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About us
Citizens Advice provides free, confidential and independent advice to help
people overcome their problems. We are the membership body for local Citizens
Advice services in England and Wales. We provide support in 2,700 locations in
England and Wales, including high street offices, libraries, courts, prisons and
GP's surgeries.
Last year we helped over 2.7 million people face to face, by phone, email or
webchat. We also had 43 million visits to our online advice pages. The real-time
data we receive from our clients helps us identify emerging issues, understand
what is causing them and make recommendations on how to fix the problems.
Issues with benefits are our largest advice area. Since the rollout began, we have
helped more than 120,000 people with Universal Credit issues. Thousands more
have accessed our Universal Credit advice content online. We have published
several reports on Universal Credit based on our client data, insights from
frontline advisers, and interviews with clients.
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Introduction
Universal Credit (UC) is the biggest ever change to the welfare system. Over 7
million households will be receiving UC by the time it is fully rolled out, more
than half of whom will be in work. From 2019, the Government intends to start
the final and biggest phase of UC rollout - moving people currently on legacy
benefits over to UC. This process is known as ‘managed migration' and will affect
an estimated 2.8 million people.1
Delivering reform on this scale is always going to present challenges. However,
aspects of the design and delivery of UC add to this challenge. The key
challenges are:
● UC brings together 6 legacy benefits into one single payment, meaning
any errors during migration could put people's entire income from
benefits at risk.
● Those being migrated are likely to have higher support needs than those
who have claimed UC so far - this includes 1 in 3 (36%) claimants due to be
migrated who are disabled or have a long-term health condition.2
● Managed migration will require the DWP to communicate the process
effectively to all claimants - including people who claim tax credits or
disability benefits and have had little or no engagement with the
Jobcentre in recent years.
It is therefore vital that managed migration is completed in a way that protects
the financial stability of claimants and causes minimal disruption to their lives.
Failure to do so could lead to considerable stress or hardship for families and
vulnerable claimants.
At Citizens Advice, we support the aims and principles of UC. This reform is an
opportunity to improve on the previous benefit system, which presented
significant challenges to many people. We welcome the Government's
commitment to working with partner organisations to understand where
improvements are needed. In considering the draft regulations, we chose to set
out key principles which we believe should inform any approach to managed
migration.
We believe a successful model for managed migration should use the following 5
principles:

1
2
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1. The burden of migration should not fall wholly on individuals. T
 he current
proposals for managed migration require everyone on legacy benefits to make a
full new claim to UC. The DWP should ensure it is making best use of existing data
held by government departments to reduce the administrative burden on all
claimants and avoid unnecessary risks to people's incomes, including working
families and those who are disabled or have a health condition.
2. Managed migration must not result in a sudden loss of income for claimants.
If people fail to make a new UC claim, their benefits may be stopped. Not
completing all aspects of a claim can also mean delays in full payment. Our
evidence and DWPs own data shows many people are already struggling with the
UC claims process. The Government must ensure everyone has security of income
as they transition to UC.
3. People must be supported through the migration process. Our evidence
shows that current UC claimants are struggling to access the support they need.3
The Government should ensure adequate and comprehensive support is in place.
Vulnerable claimants and people with complex benefit claims or support needs
must be proactively identified so that support can be appropriately targeted.
4. Transitional protection must be in place for people who face losses as a
result of moving to UC. W
 e strongly support the Government's commitment to
providing transitional protection. The Government should review the measures
proposed to ensure these protections are in place for all those migrating to UC
and minimise the risk of disparities between claimants in identical circumstances
as a result of the way they migrate onto UC. We would also urge the Government
to strengthen protections for groups who need more financial support from the
benefits system and who face large losses, similar to the measures proposed for
Severe Disability Premium recipients, and by limiting how easily these protections
erode.
5. A clear framework for success should be established to set targets and
review points for moving people onto UC. The proposed schedule for migrating
people onto UC lacks detail on how the rollout will be phased and how quickly
large volumes of people could be migrated. The use of migration notices rather
than commencement orders means there are no concrete checkpoints at which
progress can be reviewed. The DWP should build on its test and learn approach
and establish ‘break points’ at which migration can be transparently assessed
before it is further extended which should be incorporated into the regulations.

3
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Part 1 - Plans for the schedule, monitoring and evaluation of
managed migration
We welcome the DWP's commitment to continuing the 'test and learn' approach
throughout the process of managed migration. The Government has already
committed to working with partner organisations to understand where
improvements are needed. On this basis, it is right that managed migration
should be flexible enough to allow changes to the process.
At the same time, we do not think the level of detail currently provided through
the draft regulations and Explanatory Memorandum is sufficient to allow an
assessment of how effective proposed measures to facilitate managed migration
will be, or the potential impacts on our clients. To support its 'test and learn'
approach, we believe the DWP should provide more detail on the timeline for
migration and put measures in place to assess the readiness of UC systems prior
to the start of rollout.
In addition, there is a need for more concrete opportunities for monitoring and
evaluation. We are concerned that the use of notifications rather than
Commencement Orders to progress the rollout of managed migration means
there are no breakpoints built in at which performance can be evaluated before
claimant volumes are increased.
The schedule for rollout
We understand that the DWP needs to retain some degree of flexibility within
the process of managed migration, allowing it to respond to issues as they arise
and control the flow of claimants to ensure there is operational capacity within
UC systems. Nonetheless, we believe that more detail is needed on the phasing
of the roll out and how DWP will approach decisions to accelerate / decelerate
the expansion of managed migration.
In particular, the regulations should include:
● How migration notices will be issued (e.g. by region, benefit type etc.)
● How the issuing of migration notices and 'warm up' communications will
be phased.
● What criteria the DWP will use when deciding whether to increase /
decrease the volume of migration notices being issued.
Without this information, it is not possible to make a full assessment of the
potential impact of managed migration or propose areas where the approach to
migration could be improved. Setting these details out would also allow third
5

sector organisations, local authorities and other agencies which support legacy
benefit claimants to feedback on the impact to their services and begin planning
and preparing their work in this area.
Decisions on how migration notices are rolled out should include insight from
front line staff and third party agencies. Our experience with full service rollout
suggests that phasing by location has the advantage of allowing our local offices
to learn from the experience of early adopters and avoids the pressure of
introducing change all at once. However, geographical rollout has presented
challenges around communicating with claimants. Therefore, phasing rollout at
a regional level, rather than Jobcentre, could provide more opportunities for
larger scale communications or information campaigns.
Recommendation 1: A clear schedule for rollout must be set out in
regulations. Details should be provided on:
●

How migration notices will be issued (e.g. by region, benefit type e.t.c).

●

How the issuing of migration notices and 'warm up' communications will be
phased.

●

What criteria the DWP will use when deciding whether to increase / decrease
the volume of migration notices being issued.

Starting managed migration
Improvements have been made to the design and delivery of UC since it was
initially rolled out - for example, the removal of the seven day waiting period and
the development of a 'landlord portal' for social landlords and local authorities.
A 'test and learn' approach allows for activities to be re-prioritised based on
emerging evidence of what works. However, this has also meant that some of
the functions which were expected to be in place at this point have had to be
delayed and delivery challenges continue.
Ahead of managed migration, these build features should be sped up and
completed, including:
● Completing development of and fully rolling out the landlord portal.
● Extending the concept of the landlord portal by introducing a centralised
system to help claimants evidence their costs, including for childcare and
housing costs in the Private Rented Sector.
● Ensuring it is possible for people to easily provide evidence online at the
beginning of their claim, including the extension of ‘digital fit notes’ to UC.
6

● Publishing an evaluation of ‘prove your identity’ and, if the evidence
suggests it is successful, making sure this is new feature is available
the development and full roll out of the landlord portal.
● Extending the scope of Universal Support so it helps people to make a
claim.
With a number of delivery challenges continuing and without adequate support
in place, we are concerned that the proposed high level timetable for managed
migration risks expanding the number of claimants moving onto UC before its
systems are able to effectively manage increased volumes. While UC works well
for many people, we know that around 1 in 6 (17%) claimants are not being paid
in full and on time. Were this trend to continue through managed migration, it
would result in many thousands more people going for several weeks without
the level of income it is deemed they need.
To protect against this, we believe the DWP should follow the recommendations
of the National Audit Office and formally assess the readiness of UC systems to
support increased volumes of claimants before it begins the process of
managed migration.4 This should also include looking at the equality impact of
the proposals for the managed migration process.
To support assessing the readiness of UC, both ahead on managed migration
and throughout, the DWP must establish a transparent framework for success
which sets out criteria against which performance can be monitored. We
address this recommendation in further detail below.
Recommendation 2: T
 he DWP must transparently assess the readiness of
UC systems before significantly increasing the volume of claimants
through managed migration
Recommendation 3: Ahead of managed migration starting, build features
currently in development should be sped up and completed

