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This report finds that :



ÒInstead of alleviating the poverty experienced by New ZealandÕs most disadvantaged households, the Department of Work and Income, . . . ha[s] been significantly contributing to it. They have helped to widen - not to close - the gaps.Ó



ÒIt is appalling and unacceptable that over 176,000 households are legally entitled to extra assistance to meet basic living costs, but less than 11,000 are presently receiving this assistance.Ó



"Our estimate is that this would cost about $200 million in the current financial year.  . . . Our estimate of the amount which may be due in back payments from 1993 is between $800 million and $1 billion."





Downtown Community Ministry;  July,  2,000

 

Prepared by; Graham Howell, David Simmers, and Kevin Hackwell
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Entitlement denied



For many years organisations which provide welfare advocacy services, such as the Downtown Community Ministry and the Wellington PeopleÕs Centre, have been concerned that many low income earners have not been receiving their entitlement to a Special Benefit based on the amount they pay for accommodation.



In 1993 the Downtown Community Ministry published Missing Out1, chronicling the reality beneficiaries face when denied appropriate assistance from the Department of Social Welfare.  At that time we were able to tell only part of the story.  Recently the situation has become much clearer.  The Department of Work and Income (DWI), even when it has the information, is not telling people of their entitlement.  This is happening on a massive scale.  At present nearly two out of every three beneficiary households receiving the Accommodation Supplement are missing out on substantial amounts of entitlement.  This is against stated policy, and almost certainly unlawful.



This is not asking for anything new or special.  It is simply asking that people receive what they are already legally entitled to.  If DWI and its former incarnations had been doing their job properly, the poverty suffered by many thousands of New Zealanders over the last 5 or so years would have been significantly less.





How We Know



Recently both the Wellington PeopleÕs Centre and the Downtown Community Ministry have independently used the Official Information Act to obtain from DWI figures which prove that this is happening.  The precise figures obtained and the method of analysis we have each used is slightly different, but the conclusions are consistent and inescapable.



The trail begins with the Accommodation Supplement.  Over 300,000 households with low incomes - the vast majority of whom are beneficiaries - receive this assistance.  To do so they supply proof of their housing costs to the Department.  If receiving both their Òmain benefitÓ and the Accommodation Supplement still doesnÕt meet their essential expenses they may be entitled to a Special Benefit.  There is a formula specified in the Special Benefit Directive which guides the Department in granting this assistance.  As well as accommodation costs, this formula allows other essential costs such as health or disability costs to be considered.



Currently DWI is paying around 11,000 Special Benefits.  But the figures on Accommodation Supplement show that, on accommodation costs alone, costs already known to the Department, up to 15 times the present number are entitled to Special Benefit according to the formula.



The Wellington PeopleÕs Centre, using a simple calculation and ruling out any who might conceivably not be qualified, reach a bedrock figure of at least 95,500 households missing out2.  The Downtown Community Ministry, has obtained more detailed figures3 and has used a more in depth analysis.  We conclude that in early 2000 the figure was close to 131,000 households.  Since the easing of Special Benefit conditions from 1 July 2000, the number is about 175,000 households missing out.  



This represents nearly two thirds of all beneficiary households, which are receiving the Accommodation Supplement, but does not include any superannuitants, or  low income wage workers who may also be eligible.  Details of the figures obtained and the method of calculation can be found in appendices 2 to 4.









This means that over 175,000 of the poorest households in the country are not receiving help to which they are entitled.  In these households there are about 225,000 children - close to a quarter of all the children in New Zealand4.  On average each of these households is missing out on $22 a week, over $1,100 a year.



These national averages hide important regional variations.  In Auckland about 90% of all beneficiary households with children, receiving the Accommodation Supplement, are being denied Special Benefit entitlement to an average of $1850 a year.  The average family with two adults and two or more children, which is missing out, is being denied $2,030 a year.



In the major metropolitan areas outside Auckland, such as Wellington, Christchurch, Hamilton and Palmerston Nth, the average family missing out is being denied $1,060 of legal entitlement per year.



The figures are lower for the smaller provincial centres and rural areas.  However, in many areas of the South Island, beneficiaries and low wage earners may be eligible for Special Benefit based on their high winter heating rather than their accommodation costs. 



These figures go a long way to explaining why:



*	10% of households (mostly families) use a foodbank at least once a year 5

*	20,000 children come to school each day without lunch6

*	40% oneficiary and low waged households live in overcrowded ommodation7 

*	New Zealand compares with third-world countries in infectious diseases8

*	demand for emergency assistance from DWI increased significantly from the mid 1990s9

*	beneficiaries owe hundreds of millions of dollars lent by DWI as advances on benefit.10





How Did This Come About?



