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Independent review of Jobseeker’s Allowance sanctions 

Response to call for evidence  

Oxfam’s role in the UK 

Oxfam partners with a number organisations working with communities in England, Scotland and 

Wales.  We support them in alleviating poverty in the communities they serve, and work with them 

to tackle the root causes of poverty.  Oxfam utilises the local learning from our partners to look at 

broader systemic issues of poverty across the three nations.  We also use this evidence and 

testimony to tackle the longer term structural and root causes of poverty.   

Our response is based on information we’ve collected from individuals and organisations we’re in 

touch with regularly through our work in the UK.  A number of these organisations are in regular 

contact with people on Back to Work Schemes, including those who have been sanctioned through 

such schemes.  Some of these organisations are providing their own response to the review, so this 

response will aim to avoid duplicating theirs.   

Oxfam’s view of social protection and sanctions 

Oxfam’s understanding of poverty is that whilst a lack of income is crucial, so too is having too few 

assets, lack of access to basic services and opportunities, and a lack of power to influence decisions. 

As such public services in the broadest sense (such as childcare, food and shelter/housing) should be 

considered as important elements of any social protection system.  

Oxfam believes that social protection is a right and that the state has a responsibility to provide a 

minimum level of income for people who cannot provide for themselves for a variety of reasons.  

The threat of destitution should never be used as a tool of public policy in line with the ILO 

Convention on Social Protection. 

In return we believe that this right comes with responsibilities not only to the state, but to the other 

citizens whose taxes are paying for this social protection.  These responsibilities take two broad 

forms: to be honest about one’s circumstances and why support is required and, for those who are 

claiming benefits because they cannot find work, to take steps to secure appropriate work.   

The responsibilities placed on the claimant need to be matched by the responsibilities on the state 

to provide appropriate high quality and personally tailored support to the claimant to support them 

in addressing any barriers to work.   
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To be effective, the package of activities provided to individuals to help them find appropriate work 

needs to be tailored to the individual.  It should reflect their particular needs, skills and abilities, as 

well as the likely employment opportunities that are available to them.   

Oxfam believes that any job seeker under threat of sanctions should be: 

 Clearly informed where they are transgressing 

  Subject to clear formal warning before sanctions are imposed 

 Only be open to sanction where they are clearly not making efforts to meet the conditions 

expected of them.    

We do not believe that access to a food bank can replace an individual’s entitlement to benefits, if 

only for the very practical reason that people need more than food in order to survive (and 

particularly if they are to comply with their Claimant Commitment requirements e.g. travel, clothing, 

phone bills etc.). 

The experiences of our projects and partners suggest that someone who is sanctioned for four 

weeks is more likely to be sanctioned again. Many of these same people are the most vulnerable 

members of our society – often facing mental health or addiction problems. This suggests the 

savings from sanctions are likely to be a false economy with society and public services (such as the 

police and criminal justice system, the NHS and social care) having to deal with the consequences of 

state enforced destitution. 

Our response to this review is based upon this view of social protection provision and how sanctions 

should be applied.  Whilst we are responding specifically to sanctions applied to people on Back to 

Work Schemes, much of the evidence is also true of people who are sanctioned more broadly within 

the benefits system and many of the solutions can also be applied to people in receipt of benefits, 

beyond the Back to Work Schemes.   

To what extent do JSA claimants understand that when they are referred to a 'back-to-

work' scheme (such as the Work Programme) their benefit may be sanctioned if they don't 

take part?  

A recurrent issue which Oxfam has encountered in working with a wide range of groups – some of 

whom are very vulnerable – is a worrying lack of consistency in treatment from Back to Work 

providers.  Inconsistencies are experienced in the provision of support, the levels of awareness of 

their personal circumstances and access to services that claimants should receive from Back to Work 

scheme providers.  Whilst this may be a product of these providers being given flexibility in how they 

provide services to meet local need (and we believe that flexibility to respond to local situations 

should be retained), the lack of minimum standards and lack of awareness of what level of support 

claimants can expect to receive is a significant issue.  Lack of awareness of sanctions for mandatory 

aspects of Back to Work schemes is a key element of this.   

