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The Social Security Advisory Committee (SSAC) has been asked by the 
Secretary of State for Work and Pensions to consider proposals for the above 
named regulations. These proposals would have the effect of: 
      •   starting in November 2008 lone parents with a youngest child aged 
          at least 12 will no longer be entitled to Income Support (IS) solely 
          on the grounds of being a lone parent from, and from October 2009 
          when their youngest child reaches age 10 and from October 2010 
          when their youngest child reaches age 7; 
      •   to amend Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) Regulations so that 
          Jobcentre Plus staff must consider whether appropriate and 
          affordable childcare is available when determining whether a 
          person with caring responsibilities in relation to a child had just 
          cause for leaving employment or had good cause for failing to take 
          up paid employment or to comply with a jobseeker’s direction; 
      •   to amend the Employment Support Allowance (ESA) Regulations 
          so that lone parents previously on IS with the disability premium do 
          not have to serve the ESA assessment phase and will receive the 
          work-related activity component from the start of their ESA claim; 
      •   to amend JSA Regulations so that Jobcentre Plus staff will have 
          additional flexibilities to enable parents to be treated as available 
          for, or actively seeking, work in certain circumstances; 
      •   to introduce arrangements for certain existing lone parents who are 
          also full time students, completing a full time course on New Deal 
          for Lone Parents (NDLP) or participating in an approved scheme to 
          continue to claim IS for a limited period; 
      •   to amend the existing JSA hardship regime to include lone parents 
          as a vulnerable group; and 
      •   to introduce mandatory quarterly work-focused interviews (QWFIs) 
          for lone parents in the last year of their eligibility for IS. This will 
          apply to lone parents on IS with a youngest child aged 9 to 11 from 
          November 2008, to lone parents with a youngest child aged 6 to 9 
          from October 2009 and to lone parents with a youngest child aged 6 
          from October 2010. 
 
Dear Madam/Sir, 

  
I am writing to express my opposition to this change in the regulations.  I believe the effect would be contrary 
to the interests of the children whose parents would be affected, and that there should be no additional 
conditionality on benefit payments to lone parents. 

  
Requiring lone parents to declare themselves to be available for work when their child reaches a certain age 
is guaranteed to cause additional stress and anxiety in lone parent families.  This does not make for positive 
relationships and secure and happy homes. 

  
While school provides a certain amount of child care, this is limited by school hours and term dates.  All 
working parents who rely on school for child care are faced with a series of problems to solve, every time 



there is a school holiday, their child is off school sick, or their employer needs them to work during after-
school hours.  For lone parents, who often have fewer extended family supporters to call on, these problems 
would be magnified.   

  
I am disgusted that the government is attempting in this way to pile pressure onto people who are already 
working very hard, raising children without the support of a domestic partner.  I believe it should be up to 
individual families to make the choice to seek paid employment, at a time in their child's life that feels safe 
and appropriate for them.   

  
Children are all different.  For some twelve year olds, many ten year olds and all seven year olds, the 
knowledge that their parent will be there when they get home from school is vital to their sense of security 
and well-being.  Making the welfare benefits on which these children depend contingent on their parents 
declaring themselves to be available for work can only have a negative effect on their lives. 

  
While I disagree with the proposal overall, I would like to make a particular point about the inclusion of home 
educating parents in the groups affected by this proposal. 

  
The consultation document is contradictory on this issue.  In paragraph 3.2 of the Explanatory Memorandum, 
it is stated that "The proposed changes to IS entitlement will only apply to those lone parents who are entitled 
to IS by reason only that they are a lone parent with a youngest child aged 7 or over and hence, because 
their child(ren) is in school, they are better able to take up paid work." 

  
It is therefore clearly stated that the reason lone parents with children aged over seven are believed to be 
available for work is because their children are at school. 

  
However, in paragraph 3.6, the memorandum claims that "It would therefore be inconsistent with 
Government principles if home educators where (sic) not required to look for paid work when their youngest 
child reaches the relevant threshold age." 