The benefit cuts of 1991 inaugurated a progressive reduction in the assistance available to the poorest in our society.  For a period supplementary assistance was available in much the same manner as before and gave some protection to those most in need.  When the demand on supplementary assistance started to grow, new policies - including some of doubtful legality - were introduced to contain the growth.  A new meanness emerged.  The victims have been the poorest of the poor, those most in need of extra help.�



The introduction of the Accommodation Supplement, in 1993 had the advantage of providing assistance to all low income earners, regardless of whether they were living in private rental, their own homes, or state housing.  However, by the time the full introduction of market rentals for the state housing sector had been implemented in 1996, the rentals for low income earners had significantly increased and the Accommodation Supplement did not provide the level of relief that was originally intended.



In June 1995 there were 39,000 Special Benefits being paid.  This level of expenditure was a worry to the Government.  In February 2000 the number was around 11,000.  In four years the number had been cut to just over a quarter.  At the same time the number of beneficiaries was increasing as was the number of advances issued to beneficiaries in need, particularly to assist in accommodation costs.�  Instead of Special Benefit, more use is being made of other (less expensive, less appropriate) programmes, such as a one-off grant or a loan.  These are little use when your problem is an ongoing lack of sufficient income to cover your basic expenses.







Departmental smokescreen



At the same time the official corporate plans of the Department have consistently emphasised the aim Òto ensure that people are aware of their entitlements, rights and responsibilities and are receiving the correct benefits to suit their personal circumstances.Ó13   Thus the Department recognises in its own mission statements what is in fact its plain moral duty Ð to pay people all they are entitled to.



Beyond this, the Purchase Agreements which the Department has with the Government require 100% accuracy for benefit entitlement, 90% of the time.14  It is clear that in regard to Special Benefit and Accommodation Supplement these commitments and agreements have been ignored.  Over the years the Downtown Community Ministry and several other welfare advocacy organisations have been pointing out this problem to the Department and its predecessors.  Cases have been taken through the review and appeal process.  Briefings have been given, reports and letters written to the DepartmentÕs head office and to its previous Ministers, but nothing has changed at the front desk for the average beneficiary.15



The Department issues figures about the accuracy of their calculation of benefit entitlement, which show that they meet their target of 100% accuracy of entitlement calculation 90% of the time. Our findings and those of the Wellington PeopleÕs Centre show that the departmentÕs claims are grossly exagerated. 





The short and ugly truth



The Department knows the accommodation costs of every household receiving Accommodation Supplement.  In the majority of cases this figure shows that they are entitled to Special Benefit.  But over 175,000 do not receive it.



These actions of the Department are not only imoral, they are almost certainly unlawful.  The Social Security Appeal Authority and the Courts have held that, if the Department has information indicating that a person is eligible for assistance, then it Òshould initiate active steps accordingly."  The Director-General should Òbe proactive in seeing to welfare, and not defensive or bureaucratic.Ó16



Instead of alleviating the poverty experienced by our most disadvantaged households, the Department of Work and Income, and the Income Support Service before it,  have been significantly contributing to it. They have helped to widen - not to close - the gaps.





What should happen now?



An apology is owed to those who have had their entitlements denied. An apology is also owed to the rest of the country which has been misled into believing that the government agency tasked to provide full income entitlement to those most in need did not do so.



The most elementary justice requires that the Department of Work and Income should immediately revise its practice so that those whom it knows should qualify for a Special Benefit s are immediately granted one.  Our estimate is that this would cost about $200 million in the current financial year. Although it is a large sum, $200 million is only 2% of the total of income support payments made by the Department in the coming year.



There would also be justice in making back payments to those not assessed for Special Benefit in earlier years.  If they had been overpaid, the Department would have no hesitation in claiming the money back.  In fact they have been underpaid, and they are owed money by the Department.  A precedent for this was set in a 1995 High Court case17, when the Department was required to reassess all applications going back two years. It is also a very well established procedure used in decisions of the Social Security Appeal Authority.



Our initial estimate of the amount which may be due in back payments from 1993 is between $800 million and $1 billion.



The Department presently has about $750 million of debts outstanding.  A significant proportion of this will be owed by people who received repayable grants or Advances of Benefit instead of the Special Benefit to which they were entitled.  It might be possible to write off some of these debts.