Another common issue our partners see is a lack of consistency between Job Centre Plus and the 

Back to Work scheme provider.  Sometimes claimants are required to meet different terms for each 
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organisation, causing significant confusion and inconsistency.  One of our partners, who work with 

single parents in Bristol, recently put in a report on single parents and the work programme: 

“The Work Programme and Jobcentre Plus were sometimes inconsistent concerning the application 

of the Lone Parent Flexibilities...[A single parent] was told by the Work Programme to apply for jobs 

where she would have to work Saturday and Sunday even though she has sole responsibility for her 

primary age child.  [Another single parent client] had school hours written into her Jobseeking 

Agreement but was then told by the Work Programme that she must also apply for any jobs with full-

time hours.” 

“*A single parent client+ felt she had “two people to please” in her job search...Jobcentre Plus had 

agreed under Lone Parent Flexibilities that she did not have to sign on during the school summer 

holidays in order to care for her child.  She was then offered her first appointment at the Work 

Programme on the first day of her child’s school holiday.  The Work Programme insisted that she 

attend and she was threatened with a sanction.”i  

Clearly the lack of consistency between agreements made with the Jobcentre Plus and Work 

Programme providers causes great distress for claimants, such as these single parents.  Not only is 

the lack of and conflicting information causing confusion and leading to sanctions which we believe 

are sometimes erroneously applied, it is also breeching human rights, especially in the case of single 

parents, whose first duty in law is the care of their child.  There needs to be greater communication 

between Jobcentre Plus and Back to Work scheme providers and agreements in place with claimants 

through the Jobcentre Plus need to be honoured by Back to Work scheme providers.  There needs to 

be clear guidance provided to providers on this issue so that sanctions are not inappropriately 

applied.  Inappropriate sanctions can then lead to appeals which could be avoided, and they also 

create unnecessary levels of distress and hardship as claimants wait weeks with no income for an 

appeal decision.   

Not being fully informed of the repercussions of being on the Work Programme, has also led to 

claimants being sanctioned for not turning up to mandatory aspects of it.  In several cases, claimants 

were not made aware that they’d been enrolled on the Work Programme in the first instance, 

therefore they were not told that they would be sanctioned for not participating in the mandatory 

elements. 

Recommendations    

 Both the Jobcentre Plus and Back to Work scheme providers need to be clear with claimants 

about their transition to a scheme.  This needs to be confirmed to the claimant in advance of 

the transfer and the Jobcentre Plus staff need to provide sufficient information to claimant 

of the implications of this, including how and when sanctions may be applied and how they 

can be avoided.  This should be done in person, and in writing, and include any necessary 

individual considerations, such as literacy levels, English language levels, caring status and 

age.   

 The provider should also ensure they provide sufficient information and advice at the first 

meeting in a manner that the claimant understands (assumed understanding is not 
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sufficient, as discussed further later in this response) to ensure that the claimant is clear 

about both their responsibilities, their rights and how and when sanctions may be applied.   

To what extent does a claimant’s failure to meet their conditions arise from them not 

having a sufficient understanding of what is expected? Are there ways in which this could 

be made clearer to them?  

We frequently receive case studies and evidence of people who are sanctioned due to a lack of 

awareness or understanding of the process, or the reasons for being sanctioned.  Additionally, we 

find it’s common that people are unaware they have even been sanctioned until they find that 

they’ve not received a benefit payment.  This is clearly an issue with lack of communication and can 

have very damaging impacts on the individual and their family. 

Partly, in some of our communities this lack of communication or understanding is due to poor 

English language skills.  This might be due to English being learned as a foreign language or due to 

poor literacy skills.  One impact is that letters sent to claimants may not be read correctly, or an 

individual may not understand what they are signing when attending a session at the Job Centre Plus 

or Back to Work scheme.   

One drop in centre for refugees and asylum seekers in Cardiff told Oxfam; 

 “(Clients) are often unaware that they will be sanctioned if they miss their sessions.  Sometimes 

[refugees who have fled violent and traumatic situations in their home country] are suffering [long 

term] exhaustion, emotional difficulties or illness.  Consistently our clients do not understand that 

they must contact the Job Centre or Work Programme provider to let them know they cannot attend.   

In some cases they may be aware of sanctioning but still do not report their absence due to a lack of 

confidence or a language barrier... We have observed some of our clients suffer varying levels of 

memory loss, depression and apathy [as a result of the situation they have fled from] which affect 

their performance... The centre’s English teacher has observed that a surprising number of our clients 

cannot tell the time, so wouldn’t know when to attend a session.  The Job Centre Plus and Work 

Programme provider need to be aware of these situations with refugees and be trained to deal with 

these specific needs.” 

