribunal appeals have always been. iasgems unlikely that this is due to
Mandatory Reconsideration producing more favourable decisions for claimants. It is much
more likely that the Mandatory Reconsideration prodssdfiils imposing big delays on

claimants before they can appeal to a Tribunal, and/or is deterring them from making appeals
by adding to the complexity of the process. Judge Martin suggested this to the House of
Commons Work and Pensions Commit{2@14,para 93-94). Clarification by the DWP is

urgently requiredin relation to ESA, the Work and Pensions Committee (2014, p. 5) has
already r e c ®fficiabstatistcsl shawmathe infpact of MR on the number of
appeals and on outcomes for ¢l aimants shoul d

In response to media reports of abusive sanctions, the DWP routinely claims that those who
disagree with a désion can appeal to an independent tribunal. For all practical purposes, this
is currently not the case.

Success rates at appeal

Sanctioned JSA claimantsé success FKkgarees at r
12. According to the DWP statisicthe success rate fd8Areconsiderations (excluding

Mandatory Reconsiderations) has been much higher, at around 60%, in the latest 7 months

than it has ever been before. So few JSA sanctions Tribunal appeals have been recorded for

April to June 2014 tat it is not worth quoting the figurglut he latest statistiosonfirm that

up to March 2014 there had been more than a doubling in the success rate, from 10% to over
20%. These figures are compatible with other evidence that sanctions have become more
unreasonable.

Success rates for ESA sanctions reconsiderations are sh&wgura 13 for the months

where there are sufficient decisions to be worth quofihg shows that under the new

regime since October 2012, there has been a large and steady fall in the proportion of
successes, from about 60% to about 30%. Given the increased severity of the penalty (loss of
the whole personal allowance rather than jostWRA componen@nd the increased

numbers of ESA sanctiors well,this would have been expectedotmduce a significant

increase iIrESA Tribunal appealsThis again suggests that either the Mandatory
Reconsideration process has introduced long detatyEribunal decisions are being under
reported.

There are so fewecordedESA Tribunal appeals that it is not worth quoting monthly success
rates. Over the whole period since October 2008, 31% of these appeals have been successful.
This ismore than dobile theratefor JSA Tribunal appeals over the same pefigdo).

Reasondor JSA sanctions

In the first half of 2014, 0t G act i v el yemairedctheimasgcomnmn rkaSon
for JSA sanctions followed by failure to participate in atraining/employment scheme
and missing an interview. The only sanction reason to show an increase was for
voluntarily leaving a job or losing it through misconduct. Statistics back to the 1930s
show that this reason always increases during a labour markegcovery.



Figure 14 compares the number of sanctionshe first half 02014 (shown as an annual
rate)for each reason with the numbers in 1997, 2@089and 2013these are respectively
the first full year of JSA, the low point of sanctions underlifigour government, the last
full year of the Labour governmerand the most recent calendar year

In thefirst half of2014,0Not act i v el yemsieedhHe mosgconwmm r&aéon for a
sanctionfollowed byfailure to participate in a training employment programmeand

failure to attend an adviser intervifwComments about these reasons were included in the
previous briefing of August 2014.

The only reasons for sanction to have increased in fregugagoluntarily leaving a job or

losingit through misconductExtensive evidencgoing back to the 193Ghows that in a

period of labour market upturn like the present, people are more likely to leave their job
voluntarily because it is easier to get anoth€his represents no more thareturn to

normal labour market behaviour after the collapse of mobility at the beginning of the present
recessionKigure 15). Penalties for dismissal for misconduct behave in a similar way,

although with less marked variatioi$ie weakness of the case fgatingd v ol unt ar vy

| eavaisngadb sancti onabl evidérfcato thetHousedof GomrmonsVeéotk o0 u t
and Pensions Committee (Webster 2013, para.21).

Reasons for ESA sanctions

Although the previously published ESA sanctions figurefor January to March 2014

have been revised downwards, the pattern of reasons for sanction remains as previously
published. The big surge in ESA sanctionsince mid2013has been entirelydue to

dailure to participate in work related activity 6(Figure 16). By June2014this reason
accounted foB2% of ESA sanctionghe othe6% being for failure to attend a work related
interview. This is in contrast to the experience under the Labour government, when the only
reasorfor sanctionwas failure to attendreinterview.

The Work Programme: Still f ar more sanctionsthan job
outcomes

1 TheWork Programme continues to deliver far m@dg8Asanctions thadSAjob
outcomes. Up t80 June2014 there had beé12,780JSA Work Programme job
outcomes an845,873JSA Work Programme sanctioffSgure 17).

1 A similar comparison carot be made accurately for ESRienants, because although
the majority ofsanctioncases under "failure to participate in work related activity"
will have been referred from the Wotkogrammenot all will have been. However,
up to30 June2014 there had bedrY,880ESA Work Programme job outcomes and
49,181ESA Work Related Activity sanctionk is therefore clear that within the
Work Programmeo date ESA sanctions greatly exceE&A job outcomes.



SANCTIONS - OTHER DEVELOPMENTS

House of Commons Work and Pensions Committee Inquiry into Sanctions

On 6 November, thelouse of Commons Work and Pensions Comméte®unced an
Inquiry into Benefit sanctions policy beyond takley reviewd . The ter ms of r e
at http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/commiteee&ommonsselect/workand
pensionscommittee/news/benefganctiondaunch/and submissions are invited by 12

December 2014.