When the money owed is paid to those entitled to it, it will immediately be spent, stimulating the local economy, encouraging new jobs, and generating significant tax revenue.



Large sums of money are indeed involved.  But it is money which by law should have been paid to some of the poorest people in New Zealand. It is appalling and unacceptable that over 176,000 households are legally entitled to extra assistance to meet basic living costs, but less than 12,000 are presently receiving this assistance.
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Numbers of New Zealand households receiving the 

Accommodation Supplement, but missing out on Special Benefit entitlement, after 1 July, 2000.



	                    	Households		     Average deficit		        

						number of

	total   	  missing 	      weekly	Annual	children

 		  out    			missing out

Single adults		128,126	60,454	$18.55	$965

Single adults one child		50,179	44,116	$21.26	$1,105	44,116

Single adults 2+ children		51,784	47,796	$22.43	$1,166	143,388

Couples (no children)		12,215	9,006	$30.32	$1,576		

Couples one child		6,600	4,922	$26.66	$1,386	4,922

Couples 2+ children		13,946	11,433	$28.81	$1,498	34,299



Total		262,550	177,727	$21.75	$1,130	226,725





Boxes amongst text





The Consequences for Families



Behind the statistics of lack of entitlement are the consequences for families who miss out.



They cannot afford:



*	a healthy diet 

*	to heat their house in winter, 

*	to visit the doctor and get a prescription

*	books in the home 

*	to have the kids participate in school outings and sports .



Instead they:



*	are forced into overcrowded accommodation

*	have to go through degrading process of 

	requesting assistance time and time again from DWI and then be forced to go to budgeting

*	or have to beg for food from a food bank, or go to a loan shark

*	succumb to depression, family stress and violence, alcohol, gambling, etc.



They become "families at risk" and often require specialist support from other state programs such as the previous government's  "Strengthening Families" initiative, and the present government's "Closing the Gaps" initiative.





This is What Happens



He had separated from his partner, but the couple, in the best interests of their twelve-year daughter, decided to share the parenting.  So he rented a flat with two-bedrooms, one for him and one for his daughter.



He applied to the Department for an Accommodation Supplement, which was granted.  His situation clearly warranted assessment for a Special Benefit, but this was not suggested.  After several months he sought assistance with his mounting debts.  The Department advised him to rent out the bedroom set aside for his daughter; she could sleep on the couch.



Needing money to pay a power bill, he approached the Department for an Advance on his benefit.  This was denied, and he came in desperation to the Downtown Community Ministry.  Then, on our advice, he applied for a Special Benefit.  Only after an initial refusal and a subsequent review of decision was it granted.



In the mean time he lost his flat for non-payment of rent.



Post-Script:	From 1 July 2000, the Special Benefit programme was eased, and he should have become entitled to an extra $5 a week.   As of 20 July he has not been informed of his extra entitlement, nor is he receiving it.





Foodbank Use Soars



Several surveys point to almost 10% of all households using a food bank at least once a year in order to survive. While still representing a small proportion of the ttal, low income wage earners are the fastest growing group of food bank users.



Proceedings of Fourth National Foodbank Conference 1998





Health Horrors



*	Chronic diseases in New Zealand are out of control:

*	Meningococcal Disease:	the NZ rate is 3 times AustraliaÕs

*	Tuberculosis	NZ has the highest rate in the English-speaking world

*	Pneumonia in children in Auckland:	5 times the US rate and we are going backwards.



The real causes are poverty and overcrowding.



Listener 24 June 2000







Hungry Kids



A national teacher survey estimated that over 22,000 children at school were regularly hungry, 21,000 had no provision for lunch, and 60,000 were missing breakfast.



University of Otago Report for the Public Health Commission 1995



�APPENDIX 1



Summary of Accommodation Supplement and Special Benefit Provisions



Accommodation Supplement	



If an applicantÕs rent is more than 25%, or their mortgage more than 30%,  of their benefit plus (if applicable) Family Support for one child, they receive an Accommodation Supplement to cover 70% of the difference.



There is a maximum amount of Accommodation Supplement which can be paid, varying according to the size of the household and the region of New Zealand where they live.  For instance, for a married couple with dependent children living in Auckland, the maximum is $150 a week.  If they lived in Wellington the maximum would be $100, and if they lived in Invercargill it would be $75.  For a sole parent with one child the figures would be $115 and $75, and $55.