In another example, a woman in her thirties in Eccles was sanctioned for not completing an online 

form, despite the fact that she has such severe literacy issues, that she requires a 1-1 literacy 

advisor.  The Jobcentre Plus were aware that she had literacy issues, nevertheless, when she came 

to her next appointment and explained why she couldn’t complete the form she was sanctioned and 

was told she should have had her literacy advisor fill it out for her.  She had previously been on 

incapacity benefit due to her illiteracy, however has since been moved to Jobseekers Allowance and 

is now on the Work Programme.  The literacy advisor had to contact the Jobcentre Plus and explain 

it wasn’t their role, and ask them to reconsider their decision.  However, the (JCP) advisor was 

adamant.  Our project partner in the area, Seedley and Langworthy Trust (SALT), has now intervened 

as is helping the woman to appeal the sanction.  Clearly, when someone is unable to complete a task 

provided by the Jobcentre Plus they should not be sanctioned unless there is a real unwillingness to 

comply, rather than an inability, and the Jobcentre Plus should make every effort to provide forms 
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and information in formats and provide additional support to help people overcome their barriers to 

work, rather than penalise them.   

A different example is of a claimant on the Work Programme in South Wales.  The claimant has poor 

English language skills and is virtually illiterate, only able to spell his name and address, mostly due 

to familiarity with it.  He received a phone call from a private number late at night and because he 

didn’t know who it was and the lateness of the call, he didn’t answer.  The next morning he received 

a text saying that he might be sanctioned because he didn’t answer his phone.  He asked a 

community worker to read the text for him.  Had this person not been available, he wouldn’t know 

what the text had said.  The situation was obviously distressing for him.  On phoning the Work 

Programme advisor back it was clear the advisor was trying to fill temporary positions for night work 

at short notice when there was no public transport available to the area.  Nevertheless he continued 

to threaten sanctions.  In the end sanctions weren’t applied but this was mostly due to the 

intervention by the community worker advocating on the claimant’s behalf.  Oxfam believes that this 

is an unacceptable state of affairs, and we are very concerned by both the inappropriate nature of 

the work offered, and the threatening tone of the advisors’ calls which caused significant stress to 

the client involved. 

Oxfam is also seeing examples of people who are threatened with, or given sanctions for not 

attending Job Centre Plus or Back to Work scheme appointments when they’ve been sent on 

training by the Back to Work Scheme at the same time.  In these cases, clients have been advised 

that because they are on a training course they cannot be “actively seeking work.”  This is despite 

the fact that the training may include CV writing courses, basic English and Maths courses and job 

clubs, all of which are arguably helping the claimant “actively seek work”.  The protocol is that Job 

Centre Plus and Work Programme providers have to consider training relevant for that person’s job 

search as part of “actively seeking work” and not penalise claimants for trying to improve their 

chances of securing a job through training.  However, this doesn’t always seem to be the case in 

practice.   

Another of Oxfam’s partners, an advice centre in Manchester, says that in the community where the 

centre is based, most local employers don’t advertise jobs formally but rely on word of mouth 

referrals and community networks.  Thus, those whose English is poor or haven’t developed their 

community networks as well, don’t hear about the jobs until it’s too late.  Furthermore, because of 

the informal nature of the job application process, even if claimants are applying they don’t 

necessarily have the requisite paper work for the Jobcentre Plus or Back to Work scheme provider 

and so are sanctioned for “not actively seeking work”.   

Recommendations 

 Communications with claimants by Job Centre Plus or Back to Work Scheme providers need 

to be fully comprehensible to the job seeker and take full account of their language, 

comprehension and health circumstances.  For Job Centre Plus or Back to Work schemes to 

“assume understanding” on behalf of clients with language, skills or health problems is 

demonstrably insufficient and has led to inappropriate sanctioning not understood by the 

claimant.   
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 There should be clear guidance put in place for both Jobcentre Plus staff and Back to Work 

scheme providers which sets out that they ensure the claimant understands what has been 

communicated to them.  Signing papers is not sufficient as the claimant may not understand 

what they are signing.  Every effort must be made to ensure full comprehension by the 

claimant, including taking into consideration their individual needs and barriers to access.  

Assumed understanding can put very vulnerable people (refugees, people with poor health 

including mental health, older people, and single parents) at increased risk of hardship, 

through no fault of their own.   