Monitoring and evaluating performance
In accordance with its 'test and learn' approach, the DWP has indicated that it
will trial managed migration with a smaller number of claimants and use
learning from this period to amend the process where necessary. Retaining

4
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some flexibility over the flow of claimants being migrated will also enable further
improvements to be made if and when issues arise.
We support the inclusion of measures which will allow the DWP to continue to
address issues within UC as it rolls out. Previously, the use of Commencement
Orders to progress the roll out of full service meant there were set points at
which the progress and performance of UC could be assessed. For managed
migration, the use of migration notices to progress the roll out means these
opportunities will no longer be in place.
Therefore, processes to monitor and evaluate the progress of managed U
 seful
resourcesmigration must be set out in regulations. Ideally, these measures
should allow the DWP to retain some flexibility over how claimant volumes are
increased, whilst also establishing 'break points' at which progress can be
regularly and transparently reviewed.
To do this, we recommend that the DWP establish a framework for success
against which the performance of UC systems can be monitored and reported
upon. The framework should set out indicators to measure progress in key
areas, designed in collaboration with front line staff and stakeholders. The
framework and the data its is assessed against should be regularly published to
ensure transparency.
There are a range of measures which could be used to assess the readiness of
UC systems - both to assess claimant experience and build readiness. It is
important that these measures are considered across claimant groups, for
example those receive different UC elements, so that measures do not mask
particular groups who are struggling. To capture the readiness of UC from a
claimant perspective, we suggest the following key performance indicators are
included:
● Payment timeliness - Recent figures show that around 1 in 6 (17%)
claimants do not receive their initial UC payment in in full and on time. For
certain groups such as those entitled to support for a disability this is
much lower, with only 1 in 3 being paid in full on time. While payment
timeliness performance has improved significantly over the past year, if
current rate were to continue throughout managed migration, increased
claimant volumes would mean thousands more people going without an
income for more than 5 weeks.
● Claim drop out and response rates to migration notices - E
 vidence
from the DWP has shown that 1 in 5 (20%) new UC claims are closed due
to non-compliance with the process - including 10% who failed to book an
8

initial appointment and 6% who failed to accept their claimant
commitment.5 This should also include looking at response rates to
migration notices as under the current proposals there is is risk that
some do not respond to notices and drop out without beginning their
claim.
● Wait times for additional DWP support, including helpline, journal
and home visits - O
 ne of the key concerns amongst our advisers is the
length of time they are required to wait for a response on the UC helpline.
Many have reported wait times of between 20 and 30 minutes. For our
advisers, it limits the amount of time they have to support clients. For
claimants, we believe it adds to the delays people have in successfully
completing their claim. Similarly, our advisers have also expressed
concerns about the difficulty some clients see in getting a response to
queries submitted via their online journal or in getting a timely home visit
appointment.
● Claimant satisfaction - Published data on UC claimant satisfaction
currently only covers live service claimants from May - July 2016. This
showed claimant satisfaction at 83% compared to Jobseekers Allowance
which was 85%.6
● The availability and coverage of Universal Support - we discuss this
further in section 2.
From a UC build perspective, we recommend the following are considered:
●
●
●
●

The cost of claim.
The percentage of payments which are automated.
Work coach capacity and the quality of support given.
The completion and roll out of additional features which support people
with their claim (discussed above).

Finally, the DWP could also consider criteria which directly address the key aims
of UC - for example, the impact on employment.
Recommendation 4: Regulations should set out break points within the
process of managed migration at which the DWP must review
performance indicators to inform decisions on the next stage of roll out.

F
 oI:2025, May 2018
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/693573/dwp-claimant-service-and-experience-survey-2016-2017.pdf
5
6
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Recommendation 5: T
 he DWP should establish a transparent framework
for success within UC, including criteria which it will use to monitor and
evaluate performance.
●
●

The framework and key performance indicators should be designed in
collaboration with frontline workers and third party organisations.
The data and key performance indicators should be regularly published to
ensure transparency.
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Part 2 - Communication and support
Moving existing benefit claimants to UC through managed migration requires
clear communication with claimants about the process, what to expect and what
is expected of them. Communicating reform on this scale is always going to
present challenges. Aspects of the design and delivery of UC add additional
challenges to this by bringing together six benefits from across three parts of
Government, and requiring action and behaviour change from claimants. In
order to meet this challenge and ensure people have a smooth migration
process, it will be vital that people get the support they need adapting and
moving to UC.
Communications to claimants ahead of migration
In the months leading up to the managed migration process it will be critical that
all communications to affected claimants are clear, concise and timely, in order
for them to both understand the process and effectively prepare for making a
UC claim. To help minimise confusion or potential fears associated with the
transition the steps people will need to take and when should be clearly and
consistently set out across the range of communication channels used. In
addition we would recommend sufficient support is in place to deal with any
queries claimants may have on receiving both the ‘warm up’ and notification
letters, with any contact details relating to that support being clearly laid out
within all correspondence. This is in addition to the help currently available
under Universal Support.
We welcome the work currently underway to test communication products
directly with claimants and note that stakeholder organisations are also being
consulted. It will be critical that this consultation continues throughout the
whole process to ensure all communications remain appropriate and accessible
to all future UC claimants, particularly those with additional needs. HMRC should
also play a role in this vital ‘pre-awareness’ stage.
The involvement of stakeholders and third party organisations will be key to this
process - particularly for those who don’t currently interact with the Jobcentre.
Communications to claimants during migration
Regulation 44 makes provision for legacy benefit claimants to be issued with a
migration notice. This will inform them of the requirement to make a new UC
claim for them to continue receiving benefits. It will also give claimants a
deadline by which they must complete a new UC claim.
11

We broadly agree with the content of the migration notice set out in Annex 1 of
the Explanatory Memorandum.7 We recommend that the migration notice also:
● Make it clear that legacy benefit payments will end on the day they make a
claim for UC.
● Inform claimants that their UC award will be paid approximately 5 weeks
after they complete their claim.
● Provide instructions and contact details for how to request an extension
to the migration deadline.
● Inform claimants on how the timing of the assessment period will affect
how their UC award is calculated (see Part 5) for more information about
this). The notice could also suggest that claimants seek advice if they are
unsure whether their UC award will be affected.
● Signpost to the Universal Support service.
We recognise the challenge in providing this amount of information in a format
which is accessible and easily comprehensible, and as noted previously welcome
the qualitative testing which is currently being carried out for this product.
We are however concerned that currently the main form of communication for
this information is by letter. Given that claimants will need to act relatively
promptly sole reliance on this format risks a significant minority of existing
claimants not receiving this information in time. This will particularly affect
people who are homeless or temporarily not at home because of caring
responsibilities or periods in medical care. It will also impact those who are
unable to open letters - either because of chaotic or stressful life events, or a
mental health condition. We note from the Explanatory Memorandum that
ahead of managed migration, the DWP intends to identify claimants who have
complex needs or evidence of vulnerability however we are concerned how this
will work in practice. This issue is discussed further in subsequent sections of
our response.
We would strongly recommend a range of communication channels are used
including SMS, email and trusted third party intermediaries for claimants with
specific support needs.
Citizens Advice client case study - missing important benefit letters
Jay was being assessed for Employment Support Allowance, and needed to attend a
work capability assessment as part of their claim. Jay was also due to visit family for
just over a week during the Christmas period. As the letter informing them of the
7

DWP, E
 xplanatory Memorandum for the Social Security Advisory Committee, June 2018, p35

12

assessment date had not arrived before they left on 23 December, Jay assumed the
assessment would be in the new year.
However, when Jay returned from being away they realised that they had missed the
appointment which had been booked for 29 December. Although the letter Jay came
home to was dated 15 December, it hadn’t arrived until over week later, and after the
time Jay had left for their family visit. Postal delivery delays had meant Jay hadn’t been
given enough notice to attend the WCA appointment.
As a result of missing the WCA, Jay’s ESA was stopped. They then had to make a new
claim for Universal Credit instead.