  
The following sentence reveals an astonishing misunderstanding of the serious hardship that would be 
caused to home educating parents if these proposals were to be introduced and applied to them.  The 
document says "In addition, unlike lone parents who send their child to school, lone parents who choose to 
educate their child at home do not have to observe school hours, days or terms and may have greater 
flexibility to fit paid work around their child’s education." 

  
Surely it is obvious that the main difference between parents who are home educating and those who send 
their child to school, is that home educators do not have access to even the limited amount of free childcare 
provided by the school system.  Fitting paid work around their child's education is not the main issue for 
home educating lone parents - the fact that there is nobody else who can look after their child is a much 
more serious problem. 

  
For many home educating families, home education is the only way they can fulfil their legal obligation under 
section 7 of the 1996 Education Act - to cause their child to receive an education suitable to their age, 
aptitude and ability and any special educational needs they may have.  For children who have been rescued 
from intolerable situations of bullying, who are happy, learning and thriving at home, or whose educational 
needs are simply not being met by the school system, home education is not a luxury or a "lifestyle choice", it 
is a necessity. 

  
Income Support is in no way a subsidy for home educators.  The cost of providing a school education for 
each home educated child would be substantially more than the amount claimed by their parents in Income 
Support.   

  
Home educating lone parents, along with other lone parents, are dedicated to meeting their children's needs 
as best they can - I urge you to withdraw these proposals and to leave them alone to continue their important 
work, and make their own decisions about how to provide for their families. 

  
 



TO THE SOCIAL SECURITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE: 

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

I recently contacted my MP concerning my worries about the proposed changes to Income Support 

in regard to lone parents, and he wrote to the minister responsible on my behalf. He received a reply 

from Stephen Timms, MP, and I responded to it today. I have, therefore, decided to give you a copy 

of my email letter to my MP about Mr Timms response to my initial concerns for your 

consideration as part of the consultation process (see below). I hope this is acceptable, as I would 

simply be repeating myself if I wrote separately to you, and it covers all that I planned to say to 

you. 

 

Regards, 

 

LETTER TO MY MP CONCERNING CHANGES PLANNED TO INCOME SUPPORT IN 

REGARD TO LONE PARENTS 

 

21st May 2008 

 

Thank you for your letter dated 30.4.08 in response to my questions concerning the planned 

changes regarding Lone Parents and Income Support. I am afraid this is going to be a long response, 

and I beg you to bear with me, as there is a lot to explain about the reasons why the proposed 

changes to Income Support simply are not viable for lone parents, and especially those home 

educating their child/ren, as I am. I have been trying to formulate a response to Mr Timms reply to 

you, dated 28.4.08, ever since I received it, but have found it very difficult to know where to start. I 

am not the only person affected by these inhumane plans the government intend to make, and 

knowing how to explain my own situation while also keeping in mind how this will affect so many 

thousands of other people around the country, including many thousands of vulnerable children… 

well, you must forgive me if I come over a little emotional in places. This is affecting us (my 

daughter and I) very deeply, and it is the same for friends and acquaintances we have met within the 

Homeschooling community. 

 

I would also like to say, at this point, that there is currently a consultation ongoing regarding these 

changes, and that I intend forwarding a copy of this email to them as part of that process. The 

consultation is here: 

http://www.ssac.org.uk/actcon.asp/ 

 

Sadly, the letter Mr Timms sent to you has only reiterated the arbitrary government plans to go 

ahead with this, frankly, insane plan, in spite of fierce and genuine opposition from many 

knowledgeable stakeholders, and in spite of the best advice from their own committees, set up to 

debate the potential problems connected to these so-called reforms.   

 

I hardly know where to begin to explain the harsh penalties that such a regime as JSA (Job Seekers 

Allowance) will mete out to those an individual job seeking advisor may deem as not properly 

following their rules. If I, as a claimant, fail to meet the advisor’s remit for actively seeking work 

under the regime of JSA, I will lose up to £60 per week, which equates to half my weekly income, 

leaving me with only my child’s half of our money to live on. Can you ask Mr Timms or Mr Purnell 

to explain how this is raising my child out of poverty? 