 There should be specialist Job Centre Plus and Back to Work scheme advisors to specialise in 

understanding the needs of vulnerable groups such as refugees, older Job seekers (over 55 

years), and single parents, demographics which have very particular needs as distinct from 

other claimants.  This will help in understanding the claimant’s situation and communicating 

about sanctions.  This is something that our partners who work with vulnerable groups 

would really like to see and as SPAN pointed out are needed for compliance with Equalities 

and Human Rights Laws.   

 Advisors need to take into consideration claimants language skills – whether they are literate 

and to what level, whether English is their first language and at what level their command of 

it is, in order to ensure that they communicate to claimants in such a way that they can 

understand, and feel confident in responding.  This needs to be tailored to the individual, not 

a blanket approach of issuing letters or texts which not everyone can read.   

 Where individuals are making efforts to “actively seek work” whether that’s a training 

scheme, job club or other ways, this positive behaviour shouldn’t result in sanctioning simply 

because it’s a deviation.  There needs to be flexibility in how claimant commitments and 

documentation from Work Programme providers are written and reviewed.   This will ensure 

that an agreed and understood contract between the claimant and the state is established, 

rather than sanctioning someone who is undertaking activities which may not be included 

on the commitment (or is only on the paperwork from the Jobcentre Plus but not the Work 

Programme), but nonetheless do help them seek work.     

Do sanctioned claimants understand why they have been sanctioned, and if not are there 

ways in which this could be made clearer to them?  

Oxfam understands that there seem to be two main issues in this respect.  Firstly, claimants do not 

always understand why they have been sanctioned, and much of this is due to reasons set out in the 

answer above.  Secondly, they may understand the reasons, but those reasons seem to be 

unreasonable, and given the levels of successful appeals would suggest that this is the case.  Oxfam 

has also seen that when our partners act as advocates for claimants, their appeals are overturned 

much quicker, which indicates that Job Centre Plus staff are unsure of the grounds for sanctioning.  It 

also indicates that claimants who do not seek professional support are disadvantaged and are being 

provided with unequal treatment by the Jobcentre Plus staff and Back to Work scheme staff.  This 

seems to be a breach of equalities and human rights laws.  All claimants whether they seek support 

from professionals or not, should be given the same support, advice and treatment by staff.  Clear 
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guidance should be provided to all staff on the equal treatment of claimants and this should be set 

at the level of support provided to those that seek professional help, rather than the other way 

round.   

The refugee and asylum seeker drop-in centre in Cardiff told us that a number of clients had arrived 

with letters stating that they have been sanctioned but with no explanation of why.  Given their 

clients limited knowledge of the benefits system and of English, it is common for clients to be 

completely in the dark over why they have been sanctioned.  Clearly, this information should be 

explained to the claimant through appropriate interpreters and translation services.   The Drop in 

Centre recommends that claimants should be sanctioned face to face in an interview with 

interpreters.  They will then be able to ask questions and have it explained why they are being 

sanctioned and how they can avoid it in the future.  These services are often offered in theory, but 

seem to be rarely available in practice.     

An example of what seems to be an unreasonable sanction comes from an Oxfam partner 

organisation in Knowsley.  Here, a woman described being sanctioned because she missed an 

appointment with her Work Programme provider as her brother had died and she had to go to his 

funeral.  In her grief she had forgotten about the appointment.  She had attempted to explain the 

situation to her advisor, but was sanctioned anyway.  She feels there should be protocols put in 

place to deal with people who find themselves in extreme and unexpected situations such as this.   

As a second example, Oxfam has been told by Seedley and Langworthy Trust (SALT), of a man in 

Eccles who was sanctioned because he didn’t apply for 20 jobs in a fortnight.  He explained this was 

because there weren’t 20 jobs in the area to apply for.  There were jobs further away – 15 miles 

away – but he was told by the employers not to apply as he lived too far.  Were he to have got an 

interview, he also didn’t have the money to pay for travel.  Whilst the man was told that could claim 

back the travel cost, he said it took too long for the claim to be paid.  The jobs he was sent for 

consideration were also all minimum wage, therefore wouldn’t pay enough to cover the travel 

expenses even if he had been successful.  This man was sanctioned for a month and was forced to 

depend on his daughters for help with his food and bills which he found very upsetting.  He was not 

warned about this potential problem before he was sanctioned, and believes that he should have 

been given the opportunity to rectify the situation before being sanctioned.   