The Explanatory Memorandum states that migrators who have not successfully
made a UC claim will be issued with reminders two weeks after the initial
notification has been sent and one week before their migration deadline.8 We
suggest that this responsibility should be set out in regulations.
We believe the regulations should be expanded to also include a process of
escalation for cases where claimants have failed to respond to two or more
notifications. In these instances, the DWP must ensure it is using the most
appropriate channels to reach claimants - including email or SMS if this is how
they are accustomed to receiving communications.
Recommendation 6: R
 egulations should be introduced to require
reminders to be issued during the migration period. T
 his should include a
requirement to:
●
●

Escalate cases where no UC claim has been received following 2 or more
notifications.
Use a range of communication channels to reflect the differing needs and
preferences of claimants.

Support needs
The move to UC requires a range of changes for claimants - from interacting with
new Government departments, to changes in budgeting and the introduction of
a digital service. This also presents an opportunity to develop key skills for those
who are able, not just for interacting with the benefits system but also for work.

8
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It is important people get the support they need to make the most of this
opportunity.
With large numbers of people moving to UC through managed migration
adequate support is more crucial than ever and, regardless of the approach to
managed migration, must be in place before this process starts.
Our previous research into managed migration found that 9 in 10 of our clients
would need support to manage the transition to UC.9 These support needs
ranged from getting online, to budgeting and banking. The process of natural
migration has also shown that there is a clear need for basic claims support
alongside this.
Digital support
As UC is a digital service, support with accessing the internet or understanding
how to make and manage an online claim is particularly important. Previous
research has found that 1 in 10 adults in the UK has never used the internet, and
1 in 5 lack basic digital skills.10 Around 1 in 7 (14%) do not have internet access at
home.11 This group are disproportionately likely to be disabled or have a
long-term health condition, and to be unemployed or on low incomes.12
Budgeting
For many claimants, UC will be an unprecedented change in the way their
benefits are delivered. UC is paid on a monthly in arrears basis to a household
by default and the amount awarded can vary significantly from month to month.
By contrast, many people - particularly those who claim tax credits - are
accustomed to being paid a consistent amount on a weekly or fortnightly basis.
Migration to UC is therefore going to present new challenges to many legacy
benefit claimants relating to how they manage their money.
Debt advice
Our evidence consistently shows clients seeking help on a UC issue are more
likely to have debt problems than those on legacy benefits13. Around 1 in 4
clients helped with a UC issue also receive debt advice, primarily in relation to
https://www.citizensadvice.org.uk/about-us/policy/policy-research-topics/welfare-policy-researc
h-surveys-and-consultation-responses/welfare-policy-research/universal-credit-managing-migrat
ion-pilot-final-results/
10
ONS (2016) Internet users in the UK and Go On UK and Ipsos Mori (2015) Basic Digital Skills UK
Report 2015.
11
Good Things Foundation, Digital Nation 2016
12
Go On UK and Ipsos Mori. (2015) Basic Digital Skills UK Report 2015 and Good Things
Foundation, Digital Nation 2016
13
Citizens Advice, Universal Credit and Debt , September 2017
9
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rent and council tax arrears. We believe the provision of debt advice should be a
key element of support provided to UC claimants. Budgeting support will also
often identify debt issues and, just as importantly, unmanaged debt can often
undermine budgeting support.
Claim support
Moving to and claiming UC can be a complex process. There are multiple stages
to the process which often have time limits ro risks of dropout. It is therefore
vital that the right support is in place for those who need it to complete the
claims process. This support can range from assisting people to submit a claim,
to help understanding the evidence requirements for a claim or alternative
payment arrangements.
The DWP has recognised the need for support and this is currently provided
through Universal Support. Funding is given to local authorities to provide both
Assisted Digital and Personal Budgeting support. This is decided and delivered
locally, either by the local authority or a partner organisation. However, DWP
evidence suggests that people are not currently getting the support they need,
with more than 2 in 5 (43%) saying they needed more help to set up their claim.14
A survey of Citizens Advice Chief Officers showed that 81% were not confident
that support services in their area would meet local need and demand among
UC full service claimants.15
Whilst Universal Support has previously focused on developing the skills needed
to make and manage a claim, in some areas the need for additional help making
a UC claim has meant skills support has been diverted to this. For example
Assisted Digital support can be focused on helping people to set up their initial
online claim rather than developing longer term digital skills. The requirements
for these different types of support - making a claim and skills building - are
different. For example, help to make a claim may need to take place quickly to
ensure time limits are met, whereas developing skills can be built up over a
longer period of time. Therefore, it is important that there is a clear offer
available on both skills support and support for completing a claim.
Further evidence from our local Citizens Advice network suggests that support
provided through Universal Support can be patchy and can lack a coherent local
strategy.16 Whilst, with adaptations and often additional funding, Universal
Support in a few localities is working well, often this approach is not meeting
DWP, Full service claimant survey, June 2018 p. 37
Citizens Advice survey of local Citizens Advice Chief Officers, December 2017 - January 2018
16
Citizens Advice, Making a Universal Credit Claim, July 2018
14
15
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local need. For example, one local Citizens Advice reported that Assisted Digital
Support for Universal Credit in their rural area consisted of sessions in local
libraries. However, this would only take place one day each week - and in some
areas for only two hours per week. As this support is needed to help people
make their claim to UC, coverage and availability are crucials as this could leave
some people waiting a week without entitlement to UC. For managed migration,
this could be the difference between someone being able to meet the date set
out in their migration notice, or not and therefore their income stopping.
"People are supported at our town hall to claim but there is only a computer,
no wider information given to prepare claimants for the cultural upheaval of a
UC claim. Delays are caused when there are computer literacy problems."
Response to a survey of Citizens Advice advisers

In addition, there is a risk that variation in Universal Support offers can make it
more difficult for claimants to find out what support is on offer. Awareness of
support among our clients is low. Only 1 in 5 (21%) of the clients we spoke to
know about budgeting support - with almost half (47%) saying they would have
used this service if they had known it was available.17 Coupled with poor referral
processes, this can mean some people are not getting the support they needed.
30% of local Citizens Advice told us they feel systems are not currently effective
at ensuring claimants are referred to the right services.18
Finally, our research suggests that the current scope of Universal Support is too
narrow as it doesn’t provide adequate support for all stages of the claims
process or beyond and therefore not meeting the needs of those going on to
UC. For example, help with evidence requirements is currently not available
under Universal Support, despite the difficulty that many claimants have with
providing suitable evidence in order to successfully complete their claim and
receive their first full payment on time (see part 1).
Outside of Universal Support, UC claimants who are unable to complete a claim
unaided or leave their house to visit a Jobcentre can request a home visit or
make their claim via the UC helpline. Provision of this support appears to be
inconsistent however, with our advisers reporting difficulties, delays or errors in
arranging appointments, and low awareness of adjustments like this available to
claimants. We look at this issue in more detail in Part 5.
Recommendation 7: DWP should amend the regulations to include the
requirement to have a published minimum standard of Universal
17
18
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Support that is adequate for managed migration. This minimum standard
should include:
●
●
●
●

Sufficient availability and coverage.
Clear and distinct offers to help people make and complete their claim and to
empower people with the skills they need to manage the new benefit.
Extending the scope of support to include free impartial debt advice to meet
existing increases in demand as a result of UC.
Strengthened referral routes including introducing a ‘no wrong door’ policy to
ensure UC claimants can access the help they need without a direct referral.

