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Preamble 

I attended this Third Sector seminar in Holyrood which was organised by 
SCVO, CAS and CiS and supported by a cross party group of MSPs. It was a 
most worthwhile event, being organised during the passage of the Welfare 
Reform Bill in Westminster with a legislative consent motion (LCM) required of 
the Scottish parliament. I would therefore like to express my gratitude both for 
the invitation to attend and to make this written submission. 

This is the most significant shift in welfare arrangements throughout the UK 
since Beveridge’s introduction of social security in 1947. Among the reforms 
are substantial cuts in benefits and an Equality Impact Assessment will 
highlight the deleterious effect of these cuts on the most vulnerable members 
of society.  

While I agree that reform of the system is necessary, in order to lift people out 
of poverty and dependency, the question remains whether the burden of cuts 
should be placed on benefits recipients who are among the poorest, most 
vulnerable and economically disadvantaged citizens. As an aside, as the 
global financial crisis unfolds support for a fairer redistribution of wealth, 
through taxation of higher income groups, is now receiving support most 
notably from billionaires such as Warren Buffet, George Soros and Bill Gates. 

In thinking about a ‘fair redistribution’ within the Scottish context, I have 
approached this issue of welfare reform with the premise – if efficiency 
savings have to be made, how should these be implemented? Is it realistic, 
fair and humane to expect individuals and families living on low incomes to 
absorb cuts, or will this instead add to homelessness (ultimately increasing 
our health and social care infrastructure costs) or could efficiency savings be 
achieved elsewhere in the system?   

Background 

My interests in this particular area are driven by my professional life as a 
social care practitioner with over 30 years experience of working with the most 
vulnerable and disadvantaged individuals, and also as a private citizen who 
wants to see the tax and benefits system working more effectively to create a 
socially just, inclusive and cohesive society, and where the full benefits of 
citizenship are available for all. 

Elected members are well served by experts in all related areas, and while I 
lack the knowledge and technical competence of benefits and taxation I do 
hope my brief comments will contribute to the continuing debate about 
fairness and equity in Scottish society.   

Before I begin, I would like to share a personal observation. During the current 
economic crisis Welfare Reform would seem to be inevitable and arguably 
part of a process of cutting the public sector deficit. However, even in a crisis 
we have an opportunity for rethinking all aspects of our approach to public 
health and welfare. Simply accepting that welfare cuts are a fait accompli is 
the easier option – solutions are far more difficult to identify, agree and 
implement especially when they will involve a range of measures including 
fairer distribution of wealth through proportionate tax increases, public sector 



efficiencies and economic growth which in my view requires the contribution of 
wealth creators and entrepreneurs combined with the efforts of citizens who 
are suitably incentivised to participate in our economic revival. In my view it is 
this vision and political leadership, alongside some thinking ‘out of the box,’ 
which is now required of the Scottish government.  

After 60 years of a welfare state we now need to reform and shift the culture 
of Scottish life in a little under 60 months.  In essence, we need to create the 
right conditions for lifting our disadvantaged citizens out of poverty and 
dependency, and should do so by improving opportunities for employment. 
This salutary reminder is from Inclusion Scotland: 

 “A disproportionate amount of the cuts are falling on benefits paid to disabled 
people e.g. Disability Living Allowance, Employment Support Allowance, and 
the Independent Living Fund etc.  Many other benefit cuts will also have a 
disproportionate impact because disabled people are less likely to be in 
employment and thus more likely to be reliant on benefits for all of their 
income.  Scotland will suffer more than its fair share of these cuts because we 
have more people with impairments and long term health conditions than 
other areas of the UK…. 

 [Yet] disabled people incur considerably higher living costs because of their 
impairments making the additional benefits they receive essential to 
preventing poverty. Previous research by Leonard Cheshire Disability found 
that the cost of living for disabled people is on average 25% higher than that 
of their non-disabled peers.  

As a result disabled adults are twice as likely to live in low income households 
as non-disabled adults with 30% already classed as living in relative poverty. 
The proposed cuts to benefits will both increase the proportion of disabled 
people living in poverty and the depth of the poverty they experience.” 

 (Welfare Reform Briefing, Inclusion Scotland, Sept 2011)



Recommendations for action 

Welfare Proposals Alternatives Implications 

Welfare cuts: It is 
currently estimated that 
£2B will be removed 
from the Scottish 
economy. 

Scottish Parliament 
currently has limited 
powers for raising 
income tax (2p in the 
pound) – this could 
ameliorate some of the 
worst consequences of 
cuts to benefits. 

Politically, a tax increase 
might be difficult to sell 
to the electorate; the 
message should be that 
the system of tax and 
benefits will be fairer, 
with welfare for many 
becoming work oriented.   

 

It is also estimated that 
£1B cuts will fall on 
disabled people and 
their families. 

 

Revenues from 
increasing the cost of 
alcohol and tobacco 
could be redirected 
here.  

This progressive fiscal 
policy should have cross 
party support. 