Special Benefit



The Special Benefit programme includes a formula for determining whether there is a case for regarding a person or family as being in hardship and requiring a benefit.  Necessary expenses are calculated by adding together:



(a)   The Òstandard costsÓ.  These are the costs which are regarded as not varying according to particular circumstances.  The standard cost for each level of benefit is set out.  In each case it is around 65% of the after-tax benefit.

 (b)   The Òallowable costsÓ.  These are costs which are regarded as varying according to individual circumstances, such as accommodation, hire purchase, and specific costs associated with disability or illness.  The Departmental manual contains a detailed schedule of examples of allowable costs.



If there is a shortfall between income (benefit including Accommodation Supplement, and any other income, but not Family Support), and necessary costs, a Special Benefit may be granted up to the amount of the shortfall.  Until recently recipients were required to meet the first $5 of any deficit.  From 1 July 2000 Special Benefit can cover the full deficit.



Criteria other than the formula can be taken into account, so that in special circumstances (which must be disclosed and justified) the formula can be over-ridden.  However, in the great majority of cases the amount of benefit is assessed by the formula.



Many DWI staff interpret the manual instructions that Special Benefit be reviewed after six months as meaning that it must be stopped after six months.  This is wrong, but the practice is often encountered.



Example 1	A couple living in Auckland with two children receiving Community Wage with no other income.  Their rent is $239.70 a week, which is the average rental for couples on community wage with two or more children in the Auckland area.



Assessable income:

	Benefit					$263.24

	Accommodation supplement		$113.00

	Total assessable income			$376.24	$376.24



less allowable costs

	Rental costs					$239.70

	Standard costs				$171.54

	Total allowable costs			$411.24	$411.24

							======

Deficit (Special Benefit entitlement)				$  35.00 per wk  ($1820 per year)





Example 2	A couple living in Wellington with no children receiving Community Wage with no other income.  Their rent is $165.00 a week, which is the average rental for couples on community wage with no children in the major metropolitan areas outside Auckland. Using the same formula this householdÕs deficit based on accommodation costs comes to $11.78 per week, or $612 per year.



Example 3	A solo parent with one child living in Invercargill the DPB with no other income.  The rent is $135.85 a week, which is the average rental for solo parent with one child in provincial/rural New Zealand. Using the same formula this householdÕs deficit based on accommodation costs comes to $2.38 per week, or $124 per year.



In each of these examples we have only looked at the accommodation costs. Other costs such as hire purchase on essential household items such as a fridge or a bed may also increase entitlement. In the Invercargill example the beneficiary might also be entitled to extra assistance due to high winter heating costs.







Appendix 2

Our Method of Calculation



The Downtown Community Ministry used information acquired under the Official Information Act, from the Department on the number of households receiving Accommodation Supplement in each of the different benefit categories and each of the three regions into which the country is divided for Accommodation Supplement purposes.  The figures included the mean accommodation cost, the standard deviation from the mean, and the 10th, 20th,40th , median. 60th , 80th  and 90th  deciles by benefit type and household size for each region.



From this information it was possible to construct a profile of the accommodation costs of each group and the number paying different amounts.  The profiles approximated to a normal distribution, except that the ÒtailsÓ are slightly longer than normal.



We also worked out, using the calculation described in Appendix 1, how much accommodation supplement would be paid for each group.



Putting these figures together, it became possible to calculate how many in each group would still have a deficit arising from their accommodation costs alone would qualify them for a Special Benefit.



We have made four assumptions which we believe will largely cancel each other out.



i)	We assume that none of our households are earning income additional to their benefit.  This means that we slightly overestimate the number of beneficiary households who would qualify for Special Benefit.

ii)	However, we do not know about and so cannot take into account any unusual costs other than for accommodation which could lead to entitlement for Special Benefit.  This will lead to an underestimation of the number of households who should qualify.

iii)	There are already around 11,000 beneficiaries receiving Special Benefit and many, but not all will be receiving some assistance for accommodation costs. Our figure of the number of beneficiary households missing out is an overestimate by this number (less than 6%).

iv)	However, low income wage workers are also entitled to both Accommodation Supplement and, where appropriate, Special Benefit to cover their accommodation costs. This significant group of over 26,000, as well as superannuitants, has been excluded from this analysis.



As well as low income wage workers, the Wellington Peoples Centre excluded all households with additional income, so their estimates are lower than ours.  They estimate 118,500 households are presently missing out, while we estimate 176,000. Both of these estimates are likley to be conservative.  By contrast the Department only estimated that 12,100 households would take up the Special Benefit  under the amended directive without the $5 deficit. 