17

Part 3 - Making a new claim and ending legacy benefits
Under current proposals, everyone subject to managed migration will be issued
with a notification and a deadline by which they must submit a new UC claim. All
legacy benefit payments can be stopped the day before a claimant's migration
deadline - whether or not they have successfully completed a new UC claim.
The requirement to make a new claim therefore puts the whole onus of
migrating to UC on individual claimants, many of whom will have to fit
completing a UC claim around work and caring responsibilities. As UC brings
together six benefits, challenges with this could see peoples whole benefit
income affected. Requiring everyone to make a full claim as part of managed
migration risks significant disruption to the lives and finances of many
low-income households.
Challenges in making a new UC claim
The process of claiming UC can be complex. To successfully complete a new
claim, individuals will need to create and register an account, complete an online
application, verify their ID (either online or by submitting documents in person
at the Jobcentre), attend an appointment at the Jobcentre, provide evidence of
additional costs (like housing or childcare costs) and sign a claimant
commitment. Our recent report highlighted the common issues that people face
in successfully completing a new UC claim.19
Firstly, DWP evidence suggests that p
 eople are s truggling to start their claim,
with 44% of those who made their claim online making multiple attempts.20
Guidance from DWP suggests that completing a claim should take between 20
minutes and an hour, depending on whether you are single or in a couple.21
However, their evidence also shows that on average people take two days to go
from registering a claim to making the declaration. For those who struggle this
can be longer - our survey of UC clients shows 1 in 4 (28%) took more than a
week to make their claim.
Citizens Advice client case study - difficulty completing a claim
Mo had worked continuously for 30 years but when the company he worked for went
into liquidation, he was made redundant. He had no savings and had to wait 6 weeks
for his redundancy pay - as a result of this, he struggled financially was left unable to
Citizens Advice, Making a Universal Credit Claim, July 2018
DWP, Full service claimant survey, June 2018 p. 33
21
DWP guidance, U
 nderstanding Universal Credit: making a claim. J une 2018
19
20
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pay the direct debit on his car tax.
Mo did try to make a claim for UC including an advance payment but he was unable
to complete the claim because he struggled to get SMS messages and emails on his
mobile phone. The Jobcentre was unable to resolve this issue and Mo was left without
support, not knowing how he would finish the claim or when he would receive the
money that he needed.

Claimants may also face challenges in completing their claim. O
 nce the
online claim is submitted, claimants must verify their identity and book a new
claim interview normally at the Jobcentre in order to sign a claimant
commitment. More than half (59%) of clients we surveyed found the
Government Verify service difficult to use. The most recent DWP evidence
indicates that 1 in 5 claims were closed because claimants had not completed
part of the application process.22 Some of this group will be people who have
found work and are therefore no longer entitled to UC. For others, it may be
because they have struggled with the process or do not understand that they
might be entitled to UC whilst working.
A significant number of people are not receiving their full UC award on time as
claimants have difficulty providing evidence as part of their claim. DWP
data shows that currently 17% of UC claimants are still waiting longer than five
weeks to receive their full payment, and that many of these delays are due to
challenges with outstanding evidence.23 A survey of our clients showed that
many are having difficulty evidencing additional costs.
Figure 1 - Client experiences providing supporting evidence24
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DWP, Length of payment delays for new claims to Universal Credit, July 2018
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Citizens Advice survey of 646 UC clients in full service areas, June 2017 - May 2018
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We are concerned that the difficulties existing claimants face with claiming
online, completing the claim, and providing additional evidence, mean that the
requirement to make a new claim under managed migration is too onerous for
many to complete within the required deadline and without risking gaps in
income.
It is vital that the stability of people's incomes is maintained through managed
migration particularly as claimants already face a built in 5 week wait for their
first payment.
Our evidence shows that existing UC claimants are struggling to cope with the
initial wait for payment - particularly those who are not paid in full and on time.25
This has knock-on effects for their household finances. Half (49%) of clients we
surveyed who were paid their UC award on time had to borrow from friends or
family during the initial wait - rising to 62% among those who were not paid on
time. Similarly 1 in 4 (25%) clients who were paid on time fell behind on their
rent, rising to a third (32%) of those were not paid on time. Around 1 in 12 (8%)
clients who had not been paid on time had resorted to borrowing from other
lenders.
Unless delays to payment are improved before managed migration begins, the
requirement to make a new claim means thousands more people will have to
manage an extended period without sufficient income.
Citizens Advice case study - problems from payment delays
Kate is a single parent with an 18-month-old child who she works part time. After
moving house, Kate was required to apply for Universal Credit.
Kate came to Citizens Advice because she was in arrears with her childcare costs - she
owed some money for the previous month, and because the nursery asked for
payment in advance, she owed money for the next month too. The nursery had
threatened that her son would lose his place if the debt was not paid.
Kate found herself unable to pay off the debt because, unlike previous benefits when
she received help to cover childcare costs upfront, under UC help towards these costs
is paid in arrears. This meant that Kate needed to be able to cover the full cost of the
debt herself, and then be reimbursed the following month. However, she didn’t have
the money to do this.
As a result, Kate had to find a new childcare provider for her son.

25

Citizens Advice, Making a Universal Credit Claim, July 2018
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In addition Regulation 48 appears to disqualify claimants who are deemed to
have not properly completed their claim in the first instance from transitional
protection under Regulation 50 - even if they go on to successfully complete a
subsequent claim. Given that 20% of UC claims are currently closed because of
non-compliance with the process, we are concerned this regulation would result
in high numbers losing their transitional protection.26
Given these risks the administrative burden on claimants must be reduced as far
as possible. For instance DWP must ensure it is making best use of existing
claimant data and minimise the need for claimants to supply extra evidence. It
should also establish which aspects of a UC claim need to be completed
immediately, and which can be left to a later date. For instance, given that Tax
Credit claimants will never have experienced conditionality before it may be
unnecessary and indeed disproportionate to require them to sign a full claimant
commitment immediately.
Recommendation 8: Claimants should not have to complete a full UC
claim at the point at which they migrate to UC. The DWP could reduce the
burden on individual claimants by:
● Establishing where there is an immediate need to complete an aspect of
the UC claim, and where aspects could be done at a later stage.
● Ensuring it makes best use of existing claimant data to reduce the need
to re-submit information and evidence.

Non-digital claims
Some claimants going through managed migration will be unable to complete an
online claim or manage their claim online unaided. These claimants have the
possibility of making a claim over the phone with the help of a DWP agent, or
requesting a home visit where their circumstances mean they are unable to do
this. It is important that this provision is in place to assist claimants with
additional needs - for example, those with learning difficulties or severe health
conditions.
However, our evidence suggests that provision of these services is patchy, with
some claimants struggling to get the help they need. Our advisers have reported
instances of delays because of callbacks for telephone applications not taking
26
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place, or because of long waits for home visits. Others suggest difficulting in
showing need for these services - with clients initially having requests for
additional support refused, before finally being accepted after intervention by a
Citizen Advice adviser or when the case is passed to a UC adviser with a higher
level of authority.
"One client had requested a home visit, which was granted. It took three weeks
for the visit to take place. After the visit all the paperwork was lost resulting in
a long wait until the claim was resolved." R
 esponse to a survey of Citizens Advice
advisers

Several advisers also suggested that these types of adjustment were poorly
advertised, meaning that vulnerable clients were left feeling that their only
option was to risk their health by travelling to the Jobcentre. This is not a
sustainable solution for many and means that problems which they may face
managing their claim on an ongoing basis are not necessarily being addressed.
We are concerned that the difficulties many are facing in trying to access this
support may mean some people will just give up and disengage from the
process. We know that our clients often only come to us for advice when they
reach a crisis point. There is a risk that people will wait until they are in severe
financial difficulty before they seek other help to make their claim if it is not
readily available in the first instance.
Citizens Advice case study - difficulty requesting to claim by telephone
Polina has learning difficulties which can make some tasks difficult for her. Although
she tried to make an online claim for Universal Credit, she struggled to do so and
came up against several problems.
As a result of these issues, Polina tried to claim via a telephone application instead.
However, the person that she spoke to on the Universal Credit helpline didn’t seem to
understand and kept insisting that Polina make the claim online, even though she’d
explained that her learning difficulties made that impossible. Polina didn’t feel that
she was being listened to, and the phone call therefore made her very distressed and she still hadn’t managed to make her Universal Credit application.
When Polina visited Citizens Advice, an adviser called the helpline on Polina’s behalf
and asked to speak to a manager, who then allowed Polina to make a telephone
claim. This experience was very frustrating for Polina because she’d done everything
right but hadn’t been able to access the support she was entitled to without help from
Citizens Advice.
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Recommendation 9: Throughout the managed migration process the
government should further advertise the availability of telephone
application and home visits, making eligibility criteria clear.