SALT was also contacted by a distraught woman who had been sanctioned because she couldn’t 

attend an appointment at the Jobcentre Plus because she had a job interview at the same time.  The 

Jobcentre Plus staff would not rearrange her appointment and insisted she would be sanctioned if 

she didn’t attend.  Our partner intervened and they then retracted the sanction and rearranged her 

appointment.  Our partner had to point out that she was more likely to obtain a job and stop 

claiming jobseekers allowance if she attended an interview for a job than if she attended the 

Jobcentre.  She was clearly “actively seeking work” and yet was still sanctioned.   

Recommendations 

 Efforts should be made to improve communications in the ways set out in the answer above 

to ensure claimants understand why they’ve been sanctioned.  Additionally, Job Centre Plus 

and Back to Work Schemes should be provided with lists of sanction decisions which have 
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been overturned, to avoid them sanctioning more people for unreasonable situations that 

are subsequently overturned.  Such unreasonable decisions very often place the claimants in 

a situation where they have no money for several weeks whilst an appeal is considered.  

Rectifying this situation would also help to drive efficiencies in the delivery of the service.   

 Claimant commitments shouldn’t include unreasonable expectations on claimants in 

numbers of jobs to apply for if there is a shortage of jobs in the area.  Nor should claimants 

be expected to travel prohibitively long distances on public transport which they may be 

unable to afford.  This is especially the case for single parents, some of whom have been 

expected to travel up to 90 minutes each way for work, despite the fact that their children 

are still at primary school and they need time to collect their children.   

As SPAN’s report states “The threat of sanctions *does+ little to motivate the single parents especially 

as threats could involve going against their responsibility to care for their children...[DWP] need 

figures to be kept on sanctions for single parents at Jobcentre Plus and the Work Programme to 

make sure that this group of claimants are not being sanctioned inappropriately for their caring 

responsibilities.”ii 

Do sanctioned claimants feel informed throughout the sanctions process, and if not how 

could their awareness be improved?  

Much of this question has already been answered above.  In short, Oxfam has found that many 

claimants do not feel informed throughout the sanctions process.  In fact, the Salvation Army has 

developed a toolkit for their volunteers to use with people who are sanctioned.  The toolkit helps 

volunteers to help claimants understand the situation better and seek the support they need.  The 

Salvation Army has recently started working with Oxfam to trial the use of the toolkit with some of 

our partners.  This will help the Salvation Army broaden the reach of the toolkit and see how 

effective it is beyond their core client groups.  The fact that charities need to step in and get 

volunteers to provide support to claimants suggests that Jobcentre Plus and Back to Work schemes 

are not providing sufficient information and support for claimants when they’ve been sanctioned.   

Whilst Oxfam fully supports the Salvation Army’s toolkit and thinks their volunteers do a great job in 

supporting people who have been sanctioned, we do not consider this to be something that the 

charity sector should have to provide – rather this is the role of the state and its contractors.  

Jobcentre Plus and Back to Work schemes could adopt the Salvation Army’s toolkit or similar tools 

themselves, if they are shown to be effective (the trial is currently underway but it’s too early to be 

sure from the data).   

A Scottish partner, Clydebank Independent Resource Centre, support people who are claiming 

benefits both with support when they are sanctioned and with debt advice.  They have helped their 

clients access £3million of benefits they’re entitled to (and provided £5million of debt advice) and 

their costs were £190,000.  Clearly this is a good return on investment.  The government could utilise 

local third sector partners more effectively to provide support, advice and advocacy services for Back 

to Work scheme claimants to ensure they’re informed effectively of sanctions, provided with 

support and advice if they are sanctioned and advocacy to appeal sanctions.  These organisations are 
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often also more closely connected to their communities and can plug many of the knowledge gaps 

which lead to standardised decision making.   

Recommendations 

 As with the Salvation Army’s toolkit, if our partners are providing advice, signposting and 

support to claimants after they’ve been sanctioned, this can also be provided by the 

Jobcentre Plus and Back to Work providers.  Whilst Oxfam considers many local community 

and voluntary groups do an excellent job of supporting their communities, it is the 

responsibility of the state to provide such support and information.   

 Alternatively, the government should properly financially support and recognise the role of 

the third sector in providing this in the government’s stead.   

To what extent are sanctioned claimants aware of the help available to them from 

Jobcentre Plus? For instance are they aware of how to appeal a decision or how to seek 

help through hardship payments? Are there ways in which this could be made clearer to 

them? 

In the words of one of Oxfam’s partners “All of the clients I have worked with who have had their 

JSA sanctioned have not been aware, even vaguely, of additional support such as hardship payments 

available to them during sanctioning.” 