The results of our calculations are summarised in Appendix 3.
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Appendix 3



(3a) Summary table of numbers of beneficiary households receiving the Accommodation Supplement, who are also entitled to Special Benefit on the basis of their acommodation costs, after 1 July 2000.



Beneficiaries on Accm Supp - ex Super and Vets�Numbers�Number Missing Out�% Missing Out�Children Missing Out�Average Weekly Deficit�Annual Deficit�Aggregate Annual Costs��Auckland���������Single adults over 25�29,159�17,526�60.10%��($21.66)�($1,126.18)�19,737,516��Single adults under 25�10,776�4,193�38.91%��($9.71)�($504.73)�2,116,318��Couples�4,904�4,008�81.73%��($37.81)�($1,966.00)�7,879,733��Single adults with one child�16,016�13,352�83.37%�13,352�($35.37)�($1,839.05)�24,554,972��Single adults with two or more children�17,199�16,278�94.65%�48,834�($34.32)�($1,784.57)�29,049,239��Couples with one child�2,536�2,144�84.54%�2,144�($36.76)�($1,911.43)�4,098,100��Couples with two or more children�5,094�4,614�90.58%�13,842�($39.17)�($2,036.69)�9,397,306��    Total�85,684�62,115�72.49%�78,172�($29.98)�($1,558.93)�96,833,184��Other Metropolitan���������Single adults over 25�31,770�17,834�56.13%��($18.49)�($961.46)�17,146,645��Single adults under 25�15,035�5,001�33.26%��($7.46)�($387.89)�1,939,838��Couples�3,382�2,552�75.46%��($27.12)�($1,410.08)�3,598,533��Single adults with one child�18,008�16,477�91.50%�16,477�($19.03)�($989.54)�16,304,675��Single adults with two or more children�17,353�16,703�96.25%�50,109�($20.74)�($1,078.73)�18,018,010��Couples with one child�1,957�1,568�80.12%�1,568�($21.39)�($1,112.18)�1,743,905��Couples with two or more children�3,923�3,683�93.88%�11,049�($25.12)�($1,306.32)�4,811,194��   Total�91,428�63,818�69.80%�79,203�($19.15)�($996.00)�63,562,800��Other Regions���������Single adults over 25�28,864�12,370�42.86%��($22.94)�($1,193.03)�14,757,786��Single adults under 25�12,522�3,530�28.19%��($14.28)�($742.35)�2,620,502��Couples�3,929�2,446�62.26%��($21.38)�($1,111.85)�2,719,594��Single adults with one child�16,155�14,287�88.44%�14,287�($10.64)�($553.20)�7,903,560��Single adults with two or more children�17,232�14,815�85.97%�44,445�($11.27)�($585.96)�8,681,022��Couples with one child�2,107�1,210�57.43%�1,210�($15.59)�($810.60)�980,829��Couples with two or more children�4,929�3,136�63.62%�9,408�($17.89)�($930.51)�2,918,094��   Total�85,738�51,794�60.41%�69,350�($15.07)�($783.52)�40,581,387��������������������������������������   New Zealand���������Single adults over 25�89,793�47,730�53.16%��($20.81)�($1,081.96)�51,641,947��Single adults under 25�38,333�12,724�33.19%��($10.09)�($524.73)�6,676,658��Couples�12,215�9,006�73.73%��($30.32)�($1,576.49)�14,197,860��Single adults with one child�50,179�44,116�87.92%�44,116�($21.26)�($1,105.34)�48,763,207��Single adults with two or more children�51,784�47,796�92.30%�143,388�($22.43)�($1,166.38)�55,748,271��Couples with one child�6,600�4,922�74.58%�4,922�($26.66)�($1,386.19)�6,822,834��Couples with two or more children�13,946�11,433�81.98%�34,299�($28.81)�($1,498.00)�17,126,594��  Total�262,850�177,727�67.62%�226,725�($21.75)�($1,130.82) �200,977,371������������(3b) Summary table of numbers of beneficiary households with children receiving the Accommodation Supplement, who are also entitled to Special Benefit on the basis of their acommodation costs, after 1 July 2000.