Extending the managed migration deadline
The regulations make it possible to extend the deadline set out in a migration
notice for making a new UC claim if it is needed. We are concerned that the DWP
may miss people who are vulnerable or have complex needs; and those who are
struggling to meet the deadline and need support will therefore have to request
an extension proactively.
The Explanatory Memorandum sets out the process DWP will follow during
managed migration. Firstly, agents will check for evidence of complex needs or
vulnerability before existing benefits are stopped. They then have the option of
suggesting an extension, arranging a home visit, or (in exceptional cases)
cancelling the migration notice where it is felt that claimants are currently
unable to make a new UC claim.
We welcome the intention to identify claimants who are vulnerable or have
complex support needs. Although neither the Explanatory Memorandum or the
regulations establish how this will happen. In addition, for those requesting an
extension of the deadline, the regulations do not provide clear detail on what
criteria or evidence DWP agents will consider when making the decision on
whether or not to extend the deadline for managed migration. Without this level
of detail, we are unable to assess whether this method of protecting vulnerable
people will be effective.
We welcome measures to protect more vulnerable claimants or those with extra
support needs from the pressure of meeting a deadline or facing having their
benefits stopped. However, as it stands, claimants may have to go through the
considerable stress of missing their migration deadline before they will be
offered additional support.
Relying heavily on individual claimants requesting an extension does not provide
sufficient protection for those who are vulnerable or have complex needs. It is
likely that those with the highest support needs or experiencing a difficult life
event are also those least likely to proactively request additional support.
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A useful parallel can be found in research Citizens Advice recently conducted
looking at the problems clients with mental health problems have accessing
additional support with essential services.27 The report found that despite
providers' efforts to promote their services, most clients are unaware that they
could get additional support with essential services. Even where they are aware,
clients can struggle to access additional support without help. Actions which may
be reasonably expected from a 'typical' customer - filling out a form or calling a
helpline - may be impossible for someone whose mental health problem means
they are struggling to manage day to day tasks.
Ending legacy benefit claims
Universal Credit brings together six legacy benefits into one single payment. This
means that, unlike previous benefit migrations, errors in the transition to UC
could put people's entire income from benefits at risk. Regulation 46 makes
provision for the DWP to stop all legacy benefit claims the day before a
claimant's migration deadline - which could be as little as one month after their
migration notice was issued.
Given the difficulties current UC claimants face in making a new claim, and the
challenges of identifying those with vulnerabilities or support needs through the
managed migration process, we believe there is a significant risk that some
people will miss this deadline and therefore lose their income from benefits
altogether when their legacy payments are stopped. This risk is particularly
acute for more vulnerable claimants, or those who have been on an existing
legacy benefit claim for many years with little interaction with DWP services.
Whilst regulation 45 has been put in place to guard against this risk, as noted in
the section above, we do not think these measures can provide sufficient
protection given the risk that vulnerable people could lose all of their benefit
income.
We believe that legacy benefit claims should not be terminated even if claimants
have not successfully made a new UC claim by the specified date. Instead, at the
point a migration deadline is missed the Government should proactively provide
support for claimants so that they can continue with the managed migration
process. Legacy benefit payments should continue until it is confirmed that a UC
claim has been successfully completed.
Citizens Advice client case study - challenges from time limits
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Following a change of circumstances Francesca was required to leave legacy benefits
and make a UC claim. However, due to a lack of digital skills she has found using both
a computer and the online portal difficult to navigate.
Francesca came to us because she was experiencing difficulties getting through the
verification process and required IT support. She said her mental health condition
was getting worse because of the initial time-limit placed on new UC claims combined
with the lack of support making it harder to complete her claim. Her heightened
anxiety was causing her to forget any login and password details she had created,
causing further problems and delays.

Consideration should also be given to additional measures that could be taken
to help avoid gaps in income or negative financial impact during the migration
process. One such measure could be to introduce an automatic 2 week run on
for all legacy benefits, similar to the Housing Benefit run on introduced in April
of this year. This could significantly help existing legacy benefit claimants to
better manage their finances during the initial wait for their first UC payment, as
well as helping them to adjust to a monthly payment cycle. While Advance
Payments are available to help people with this initial wait, as detailed in the
section below, they are not always the best option for claimants who are already
struggling financially.
Recommendation 10: People must not have their benefits stopped or
reduced as a result of problems with the migration process. T
 o prevent
this, the DWP should:
● Clarify / amend Regulation 48 and ensure those who make a defective
claim but go on to successfully make their claim still receive transitional
protection.
● Remove Regulation 46 to prevent any claimants from having their
benefits stopped and losing their income.
● Ensure that failure to complete a UC claim after a migration notice
should trigger an offer of support.
● Specify in more detail how it will identify those who are vulnerable and
have support needs and what criteria/evidence will be used to
determine extensions of deadlines.
● Prioritise developing functionality to identify vulnerability within UC.
● Consider introducing an automatic 2 week run on for all legacy benefits
similar to the current run on for existing Housing Benefit claimants.
25

Deductions
As with legacy benefits, the DWP has the power to deduct sums of money
directly from UC claimants to pay certain debts and costs each month such as
advance payment repayments, tax credit overpayments, housing and utility
arrears. This can be an important measure to help people pay back debts, and
for some, last resort deductions help people stay in their home. However, these
payments are not always balanced with the need for people to cover essential
ongoing costs risking further debts being built up.
Difficulties resulting from deductions from UC awards are an issue we
commonly see when clients begin a UC claim. In May 2018 a third of all UC
claimants had deductions from their UC payment28. Despite this, deductions are
not mentioned in the managed migration regulations, making it unclear how
they will be transferred to the new benefit and how they will be treated within
the calculation of transitional protection.
Deductions tend to build up early on in a claim. Taking out advance payments,
the discovery of historical Tax Credit overpayments and deductible arrears are
all common early in claims and can result in deductions from UC. These issues
are likely to affect those migrating onto UC as the current proposals for
managed migration mean they will face similar waits for their first payments as
current UC claimants.
Early insight suggests some claimants are experiencing knock on effects and
hardship as a result of deductions including:
● Cutting back on essentials such as food and heating
● Selling or pawning personal possessions
● Building up further debts, falling into additional arrears, using credit and
borrowing from family or friends
"[Deduction] rates are arbitrary and take no account of ability to pay. DWP
always impose deductions at the highest possible rate and attempts to get
reductions based on hardship can take months for them to respond. UC
advance repayments mean that clients start in debt." R
 esponse to a survey
of Citizens Advice advisers
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Beyond this, we have also seen reported impacts on mental health such as
stress and depression.
Those migrating onto UC are also likely to face similar problems to current
claimants with an inflexible system that is very difficult to understand and plan
around, and a lack of support available to cope with existing debts.
Citizens Advice client case study - the impact of high levels of deductions
Georgina is a single-parent with a 4 month old child. She came to Citizens Advice
because she was experiencing serious financial hardship. This was primarily caused
by an old Tax Credit overpayment - deductions were being taken from her Universal
Credit to repay this debt but they were unaffordable.
Georgina also has some rent arrears. The high level of deductions for the
overpayment meant that she stopped being able to make repayments she had setup
with her landlord directly to pay off her rent arrears. This only made her debt
situation worse and put her at risk of homelessness.