Benefits system to be 
based on Consumer 
Price Index. 

Revert to Retail Price 
Index? 

Although regrettable, 
CPI-linked benefits are 
probably acceptable so 
long as Pensions and 
COL increases for 
workers are treated 
comparably.  

 

Evidence that we are ‘all 
in it together’ 

 

Welfare cuts impacting 
on Social Care services. 

 

Self Directed Support 
and Direct payments.  

Efficiencies arising within 
Health and Social Care. 

 

Reductions to Housing 
Benefit and Local 
Housing Allowance 
impacting on tenants 
(and a risk of increased 
homelessness). 

 

 

 

 

In principle, modest cuts 
should be absorbed by 
the Housing Provider 
instead of low 
waged/unwaged 
tenants for whom even 
modest reductions 
would be severely 
challenging. 

 

 

For LHOs Housing 
concern about revenues 
and sustainable 
investment   

(efficiency measures 
and/or alternative 
funding could be 
explored) For RSL and 
Private landlords modest 
cuts are probably 
affordable in the short 



 

 

The Capping of HB/LHA 
at £500 per couple or 
lone parent household 
and £350 for single 
adult households. 

 

Rules changing on 
numbers of bedrooms in 
tenancies. 

 

 

The Capping of HB/LHA 
needs to be equalised 
with a regionalised 
strategy for setting fair 
rents. 

 

Revoke this as it 
creates unnecessary 
pressures in the 
Housing allocation 
system. 

 

term. 

 

Further work is required 
to avoid adding to the 
unintentionally homeless 
applications and 
pressure on services. 

 

Inter departmental 
liaison arrangements 
and factor in the building 
of smaller housing stock 
in future construction 
plans. 

LHA rates set at 30th 
percentile of local rents. 

 

See above - In principle, 
modest cuts should be 
absorbed by the 
Housing Provider….. 

 

See above. 

Cuts to Council Tax 
Benefit of 10%. 

 

Unfreeze Council Tax 
and increase yield with 
inflationary uplifts, to 
cover cuts. 

 

Reversing an electoral 
commitment! 

Cuts affecting 
vulnerable families. 

Increase Corporation 
Tax (specifically Banks) 
to reduce the scale of 
benefits cuts. 

 

Reserved power 
(Holyrood and 
Westminster 
agreement). 

 

Increase in fuel poverty. Tax Utilities Companies’ 
profits, to subsidise fuel 
bills. 

Reserved power 
(Holyrood and 
Westminster 
agreement). 

 

Work Capability 
Assessments – from 
IB/ESA to JSA, saving 
£4.8B throughout the 

For claimants migrating 
over, rethink current 
approach to Work 
Programme and top-
down block contracts for 

Additional support for job 
seekers gaining access 
to supported 
employment in real 
workplaces1, rather than 

                                            
1
 Mandatory work placements of 4 weeks’ duration are tokenistic. Claimants could be given 

regular access to work experience if Employers in the public and private sector are on board. 



UK. Employability current approach to 
queuing clients for 
limited vacancies. 

90% HB after 12 mths 
on JSA 

Revoke – maintaining 
individual tenancies is a 
vital element of 
supporting personal 
stability  

Further work needed on 
removing unduly 
bureaucratic, 
unnecessary and 
niggardly rules. 

Earnings Disregards 
Levels – currently 
Lower £20, Higher £95. 

Raise Lower Level to 
£30. This would be 
payable by Employers 
with no cost to 
Exchequer. 

 

A cost neutral 
amendment to improve 
incentives for claimants 
moving into employment 

Remove 3 mths JSA 
where claimants fail on 
conditionality rules  

 

Amend to a reduced 
penalty of 3 days 
allowance (max) 

For such extreme 
penalties, Hardship 
payments would arise, 
adding to the cost and 
bureaucracy, and this 
approach does not 
motivate people to 
engage with the 
employability agenda. 

 

Changes from DLA to 
PIP, adversely affecting 
1 in 3 disabled people, 
and costing Scottish 
economy £268M 

Fairer distribution of PIP 
Care awards for 
disabled people but 
introduce a 
discretionary element  
where any person has 
savings or other means 

 

Amendment of the 
Welfare Reform Bill 

Withdrawal of DLA/PIP 
mobility, for people in 
residential care, costing 
Scottish economy 
£135M 

Restore this for 
residents who have no 
personal savings or 
other means, or where 
alternative provision is 
not available 

 

Amendment of the 
Welfare Reform Bill 

Future Working Tax 
Credits eligibility based 
on minimum 16 hrs 

Replace ‘hours worked’ 
with ‘income earned’ 

Westminster/Holyrood 



worked 

 

Child benefits 
withdrawn from families 
with a higher rate 
taxpayer 

Replace this where 
couples’ combined 
income exceeds higher 
rate tax threshhold 

These rules are often 
inequitable, unfair and 
silly 

 

This concludes my written submission 

Edward Gorman BA DPA PGDipSW PGCert 

4th Nov 2011 