 

The single scariest part of all this is the fact that my child and I’s fortnightly monies are at the 

mercy of an individual person within DWP, who could, for all the wrong reasons, simply decide 

that I was being ‘difficult’ about taking up paid work, and using my child as an excuse, and 



therefore I do not deserve any financial assistance. Even though we are assured that there are appeal 

processes available to us, it doesn’t help when the money we need to live on, to pay bills and eat, is 

withheld pending that appeal. The proposed changes to the rules of claiming JSA, we are told, are 

to make the regime more flexible, such as only expecting lone parents to take up a job of 16 hours 

per week, but this in no way reassures me, as it is such a grey area and too open to individual 

interpretation. For instance, could such a scenario then mean that my housing benefit and/or council 

tax payments could also be stopped, thus making us open to eviction by the council from our home? 

 

When the White Paper was first put forward in Dec 2007, explaining the Government’s proposals, it 

was stated quite clearly that home educators should be considered exempt from these changes and 

that they should be allowed to remain on Income Support until their child was sixteen. 

 

This is the report Mr Timms refers to in the second paragraph of his letter: 

 

“The welfare reform changes in the SWP report ‘Ready for work: full employment in our 

generation’ (published December 2007)” 

 

In the consultation recommendations towards the end of said document (p.117) it states that: 

 

“'It was strongly felt that increased conditionality was not appropriate for: 

-parents with disabled children or whose children had additional needs; 

-carers of both disabled children and adults; 

-mothers fleeing domestic violence; and 

-parents who choose to home educate.” 

 

http://www.dwp.gov.uk/welfarereform/readyforwork/readyforwork.pdf 

 

Why consult, and then ride roughshod over all the recommendations by refusing to accept that lone 

parents who home educate are legitimately working full time at raising and educating their 

children?  Children being home educated are home educated for perfectly genuine reasons, in many 

cases the result of the state not making adequate provision for the children in the mainstream school 

system. For some children, the decision to home educate them has made the difference, quite 

literally, between life and death. In our case, it was heading that way, with my 11 year-old daughter 

in real physical danger every day at school from a much older boy. The relief when we realized that 

we could remove her from school and continue her education at home was immense, and I felt so 

safe knowing that we were financially ok on benefits until she reached sixteen. Then the 

government dropped its bombshell on us! 

 

Please understand that I consider myself immensely privileged to be able to claim Income Support 

in order to raise my daughter, that I never envisaged becoming a lone parent when I was happily 

married ten years ago, that circumstances changed without my consent, and that I have no intention 

of remaining on benefits for the rest of my life, just the rest of her education. I fully intend and 

expect to be working at a ‘paid’ job when my daughter’s educational years are completed. I also 

think that it is important to note that the cost of putting my child through five years of state 

schooling is vastly more expensive to the government that paying me Income Support for five 

years, and paying my rent and rates, which they were doing as well as paying for her education 

before I removed her from school, so in real terms I am probably saving the government about five 

thousand pounds a year! I am sure you are aware that home educators get no financial assistance 

whatsoever towards the cost of the education of their child/ren at home. 

 

To return to Mr Timms reply to you, his fifth paragraph states: “For lone parents moving onto JSA, 

Jobcentre Plus advisers will take into account their individual family circumstances. This might 



mean, for example, restricting availability for work to school hours. Home education presents 

certain flexibilities: unlike lone parents who send their child to school, home educators do not 

necessarily have to observe school hours, days or terms thus allowing them greater flexibility to fit 

work around their child’s education by spreading these hours over a year rather than in term 

blocks.” 

 

Mr Timms seems to be saying that we are more easily available for work because we don’t have to 

work only during the school day. So, where does he suggest I place my child during these hours? 