Some deductions can be taken at higher rates in UC than under legacy benefits.
For example rent arrears are normally deducted at 5% of Jobseekers Allowance,
whereas in UC this debt is deducted between 10-20% of the standard allowance.
It is unclear if deductions set up in the legacy system will automatically be
transferred to UC, and if so if these will be at the legacy benefit rate a claimant
has been used to paying, or if these will automatically increase to the UC
amount.
Applying deductions at a higher level means claimants with these debts risk
losing income with the move to UC, even with transitional protection on their
overall award. It is also unclear, how this would work if court orders have set the
amount of debt to be deducted at the lower legacy amount. The current
regulations for transitional protection ensure that the transitional element is
calculated prior to any sanctions being applied. It is important that this is
extended to include deductions for Government debt and third party
deductions.
The principle of transitional protection is that those migrating should not
experience a financial loss because of the move to UC. Deductions are currently
affecting a significant proportion of claimants. Without either further protections
for migrators or significant changes to the deductions regime, this will remain
the case for people moved across, leaving many with lower monthly payments.
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Recommendation 11: Regulations need to ensure that claimants are not
worse off following managed migration because of deductions.
● DWP should consider extending the regulations and using this
opportunity to make changes to the current deductions scheme,
including overpayments and advance payments, so they are made at a
more manageable rate and take a person’s ability to cover their
expenses into account.
● For those migrating, the calculation of transitional protection should
take place prior to deductions being applied.
● More detail is needed on how deductions are transferred from legacy
benefits to UC. This should be done in a way that ensures claimants do
not face a drop in income to cover their ongoing essential costs.
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Part 4 - Calculation and impact of transitional protection
We welcome the Government's proposals to provide transitional protection for
claimants who stand to lose out from the migration to UC. Transitional
protection payments - alongside the proposed capital disregard for Tax Credit
claimants - will ensure families have the security of their level of income during
the transition to UC.
Qualifying claims
We are concerned however that the qualifying criteria as proposed will create
disparity between claimants. If someone experiences a change of circumstances
which triggers a natural migration before they have received their managed
migration notification, they will not get transitional protection.
For example this is particularly unfair for those who naturally migrate because
they have moved to a different local authority but have no other change of
circumstance. In this situation, a claimant could be entitled to less than someone
in identical circumstances who moves within their local area. To minimize this
unequal treatment DWP could change the gateway conditions so that claimants
who move to a new local authority can continue to apply for Housing Benefit,
and migrate with full transitional protection when they receive a managed
migration notification.
Consideration should be given to other circumstances that will create this kind of
disparity and to cases which will lead to significant losses of income for those
naturally migrating on to UC without transitional protection.
This is the approach being taken for those who get the Severe Disability
Premium (SDP). The Government has rightly identified that this group face large
losses moving from the legacy system to UC. They will be prevented from
naturally migrating to UC and will only move over through managed migration
with the benefits of transitional protection. We welcome this as it will provide
increased financial security for disabled people who do not live with an adult
carer.
The government needs to identify which other groups face significant losses
when comparing entitlement under UC to the legacy system. Our analysis
suggests this includes some lone parents, working disabled people, disabled
carers and parents with a disabled child. The enhanced gateway conditions for
SDP recipients could be applied to all groups which face losses moving onto UC.
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Recommendation 12: To prevent the loss of transitional protection, a
gateway condition should be added to allow claimants who move local
authority to claim for Housing benefit.
Recommendation 13: T
 he DWP should identify all other groups which
face losses moving onto UC and consider putting in place gateway
conditions which prevent them from naturally migrating without
transitional protection. T
 his would replicate the approach currently being
considered for those receiving the Severe Disability Premium.

Calculation of transitional protection
Transitional protection is calculated by taking the representative legacy benefit
amount on the day of migration and comparing this with the indicative UC
amount. As Tax Credit awards are finalised at the end of the year, the daily rate
which will be used to calculate a representative monthly rate may not be
accurately reflect the claimants circumstances or earnings. This creates a
particular risk of under/overpayment of transitional protection for tax credit
claimants.
The Government originally committed to award transitional protection wherever
a claimant's UC award would be less than the amount of their existing benefit.
We welcome the decision to calculate the representative monthly rate before
any reduction for sanction. It should be confirmed that any deductions for third
party or Government debts will also be excluded from the calculation.
In addition, large families who are not yet subject to the benefit cap are likely to
lose out when they are migrated to UC. T
 he draft regulations make provision for
the benefit cap to be applied to the representative monthly legacy award before
transitional protection is calculated. As a result, a small group will see their
benefits reduced by managed migration - likely to be predominantly families
with 3 or more children.
Recommendation 14: T
 he benefit cap should not be applied to the
calculation of transitional protection, to ensure no one loses out when
they are migrated to UC.
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Erosion and ending of transitional protection
The current regulations mean that whenever a claimant’s UC maximum amount
rises, either because of annual uprating or elements being added/increased,
their transitional element will be reduced accordingly. Therefore the amount of
transitional protection a claimant receives will erode over time.
For some people this will be gradual process, but problems may arise for
claimants who have a significant changes in circumstance, such as the birth of a
child or serious illness. If a claimants’ transitional element is greater than or
equal to the value of any elements being added, the value of the claimants UC
payment will not increase. Therefore, despite experiencing a life change which
may bring significant extra costs they will have no extra income to meet these
costs.
The draft regulations specify that an increase in the childcare element does not
count as a ‘relevant increase’ for the purposes of reducing transitional
protection. This is a welcome change and recognises extra and fluctuating costs particularly for those who have differing childcare costs during school holidays.
The Government should consider whether other elements of UC should have a
similar exemption, for example those designed to meet the extra costs of
disability or long term illness.
Regulation 56(2) means transitional protection can also be ended completely if a
claimants income drops below their earnings threshold for three or more
months. In some instances this could mean claimants see a sudden drop in their
income through no fault of their own for example due to reducing their work
hours because of a fluctuating in health condition. The intent of this regulation
need clarifying and the regulation needs to be amended or removed to prevent
this situation occurring.
A similar rule exists for claimants who increase their earnings to a level which
means their UC is eroded to £0 for 3 months. We are concerned that three
months may be too short a period over which to remove transitional protection,
and may act as a disincentive claimants to improve their earnings. Claimants
may turn down opportunities to temporarily increase their earnings (perhaps
through seasonal work) because the subsequent withdrawal of transitional
protection will make them worse off overall. Claimants may also not want to take
the risk trying a new higher paying roles if they will lose transitional protection if
they leave the jobs after more than three months. The Government should
therefore consider extending this period during which claimants can resume
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their previous UC claim with Transitional Protection, beyond three months, in
order to ensure temporary increases in earnings do not reduce claimants
income overall.
Recommendation 15: T
 he Government should review which elements will
contribute to the erosion of transitional protections, for example those
designed to meet the extra costs of disability or long term illness.
Recommendation 16: R
 egulation 56(2) should be removed or amended so
that claimants who have a drop in earnings for 3 months do not lose
their transitional protection.
Recommendation 17: T
 he Government should consider extending the
period during which claimants can resume their previous UC claim with
Transitional Protection beyond three months
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Part 5 - Fluctuation of Incomes
The current design of UC means claimants in non traditional or insecure work
may face considerable challenges as they move on to the new benefit through
managed migration. Previous Citizens Advice analysis has suggested that over
4.5 million people are insecure work - including people on ‘zero hours’ contracts,
working for agencies, those with varying shift patterns and people reliant on
shift patterns. In addition, 4.8 million are self employed.29 People working in
these ways are likely to have incomes which fluctuate considerably from month
to month.
Transferring to UC could introduce further uncertainty for this group. Whereas
Tax Credits are assessed annually, giving claimants a stable element to their
income, UC payments will change during each month depending on the previous
assessment period’s earnings. This fluctuation will introduce new budgeting
challenges for claimants, and with appropriate action can in some cases be
minimised during the application process.
Timing of initial claims
Working claimants’ experience of UC will be heavily influenced by the date they
put in their initial claim. The date they put in their claim determines their
monthly assessment period and it is not currently possible to change this. For
claimants who earn the same amount each calendar month this will make little
difference, but for the more than one in ten (13%) of UK adults who say that
their income changes significantly from month to month a poorly timed claim
can create substantial additional challenges.30
If a claimant’s receive their wages at the beginning of an assessment period,
their UC payment will be determined by the p
 revious month's pay (as shown in
figure 2). This cycle can seriously exacerbate fluctuation in earnings, as it means
lower UC payments (caused by higher earnings the previous month) will
sometimes be received shortly before lower than monthly earnings. I deally,
claims should be timed to avoid this if possible, so assessments are made
shortly after the month’s wages are received and the UC payment acts as top-up
that month’s income.