�Households with Children on Accm Supp - ex Super and Vets������

��Beneficiaries on Accm Supp - ex Super and Vets�Number�Number Missing Out�% Missing Out�Children Missing Out�Average Weekly Deficit�Annual Deficit�Aggregate Annual Costs��Single adults with one child�16,016�13,352�83.37%�13,352�($35.37)�($1,839.05)�24,554,972��Single adults with two or more children�17,199�16,278�94.65%�48,834�($34.32)�($1,784.57)�29,049,239��Couples with one child�2,536�2,144�84.54%�2,144�($36.76)�($1,911.43)�4,098,100��Couples with two or more children�5,094�4,614�90.58%�13,842�($39.17)�($2,036.69)�9,397,306��Auckland Households with Children�40,845�36,388�89.09%�78,172�($35.46)�(1,844.00)�67,099,617�����������Single adults with one child�18,008�16,477�91.50%�16,477�($19.03)�($989.54)�16,304,675��Single adults with two or more children�17,353�16,703�96.25%�50,109�($20.74)�($1,078.73)�18,018,010��Couples with one child�1,957�1,568�80.12%�1,568�($21.39)�($1,112.18)�1,743,905��Couples with two or more children�3,923�3,683�93.88%�11,049�($25.12)�($1,306.32)�4,811,194��Other Metropolitan Households with Children�41,241�38,431�93.19%�79,203�($20.46)�(1,063.67)�40,877,784�����������Single adults with one child�16,155�14,287�88.44%�14,287�($10.64)�($553.20)�7,903,560��Single adults with two or more children�17,237�14,815�85.95%�44,445�($11.27)�($585.96)�8,681,022��Couples with one child�2,175�1,210�55.63%�1,210�($15.59)�($810.60)�980,829��Couples with two or more children�4,929�3,136�63.62%�9,408�($17.89)�($930.51)�2,918,094��Other Regions Households with Children�40,423�33,448�82.74%�69,350�($11.78)�(612.40)�20,483,505�����������Single adults with one child�50,179�44,116�87.92%�44,116�($21.26)�($1,105.34)�48,763,207��Single adults with two or more children�51,789�47,796�92.29%�143,388�($22.43)�($1,166.38)�55,748,271��Couples with one child�6,668�4,922�73.82%�4,922�($26.66)�($1,386.19)�6,822,834��Couples with two or more children�13,946�11,433�81.98%�34,299�($28.81)�($1,498.00)�17,126,594��New Zealand Households with Children�122,582�108,267�88.32%�226,725�($22.82)�($1,186.52)�128,460,906�����������
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Appendix 4:     Explanatory notes for ÒSummaryÓ Special Benefit Spreadsheets



These tables are taken from much larger spreadsheets that calculated weekly deficits (thus notional entitlement to the Special Benefit) for each household and benefit type in each of the Department of Work and IncomeÕs three 'accommodation' regions (Auckland, other metropolitan, other regions). 



The first column describes the household types.   The second; the total number of beneficiaries in receipt of the Accommodation Supplement.    The third is the estimate of households entitled to the Special Benefit based on DCMÕs calculations.   The fifth estimates the number of children affected, with 3 children for households with two or more.   This figure is used so that our estimate of the total number of children living in households with children on a benefit, whether Òmissing outÓ or not, matches the number the DWI and the Ministry of Social Policy estimates and the numbers estimated by independent researchers (for example, Stephens et al).   (Taken overall we estimate 226,000 children in 108,000 households which is only slightly over the national average for all households with children.) The eighth column is the aggregate of the annual costs per household type by benefit for each of the three regional spreadsheets.



The data provided from DWI gave the average accommodation costs, the relevant standard deviations and certain decile figures (10th, 20th, 40th, median, 60th, 80th and 90th) for each household type by benefit in each of the three regions.   From this relevant Accommodation Supplements were calculated.    Then the Special Benefit formula was applied assuming no other Òfixed costsÓ or Òearned incomeÓ.  The formula is: Òmain benefitsÓ plus accommodation supplement less accommodation costs less Òstandard income/costs.Ó     If a deficit existed for a decile group, the relevant Special Benefit was aggregated by the number of households for 52 weeks.    The number of households Òmissing outÓ was calculated by applying the Z-test (area under the normal distribution curve) with the number relating to those above the threshold where people began to become entitled to the Special Benefit ((X - Mean)/Std Dev.) where X is the ÒthresholdÓ figure).   Accommodation costs are a close fit of the normal distribution curve.   As a goodness of fit test the estimates of the numbers of households were checked against the Special Benefit formula calculation.   We are confident that the Z-test estimate it is good match of the numbers estimated to be entitled.   These spreadsheets expand over about 160 lines and 40 columns, and if necessary can be provided.
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