My family are hundreds of miles away. Most of my friends have their own families/work 

commitments and cannot take my child for 16 hours a week. I really need Mr Timms to explain 

himself, as he has also given this disconcertingly ambiguous response to many other MPs on behalf 

of their constituents, and none of us can understand what he means by this statement. How can 

having fulltime caring and educating responsibilities for my child make me more flexible for paid 

work? I am working 24/7 as a mother/teacher/facilitator for my daughter’s future. How much more 

responsibility does Mr Timms wish to heap upon my shoulders? 

 

In the next paragraph, Mr Timms writes: “In addition, on entering work, lone parents will have 

access to the additional flexible package of measures we have put in place to support lone parents 

and ensure they have the ability to remain and progress in work.” 

 

Then he states in the following paragraph: “The new welfare reform proposals are part of the 

government’s commitment to reduce child poverty by 2010. We strongly believe that work can 

enable many people to achieve a better standard of living for themselves and their families than can 

be attained through a life on benefits. Indeed, research shows that the majority of lone parents want 

to work, either now or in the future, since returning to work may help them meet their parenting 

responsibilities.” 

 

Are you aware of the contents of this ‘back to work’ package? The big selling point seems to be that 

we will receive an extra £40 per week, in order to ensure that we are at least £25 per week better off 

in paid employment. This clearly demonstrates that when the twelve months is up, and the 

additional £40 per week stops, we will, in reality, be £15 per week worse off than we were on 

Income Support. This, incidentally, does not include the extra expense of childminding, travel to 

work etc, which will make the worse off total even higher, and substantially higher for those having 

to pay childminders and only get a percentage of that cost returned to them. It has also been well 

documented that a very large percentage of lone parents who already tried to return to work 

voluntarily before these changes were planned went into minimum wage situations, and were back 

on benefits shortly after the extra financial aid stopped, simply because they could not sustain a 

liveable income without that financial top-up. As these plans of the government are supposedly 

intended to raise more children out of poverty, but are in fact going to send children spiralling ever 

deeper into poverty, how can the government representatives insist this is the best way forward in 

good conscience? They simply are not making sense. It does not add up! 

 

It is obvious to me that the government is clutching at straws regarding their attempts to reduce 

child poverty by 2010, by picking on a group of vulnerable people who are powerless against a 

government who only have their own self-image at the forefront of their actions, and certainly not 

the needs of the children of this country, particularly those of lone parents. 

 

I also take strong exception to Mr Timms’ term “a life on benefits” from the above paragraph. As I 

already explained, I have no intention of spending my ‘life on benefits’. It is simply a means to an 

end, namely raising and educating my daughter so that she can be a contributing and decent 

member of society as an adult. I am raising her with the knowledge (as in she understands the 

situation regarding our finances) that we are on benefits purely until she is sixteen, and that then I 



will be able to go and earn a wage and begin to repay my debt to this country for the financial 

support I got during her childhood. For Mr Timms to make such an insulting comment is beyond 

belief! 

 

Mr Timms might also want to consider the fact that for many parents, responsibility for our children 

means being there for them when they need us, not being at work and expecting others to shoulder 

the responsibility because of our government-forced absence from the home. I take my parenting 

responsibilities extremely seriously. My time with my child is the most valuable thing in my 

universe, and no amount of wages can be recompense for missing time with my child while she 

needs me. Too many parents these days are missing their children’s milestones because the country 

is set up to believe that work is more important than time with family. Whatever happened to family 

cohesion? It flew out of the window when parents were forced to work instead of being parents, that 

is what happened to it. Having a parent at home can make a huge difference to a child’s whole 

attitude to life, and too many children are only seeing their parents at bedtime and at weekends 

because their parents drop them at nursery or breakfast club at 8am, and leave them until after 6pm, 

using all day nursery or school and after school clubs as glorified babysitters and childminders. A 

lot of younger children are in bed before at least one parent, if not both, even gets home from work. 

Parents are becoming strangers to their children, and now the government wants to add lone parents 

to that soul-destroying future. This is utterly unacceptable in my view. 