29
30

Citizens Advice, Walking On Thin Ice: the cost of financial insecurity, (2018)
Citizens Advice, Universal Credit and Modern employment: Non-Traditional Work (2018)
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Figure 2 - the importance of timing a claim

The current managed migration proposals mirror the current process, with the
date of claim being the start of the assessment period. Regulation 58 allows
DWP to change the start date of a claim to allow further flexibility in cases where
undue stress would be put on operational capacity. In these cases, it is
important that DWP work with claimants to get consent on a new start date so
that it does not negatively affect the long term stability of a claim and allows for
assessment periods and wage payments to be aligned.
In addition the regulations should be extended so that people are able to choose
their assessment period dates to align with their wage payments and budgeting.
Initial communications should make it clear that the timing of a UC claim is
important, and support should be available for claimants to help determine the
best assessment period dates for their claims stability.

Recommendation 18: Claimants should be given the opportunity to align
their assessment period with their pay cycles
● The regulations should be extended so that people have the option to
choose their assessment period dates to align with their budgeting.
● Regulation 58 should require claimant consent for a new start date to
their claim
● Advice on timing of claims should be contained in initial
communications, and support should be available for claimants to
determine the best date for them.
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Self-employed claimants and Minimum Income Floor
Another cause for concern is the introduction of the Minimum Income Floor
(MIF) for self-employed claimants. The theory behind the policy is that by setting
a minimum amount that self-employed claimants are expected to earn, and not
making up the difference in UC payments if they fall under this amount,
claimants will be incentivised to increase their businesses’ income or move into
employment. As these calculations are made monthly the policy means that the
pattern of earning will make a substantial difference to the financial support
claimants receive.
A claimant whose annual earnings reach or exceed the MIF, but whose income
varies substantially from month to month could find themselves receiving
smaller UC payments overall than they would if their income was consistent
across the year. This is because in months in which their earnings exceed the
minimum income floor their UC payment will be reduced through application of
the taper. But in the months when their income falls below the MIF, their
payment will not rise to makeup the difference. So, for instance a self-employed
worker whose earnings are largely seasonal - for example someone working in
the hospitality industry - could find themselves receiving hundreds of pounds
less in UC payment than someone else earning the same over a year through
regular paid employment. 31
The regulations includes a six month ‘grace period’ during which self employed
claimants who are migrated to UC will not have the MIF applied to their claim.
However, once that period is over, in any month their earnings do not meet MIF
their overall UC payment i ncluding t he transitional protection elements will be
reduced accordingly. This means that self employed claimants, many of whom
may have viable businesses, will not have the same level of protection as
conventionally employed claimants with the same earning pattern.
The effects the MIF will have are largely unknown. It has had little evaluation to
date and there are no comparable international schemes. It may incentivise self
employed claimants to increase their earnings, but it could also lead to them
abandoning otherwise viable businesses that simply require more time to
become established or to experience considerable financial hardship. The
regulations will greatly expand the number of claimants subject to this, still
experimental, policy and reduce the transitional protection offered to many
self-employed people. Given we currently know so little about the effects of the
For illustrated examples see C
 itizens Advice, Universal Credit and Modern employment:
Non-Traditional Work ( 2018)
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policy we would recommend pausing it’s implementation until it has been fully
evaluated.
Recommendation 19: The Minimum Income Floor should not be
implemented for managed migration claimants until it is has been
properly evaluated
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Part 6 - Severe Disability Premium
We welcome enhanced protections for those who have been receiving the
Severe Disability Premium (SDP) in their legacy benefits. The SDP is paid to
disabled people who live alone without an adult carer, but no comparable
support is currently available in UC. The Government has rightly acknowledged
that this group face some of the largest losses moving onto UC.
DWP’s proposals stop those who currently get the SDP from naturally migrating
to UC. This protects around 500,000 SDP recipients by ensuring they stay on
their current benefits until managed migration and transitional protection is in
place. The 4,000 claimants who have already naturally migrated to UC will
receive transitional payments and backdated lump sums, depending on their
current circumstances. These measures will provide improved financial security
for many disabled people who live alone without an adult carer.
Identifying those who have naturally migrated already
The Government needs to quickly identify the 4,000 claimants who were in
receipt of SDP before naturally migrating to UC. The regulations state that
transitional and backdated payments will be put in place when each case ‘comes
to the attention of the Secretary of State’. In order to minimise further hardship,
the Government needs to take a proactive approach to identifying these cases
rather than waiting for them to come to the attention of the Secretary of State.
The regulations must reflect this and DWP should publish a timeline for
identifying everybody who is affected.
The Government also needs to make sure it identifies those who have naturally
migrated from an SDP claim but no longer receive UC or would no longer be
entitled to SDP. They should be awarded backdated payments covering the
period they should have received transitional top ups.
Recommendation 20: T
 he DWP must swiftly and proactively identify the
claimants who have already naturally migrated to UC and were entitled
to the SDP.
●
●

A timeline should be published for identifying the 4000 claimants who have
naturally migrated already.
Those who have naturally migrated but would no longer be eligible for SDP
must also be identified so they can be awarded backdated payments.
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Correct transitional and backdated payments
SDP recipients who have naturally migrated should receive accurate and full
transitional protection. The current proposals offer rigid transitional payments
which can only be set at three fixed levels. For single people, transitional
payments are fixed at either £80 per calendar month (pcm) for those receiving
the limited capability for work and work related activity (LCWRA) element or
£280 pcm for others. The DWP has said these figures are “broadly based” on
how much claimants have been underpaid. These payments do not accurately
reflect the losses people face. Our calculations show losses can be as large as
£180 pcm for those with LCWRA.
The Government should offer full transitional protections to those who have
already naturally migrated from a legacy claim that includes the SDP. If this is
not possible, it should provide flat rates that accurately reflect the largest losses
people have faced. This includes increasing the LCWRA transitional payment
from £80 to £180 pcm.
Recommendation 21: F
 or SDP recipients who have already naturally
migrated to UC, the DWP should put full transitional protection in place
which accurately reflects their losses. I f this is not possible, the proposed
Transitional Payments should be increased to more accurately reflect the losses
people face.
●

Single people in the UC LCWRA group who were entitled to the SDP should be
getting top ups and back payments of approximately £180 a month.

Designing a clear process for current SDP recipients
We welcome the DWP decision to stop SDP recipients from moving onto UC
through natural migration. This is a positive change which will protect many who
would would otherwise face large losses. The Government should establish a
simple and practical process for people who currently receive the SDP. If
claimants experience a change of circumstances they should receive clear
communications about what steps to take. Work Coaches, UC helpline staff,
support workers and advisers should all be informed about how to support
people in this situation.
It is important that people do not mistakenly begin a UC claim when they should
be staying on legacy benefits. A screener question should be added to the
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beginning of the UC claim, similar to the question aimed at people with three or
more children. This screener question should mirror the SDP eligibility criteria by
asking if people are disabled and live without an adult carer.
Recommendation 22: T
 he DWP must establish and communicate a clear
process which ensures SDP recipients understand what to do if they have
a change of circumstances.
●

●

Information about the process for SDP recipients reporting a change of
circumstance should be communicated through the UC helpline, Work
Coaches, support workers and advisers.
A screener question should be added to the beginning of a UC claim to ensure
those who get the SDP do not mistakenly begin a UC claim.

Ensuring all disabled people are protected
The gateway conditions for SDP recipients will protect many who face large
losses if they move to UC without protection. However, there are many other
disabled people and those with health conditions who face some of the largest
losses in UC. This poses a risk as more than half (58%) of households with a
disabled adult will be receiving UC by the time it is fully rolled out. 1 in 3 (36%)
claimants due to have a managed migration on to UC have an existing claim for
ESA.
It is reassuring that DWP is continuing to make changes to how the system is
rolled out for disabled people as issues come to light. As noted in Part 4 the
Government needs to identify which other groups of people large face losses
moving onto UC and consider extending the proposed gateway conditions to
prevent them naturally migrating without protection. Our analysis shows that for
disabled claimants this can include people receiving the Disabled Worker’s
Element in Tax Credits, those doing Permitted Work in ESA, and people who get
some other disability premium combinations that exclude the SDP32.
Recommendation 23: T
 he DWP should consider extending the gateway
conditions which prevent natural migration for SDP recipients to all
groups who face large losses. This should include other disabled claimants such
as those receiving the Disabled Worker’s Element in Tax Credits and those doing
Permitted Work in ESA.