Our partners tell us of how they support their clients to appeal decisions, advocate for them (often 

with better results than for those who don’t have advocates), sign post them to the local authorities 

and other organisations who can help them secure hardship funds or loans.  The lack of awareness 

of help being available often causes people to turn to pay day lenders to be able to pay their rent or 

bills, often resulting in them incurring significant levels of interest which is a further burden for them 

to have to try and find money to repay.   

An example of how much suffering and hardship is caused by not being given the proper advice by 

Jobcentre Plus is one woman in Manchester.   Whilst not a story of the Work Programme, it is a story 

of not being given proper advice and support, and is an example of the lack of support to people 

who are on the Work Programme as well.  After being moved from Income Support the client filled 

in an application for ESA which was rejected at the medical stage.  She then appealed and lost.  She 

wasn’t told she could reclaim her ESA support allowance by the job centre “I was told your benefits 

have been stopped and there’s nothing you can do about it”.  She assumed this meant she no longer 

qualified for any of her benefits, and did not realise she could reapply for ESA or get her housing 

benefit and tax credits unsuspended.  This led to her being without any income at all for 5-6 weeks.  

As a result her health deteriorated but she couldn’t afford her medication as she’d have to pay for 

prescriptions.  Additionally she was without electricity and gas because she couldn’t afford to put 

money on her meters and got into rent arrears.  The situation was only resolved when she went to 

her local advice centre, Oxfam’s partner, who helped her backdate and reinstate all her benefits and 

put in a new claim for ESA.  They also helped her with debt advice and sorted out her prescriptions.   

Recommendations 
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 The cultural issue in Jobcentre Plus, which may also be a training and capacity issue, should 

be looked at by government as a matter of urgency and training, further guidance, and 

support should be provided to ensure the right culture is developed in all Jobcentre Plus 

centres and that staff are supported to do the job properly.   

 There is a real concern that many of the issues in Jobcentre Plus are resulting in breaches in 

equalities and human rights laws.  This should be looked into as a matter of urgency by the 

government.   

Final remarks 

Oxfam believes there are significant issues with the way that Jobcentre Plus is run, and how they 

deal with claimants.  We consider this to be a cultural issue within Jobcentre Plus centres, and that 

these cultural issues are not uniform across all Jobcentre Plus centres.  Some are far worse than 

others.  We think that the changes in welfare reform which have brought about a change in the way 

that Jobcentre Plus staff operate has contributed to this culture.  We believe that in some Jobcentre 

Plus centres, staff are struggling to effectively implement the policy reforms.   

Many of the issues identified in our response such as lack of effective communication, lack of 

detailed understanding of the claimant’s circumstances, lack of advice and support provided to 

claimants, inconsistency in how claimants are dealt with, inappropriately applying sanctions, 

providing contrary and illogical requirements (such as to attend Jobcentre Plus appointments rather 

than job interviews), and lack of tailoring information, support and advice to an individual all 

indicate a lack of training, support and capacity in Jobcentre Plus staff to deliver in their roles.  As a 

result vulnerable people are experiencing extreme distress and hardship and don’t know where to 

turn for support.   

At worst, at times it seems like Jobcentre Plus staff are not helping people into long term sustained 

work at all, but are actively undermining their chances of doing so, by preventing people from 

attending training that would help them get a job, requiring them to go for jobs that are too far 

away for claimants, preventing them from attending job interviews and then sanctioning claimants 

for any innovation on the claimant’s part which may not meet what the Jobcentre Plus considers 

“actively job seeking”.  This seems counterintuitive, costly to the taxpayer and perverse to the 

claimant.  There is a real opportunity for the government to investigate this, provide clear and 

appropriate guidance, support and training, and create efficiencies through improving this process.   

Whilst our partners help many people in similar situations to the examples provided in our response, 

they shouldn’t need to as this advice and signposting should be provided by Jobcentre Plus and Back 

to Work schemes.   Many small community, voluntary and charity groups are facing severe funding 

cut backs and may have to close, thus to rely on them to provide ongoing and continuous advice, 

support and signposting isn’t sustainable.  It is more sustainable for them to be provided by 

statutory services such as Jobcentre Plus.   Alternatively the government could fund the third sector, 

to increase sustainability and stability, and in recognition of the state’s requirement to provide such 

support.  
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For further information please contact our UK Poverty Advocacy & Parliamentary Officer, Ruth 

Jackson at rjackson@oxfam.org.uk or 07917 592455 

                                                           
i
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