 

Finally, after questions about Carer’s Allowance (CA) and Disability Living Allowance (DLA), 

which I don’t have entitlement to, and therefore cannot use them to remain on Income Support, Mr 

Timms continued: “I hope that this helps to reassure [ ]  that our aim is solely to help those lone 

parents for whom work is a realistic option to take the necessary steps so that they can get back into 

work and lift their families out of poverty.” 

 

I am afraid that all Mr Timms has done is further worry myself and my daughter, as nothing he has 

said is in the least bit reassuring, and only serves to show me that the government have lost touch 

with the realities of raising children in a society where the government is determined to fit square 

pegs like us into the round holes of their ‘one size fits all’ benefits system. 

 

If there is anything you can do as my MP to make the government aware that what they intend 

perpetrating within the benefits system is a gross mistake of epic proportions that will cause untold 

grief and hardship to many thousands of children and their parents around the country, then please, 

for my sake, my daughter’s sake, and all the other parents and children that will be affected by this, 

do everything you can for us. Within two years, if they go ahead, this is going to affect children as 

young as seven years of age. How can that possibly be right? Legally or morally? It is simply 

wrong. 

 

With warm regards, and thanks in advance for your efforts on my behalf, 

Yours in hope  

 

  

 

 

  



http://www.ssac.org.uk/actcon.asp  

 

15/05/08 Current consultation: The Social Security (Lone Parents and Miscellaneous 
Amendments) Regulations 2008  
 

Consultation deadline June 13th  
 
Date: 1 June 2008 

To: ssac@dwp.gsi.gov.uk 

Subject: Lone parents back to work consultation 

 
To Whom It May Concern, 

 
I would like to respond to the proposals detailed in the consultation regarding lone parents moving from income support to JSA as a lone 

parent home educator.   

 

I did not have much choice in becoming a home educator, my son was not flourishing in the school environment.  He is school phobic and 

has dyslexic tendencies.  He is doing so much better at home.  It is documented that home educated children from poorer backgrounds do 

much better academically than their schooled peers: 

 

'Whilst the home-educated children outscored their school counterparts, those from lower socio-economic groups outperformed their middle 

class peers. It appeared that a flexible approach to education, and a high level of parental attention and commitment, regardless of their socio- 

economic group and level of education, seemed the most important factors in the children's development and progress.' 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/p.j.rothermel/Research/ESRC/PipsBaseline.htm 

 

To be quite honest, I do not feel that we are living in complete poverty, sure money is very tight, but the fact that my son is a happy, well 

adjusted child is more important than material wealth.  Even though money is scarce, I feel I am still able to give him opportunities in life.  

Our life is full and productive, every day is a learning experience for him so I am not entirely sure where I would fit in an outside job.  Plus 

the fact that I care for my great-aunt one morning a week, on a Monday we go to a home-educating group, on Wednesday my son has 

trampolining, karate and cubs, and on a Friday he has swimming and karate.  How do I fit a job around our busy schedule without 

compromising my son's educational needs? 

 

I feel that lone parents are being penalised for trying to be a good parent to their children.  Is this an underhand way for the Government to 

get children back into schools and under their direct control because I will state now for the record that my son will not be going back to 

school.  Maybe if the Government woke up to how the present educational system is failing some children completely and the whole thing 

was overhauled and changed, then parents would be more amenable to sending their children back to school.  

 

What about the absent parents who swan off and are not chased up to pay for their child?  For example, my ex has never paid a penny in nine 

years, despite being referred to the CSA.  It appears to me that the Government has thrown money at the CSA to try and make it work, but it 

failed spectacularly.  So now, the Government is targeting the parent left holding the baby instead.  There are lots of people out there 

claiming benefits who have no parental responsibilities and no intention of getting a job, what is the government doing about these people?   

 

I would like to raise the fact that foster carers are exempt and recognised for their caring responsibilities often caring for a child in school and 

question why these people are recognised and home educators not?  As far as I can see, home educators have caring responsibilities too.  