Any employee ofa Work Programme contractor can now legally give directions to
claimants

The government issued the Jobseekerds All owa
Officers) Designation Order 2014 on 6 Octoliéis means that it is now legal fany
member of staff of a Work Programme contractor to instruct a claimant to take a job or

mandatorywork experience on pain of a oO6high |l eveld sanct
ofailuredé, 26 weeks for a second, and three
Legal Challenge to WestminstelCity Counci | 6s i nvention of addit

sanctions via Discretionary Housing Payments

Inside Housingeported on 21 October thatestminsteCity Councilhas madeeceipt of

discretionary housing paymentsh(ich supplement Housing Benefit in cases of hardship
conditional on seekingwojk t hus extending the DWPOs sancti
benefit. TheZacchaeus 2000 Trust has been given permissidhe High Courto pursue a

judicial review

New Scotish Government Analysis 0fJSA Sanctions in Scotland

On 6 November 2014 the Scottish Gawaeent published a statistical analysisI&A
Sanctions in Scotlandcovering the period up to March 2014. It is available at
http://lwww.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/People/welfarereform/analysis/Sanctions

Previous analysis suggests that variations in sanctions practice across Great Britain are minor,
and the findings of this paper are therefore probably applicable to Great Bstaiwhole.

Scottish Parliament Welfare Reform Committee

Following its interim report on the nelwenefit sanctions regim&ough Love or Tough
Luck?of June 2014, at
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/781 ] 4haspx
Committee has continued correspondence with the Employment Minister, Esther McVey.
The letters are at
http://lwww.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybussi€urrentCommittees/74658.aspx

Northern Ireland

The Northern Ireland government has control of social security, subject to a general
requirement to maintain parity of provision with the rest of the UK. Recently this


http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/78114.aspx
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arrangement has come under strain. Sié&in kRas been strongly opposed to Welfare Reform
and has blocked the relevant legislation to implement it. As a result HM Treasury is
withdrawing funding corresponding to the estimated amount by which Northerrdirelan

public spending is higher than it would have been if Welfare Reform had been implemented:
£87m in 2014/15 and a further £114m in 2015/16; although it has agreed a temporary £100m
loan to tide matters oveP(blic Finance 10 October 2014). This has prgitated a

budgetary crisis, although it appears that a compromise has been reached involving
substantial concessions by the DWP, described by the relevant Northern Ireland minister as
6t he envy of Sdheselinalude reductioh inWhe maxisind length of

sanction from three to two years, aratryingforwardinto Universal Credit oéxisting
protectiondor lone parents on JS&hereby the lack of available childcare provision
constitutes fAgood reasono.

Sanctions and the Scottish Independendeeferendum

Readers in the rest of the UK may not be awa
reformd measures played in inducing 45% of t
Most (71%) of the variation in the Yes vote share irRberendum across Scottish local

authorities can be explained by the percentage of the population living on means tested

benefits or tax credits, as defined in the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivatmother

variable has such a poweradsociation wh the Yes voteWhile this is capable of different
interpretations, Lord\shcroft's pollat http://lordashcroftpolls.com/2014/09/scotlanated/

found10% ofreferendunvoters saying thdienefits were among the two or three most

important ifluences on their vote; this is substantial in relation to the approximately 20

percentage point difference between the lo&sY%)and highes{55%) Yes votes. The role

of social securitghangesn promoting disillusion with the Union is also indicated by the

frequency of references in the referendum debate to the rise of Food(®amdtsis strongly

linked to sanction®and the o6bedroom taxd. The Work Cap
people off Incapacity Benefit/ESA, and benefit sanctions, were also frequently mentioned in

voter interviews reported in the media during the referendum camg@aign... welfare

system will beforemost in my mind when | vote. | get treated like a 2nd class citizen..... The
sanctions are unbelievable. ... émmet hagaideden
i unemployed, E.KilbrideRinancial Times9 Sept) Mydfamily in Wester Hailes was

always Labour but are all voting Yes.... sanctions are a big édcstudent, Edinburgh (BBC

TV News 9 Sept) The full analysis is in my submission to the Scottish Parliament Welfare

Reform Committee for their meeting of 11 NovembeFarther Devoluton of Welfare
Responsibilitiesin the meeting papers, Annex F pp-48, at
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/46341.aspx

20 November2014
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Figure 1

JSA and ESA sanctions before reconsiderations

and appeals, last 12 months (thou.)
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Figure 2
JSA and ESA sanctions after reconsiderations and appeals,
1000 last 12 months, since start of JSA (thou.)
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Figure 3
JSA sanctions per month before and after reconsideration or appeal,
last 12 months, as % of claimants
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Figure 4
JSA and ESA sanctions per month after review/appeal
as a percentage of claimants
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Figure 5

ESA adverse decisions (thou., monthly):
f data published by DWP in August and in November 2014
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Figure 6

Employment and Support Allowance

Claimants by phase of claim,
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Figure 7
No. of individuals receiving each number of sanctions
(after reconsideration or appeal), April 2000 to June 2014
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Figure 8

d individuals, monthly (thou.)
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