Such as ESA-WRAG + Enhanced Disability Premium; or JSA + Disability Premium and Enhanced
Disability Premium.
32
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Support for new claimants who do not live with an adult carer
The Government is right to acknowledge that UC does not currently provide the
same level of support as the legacy system for those who live without an adult
carer. The proposed protections, however, only protect those who have been
claiming legacy benefits. They will not help people who make a new benefit claim
to UC or those who newly satisfy the conditions for the SDP. This includes those
who have never claimed disability benefits before or those who become single
through family breakdown. Transitional protections available to those previously
on legacy benefits will also erode for some as their circumstances change.
The government should use the regulations as an opportunity to consider
introducing a new Self-Care Element to UC of at least £156.45 a month. This
could be set at the same value as the Carer’s Element in UC. It is worth noting
that those who get the LCWRA element in UC, and would qualify for the SDP, can
be as much as £180 a month worse off than if they claimed legacy benefits. The
Self-Care element would go to disabled people who live without an adult carer,
and who satisfy the criteria for the Severe Disability Premium. It would be paid
alongside other UC elements including the LCWRA element.
Recommendation 24: T
 he DWP should consider using these regulations to
introduce a self-care element of at least £156 a month for disabled
people who do not live with an adult carer.
●

●

This would provide support to those who make new benefit claims, those who
newly arrive at these circumstances, or those whose transitional protection
erodes.
£156 a month sets support at the same level as the Carer’s Element in UC.
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Appendix 1: List of Recommendations

Recommendation 1: A clear schedule for rollout must be set out in
regulations. Details should be provided on:
● How migration notices will be issued (e.g. by region, benefit type e.t.c).
● How the issuing of migration notices and 'warm up' communications
will be phased.
● What criteria the DWP will use when deciding whether to increase /
decrease the volume of migration notices being issued.
Recommendation 2: T
 he DWP must transparently assess the readiness of
UC systems before significantly increasing the volume of claimants
through managed migration
Recommendation 3: Ahead of managed migration starting, build features
currently in development should be sped up and completed
Recommendation 4: The Regulations should set out break points within
the process of managed migration at which the DWP must review
performance indicators to inform decisions on the next stage of roll out.
Recommendation 5: T
 he DWP should establish a transparent framework
for success within UC, including criteria which it will use to monitor and
evaluate performance.
● The framework and key performance indicators should be designed in
collaboration with frontline workers and third party organisations.
● The data and key performance indicators should be regularly published
to ensure transparency.
Recommendation 6: R
 egulations should be introduced to require
reminders to be issued during the migration period. This should include a
requirement to:
● Escalate cases where no UC claim has been received following 2 or more
notifications.
● Use a range of communication channels to reflect the differing needs
and preferences of claimants.
Recommendation 7: DWP should amend the regulations to include the
requirement to have a published minimum standard of Universal
Support that is adequate for managed migration. This minimum standard
should include:
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●
●
●
●

Sufficient availability and coverage.
Clear and distinct offers to help people make and complete their claim and to
empower people with the skills they need to manage the new benefit.
Extending the scope of support to include free impartial debt advice to meet
existing increases in demand as a result of UC.
Strengthened referral routes including introducing a ‘no wrong door’ policy to
ensure UC claimants can access the help they need without a direct referral

Recommendation 8: Claimants should not have to complete a full UC
claim at the point at which they migrate to UC. The DWP could reduce the
burden on individual claimants by:
● Establishing where there is an immediate need to complete an aspect of
the UC claim, and where aspects could be done at a later stage.
● Ensuring it makes best use of existing claimant data to reduce the need
to re-submit information and evidence.
Recommendation 9: Throughout the managed migration process DWP
should further advertise the availability of telephone application and
home visits, making eligibility criteria clear.
Recommendation 10: People must not have their benefits stopped or
reduced as a result of problems with the migration process. T
 o prevent
this, the DWP should:
● Clarify / amend Regulation 48 and ensure those who make a defective
claim but go on to successfully make their claim still receive transitional
protection.
● Remove Regulation 46 to prevent any claimants from having their
benefits stopped and losing their income.
● Ensure that failure to complete a UC claim after a migration notice
should trigger an offer of support.
● DWP must specify in more detail how it will identify those who are
vulnerable and have support needs and what criteria/evidence will be
used to determine extensions of deadlines.
● Prioritise developing functionality to identify vulnerability within UC.
● Consider introducing an automatic 2 week run on for all legacy benefits
similar to the current run on for existing Housing Benefit claimants.
Recommendation 11: The Regulations need to ensure that claimants are
not worse off following managed migration because of deductions.
● DWP should consider extending the regulations and using this
opportunity to make changes to the current deductions scheme,
including overpayments and advance payments, so they are made at a
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more manageable rate and take a person’s ability to cover their
expenses into account.
● For those migrating, the calculation of transitional protection should
take place prior to deductions being applied.
● More detail is needed on how deductions are transferred from legacy
benefits to UC. This should be done in a way that ensures claimants do
not face a drop in income to cover their ongoing essential costs.
Recommendation 12: To prevent the loss of transitional protection, a
gateway condition should be added to allow claimants who move local
authority to claim for Housing benefit.
Recommendation 13: T
 he DWP should identify all other groups which
face losses moving onto UC and consider putting in place gateway
conditions which prevent them from naturally migrating without
transitional protection. T
 his would replicate the approach currently being
considered for those receiving the Severe Disability Premium.
Recommendation 14: T
 he benefit cap should not be applied to the
calculation of transitional protection, to ensure no one loses out when
they are migrated to UC.
Recommendation 15: T
 he DWP should review which elements will
contribute to the erosion of transitional protections, for example those
designed to meet the extra costs of disability or long term illness.
Recommendation 16: R
 egulation 56(2) should be removed or amended so
that claimants who have a drop in earnings for 3 months do not lose
their transitional protection.
Recommendation 17: T
 he DWP should consider extending the period
during which claimants can resume their previous UC claim with
Transitional Protection beyond three months
Recommendation 18: Claimants should be given the opportunity to align
their assessment period with their pay cycles
● The regulations should be extended to so that people are able to
choose their assessment period dates to align with their budgeting.
● Regulation 58 should require claimant consent for a new start date to
their claim
● Advice on timing of claims should be contained in initial
communications, and support should be available for claimants to
determine the best date for them.
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Recommendation 19: The Minimum Income Floor should not be
implemented for managed migration claimants until it is has been
properly evaluated
Recommendation 20: T
 he DWP must swiftly and proactively identify the
claimants who have already naturally migrated to UC and were entitled
to the SDP.
● A timeline should be published for identifying the 4000 claimants who
have naturally migrated already.
● Those who have naturally migrated but would no longer be eligible for
SDP must also be identified so they can be awarded backdated
payments.
Recommendation 21: F
 or SDP recipients who have already naturally
migrated to UC, the DWP should put full transitional protection in place
which accurately reflects their losses. I f this is not possible, the proposed
Transitional Payments should be increased to more accurately reflect the
losses people face.
● Single people in the UC LCWRA group who were entitled to the SDP
should be getting top ups and back payments of approximately £180 a
month.
Recommendation 22: T
 he DWP must establish and communicate a clear
process which ensures SDP recipients understand what to do if they have
a change of circumstances.
●

●

Information about the process for SDP recipients reporting a change of
circumstance should be communicated through the UC helpline, Work
Coaches, support workers and advisers.
A screener question should be added to the beginning of a UC claim to ensure
those who get the SDP do not mistakenly begin a UC claim.

Recommendation 23: T
 he DWP should consider extending the gateway
conditions which prevent natural migration for SDP recipients to all
groups who face large losses. This should include other disabled claimants such
as those receiving the Disabled Worker’s Element in Tax Credits and those doing
Permitted Work in ESA.

Recommendation 24: T
 he DWP should consider using these regulations to
introduce a self-care element of at least £156 a month for disabled
people who do not live with an adult carer.
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●

●

This would provide support to those who make new benefit claims, those who
newly arrive at these circumstances, or those whose transitional protection
erodes.
£156 a month sets support at the same level as the Carer’s Element in UC.
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