Why does the Government not reward parents for being just that - good parents who take an interest in their child's life and want the best 

outcomes for them. 

 

I was also wondering whether, if it turns out that home educating lone parents are indeed forced to look for work, against our better 

judgement and clearly not taking the needs of our children into account, whether there will be appropriate childcare available?  Will 

childminders be able to take on older children during school hours?  The wraparound childcare offered is attached to schools and therefore 

will probably not be available to home educators.  Never mind the fact that this child care is only available for a limited time before and after 

school so therefore is not appropriate for home educating lone parents.  I do not have family or friends who could take on the responsibility 

of looking after my son every week whilst I am at work.  My parents both work full time, my grandparents are too old (they are now in their 

80's) and my friends are either in full-time jobs themselves or have families of their own.  It is fine to ask for the odd day here and there, but 

not feasible on a more permanent basis.  I feel that Mr Timm's assertion that home educating lone parents are more flexible because we do 

not have to observe school hours, days or terms is wholly inaccurate, and indeed incredibly naive and is really not a valid response to our 

situation at all.  My son and I have had experience of a childminder in the past and it was not a positive one which has left us with a distrust 

of anyone but myself or my family looking after him.  So you can see the problem that I have - I  most definitely do not have greater 

flexibility.  I have recently asked my MP to ask of Mr Timm's whether a child's point of view will be taken into account when deciding 

whether a lone parent is to go back to work.  What about the child (like mine) who is only happy when they know that their parent will be 

there for them, no matter what? 

 

I am really very upset that the government does not recognise the importance of a parent in a child's life.  You only have to look at the news 

these days and the asbos and murders and gang behaviour of children.  Does the government not see that this is in part due to a lack of 

parental influence in a child's life?  Never mind the report recently that stated that the children in Britain were the most unhappy in Europe.  I 

worked before I had my son and paid my taxes.  I also worked part-time when he was younger, so I am definitely not work shy.  I am afraid 

that my availability for work is dictated by my son's needs and wants and definitely not by the government's half-baked idea of how they 

believe that my son will be better off by me not being there for him when he needs me (but apparently we'll be ok cos we'll have more 

money???).  I made the conscious decision when my son was born that I would do my very best by him and help him become the best person 



he can be.  His emotional wellbeing is my most important priority and he is such a happier and more well-adjusted boy since being home-

educated.   

 

It is stated in the report on your website that there are more women in work who are in a relationship or married.  If I had a partner, then I 

probably would be working too, as there would be someone there to look after my son that I trust and I would work evenings when my son 

would be in bed and my work would not impact on my caring responsibilities for my family, which will always come first.  I fully intend to 

work when my son is older.  I am qualified to degree level and am also a qualified secretary. 

 

A one size fits all policy will not work.  It is evident that more lone parents take up work when their children are older and when there is no 

threat of sanctions or cuts to benefits.  Taking into account my current situation, I would not be eligible for JSA and would therefore be 

plunged into even greater poverty.  This would mean that my son would have to forgo his karate, trampolining, swimming and cubs.  We 

would probably have to give up our car and therefore would not be able to go to our home educating group and see our friends or visit 

museums and places of interest that are vital to my son's education.  With the rising costs of fuel and food, we would be in danger of not 

being able to eat or keep warm in winter.  Is this what the government intends for lone parent home educators?  I see that I am doing an 

invaluable job, bringing up my son in the best way possible for his individual needs.  This was not a 'lifestyle choice' but a decision taken in 

the most serious circumstances.  I am simply fulfilling my legal obligation under section 7 of the 1996 Education Act - to cause my child to 

receive an education suitable to his age,  aptitude and ability and any special educational needs he may have.   

 

I recognise that the government does not have a policy to fund home education and would not welcome one, but surely they can see the logic 

behind every home educated child costing the government less in education funding as they are not attending school and therefore Income 

Support could feasibly be offset against this. 

 

I thank you for the opportunity to air my views 

 

Kind regards 

 


