Emails - redacted
Email0001
From: secretariat - LCR <secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 07 November 2019 15:39
To:
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT
<
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
Cc:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>;
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: Meeting Next Week

hmtreasury.gov.uk>
- LCR

As discussed we think it would be good to have a meeting at official level next week to follow the
wider meeting on Friday. It would be good to limit numbers so we can best work through various
outstanding points.

Wednesday next week seems like it would work best, are you happy to come across to the DMO?

Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
loanchargereview.org.uk -

Email0002
From:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 06 November 2019 12:19
To:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Cc:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>; Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: Loan Charge Review - misselling
Hi

Thanks for the call just now. As discussed, I’m currently working on the Independent Review of the
Loan Charge – we were due to report in mid-November, but will now report to the next Cx because
of purdah restrictions.

One of the issues that the Reviewer has asked about is whether there could be any role for the FCA
in responding to schemes of this type – particularly in relation to whether scheme promoters could
be committing an offence under the relevant legal framework relating to mis-selling. I understand
from our chat that you looked at this previously, after Sir Ed Davey wrote to the previous Cx on the
issue. We’d be interested in seeing the output of that – e.g., what the conclusion was in relation to
the role (if any) for the FCA, and who the right person to speak to at the FCA would be if the
Reviewer would like to follow up further.

I’ve spoken to
(copied), who asked that you share with her what you’re intending to send
across – would you mind doing that, and then sending me what the outcome of the work from
earlier this year was?

Thanks – give me a call on my mobile if useful to talk through.

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk

Email0003
From:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 26 November 2019 16:44
To:
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT
<
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Cc: Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: LCR - GIAA Audit on Unprotected Years

- LCR

Hi both,

I just spoke to our GIAA lead about the work that we’ve discussed about them checking over the
methodology behind the figures about the volume of Unprotected Years from 2011/12 onwards that
arose from non-disclosure of scheme usage to HMRC.

To give you a heads-up, she’s aiming to confirm tomorrow morning what information/documents
her team needs access to in order to do the work. She will have those over to you tomorrow – but

Thanks to you and the team for coming across to meet with us today, we felt it was a useful session
to set out the further information that we are looking for as we move towards the end of the
evidence gathering stage of the review.

Attached are meeting notes, the action points refer to the summary of the outstanding and new
requests below.

Outstanding Requests (as per emails 30.09 & 02.10)

1. *Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13 and 2.3: Please provide the underlying figures behind these
charts (e.g., the data in tabular format for each of the relevant years – along the lines of that
provided in paragraph 2.4). For the response due on 1 October, please could you also
provide the relevant underlying figures behind any charts that are being prepared?
2. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
We discussed and agreed that it can be simplified to estimating the split of scheme usages
and tax at risk relating to protected and unprotected.

3. Paragraphs 2.4 and 2.7: You set out in paragraphs 7.18 and 7.22 of your letter of 23rd
September the circumstances in which the government would transfer a loan charge liability
from an offshore or dissolved onshore employer to an individual. Please could you confirm,
for both the 11,755 individuals who have already settled, and the 8,500 individuals who
remain in the settlement process:
a. How many of these have had a liability transferred to them from either an offshore
or dissolved onshore employer; and
b. What the total quantum of these liabilities are, and what the settlement amounts
which have been entered into by these individuals as a result (or are estimated,
where that data is available because of the status of settlement discussions).
We discussed and agreed that the answer to this is likely to be 100%, but you would be able
to find a form of words to explain this.
4. Paragraph 9.9: You set out that HMRC has undertaken a significant amount of public
communications in addition to directly communicating with individuals and employers. We

are looking to explore how successful these methods of communication have been so please
could you provide:
a. The number of page views on each of the referenced Spotlight articles by calendar
year since their publication.
b. The number of page views per month on HMRC’s ‘November 2017’ settlement
guidance.
5. Typical enquiry letters: The Reviewer has seen examples of letters opening enquiries into the
tax affairs of scheme users during the period from 1999-2019, and is interested to
understand how such letters may have evolved over time. If template letters exist, please
provide copies of these during the relevant period. If no single template was used, please
provide examples (from each year) so that the Reviewer can better understand how they
developed. Where enquiry letters do not include further details on the nature of the enquiry
please provide examples of how this information was communicated to taxpayers.
6. *Contract Settlement: The Review has been provided with an example ‘Contract Settlement’
for those settling with HMRC under the November 2017 terms. Please could you review the
attached and explain whether this is indicative of the contracts used in all settlements. If
different terms are used in other cases please could you explain why and attach redacted
examples.
7. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases
sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?

New Requests

8. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves. [AP1]
9. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves. [AP2]
10. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected. [AP2]
11. Debt Collection Processes: You agreed at the meeting to provide more information on
HMRC’s approach to agreeing instalment plans and debt collection, this should include:

a. How HMRC estimates a taxpayer’s surplus income and the other factors taken into
account when agreeing an instalment plan;
b. The role of external debt collection agencies in the collection of tax debt, both
generally and in relation to loan schemes specifically.
c. Please provide any guidance/instructions that is provided to external agencies
involved in the collection of tax debt.
d. The interaction between Accelerated Payment Notice collection activities and
settlement activities and whether these is any discussion between Counter
Avoidance and Debt Management to ensure their work is coordinated. [AP3]
Much of this information was provided in a letter to the House of Lords recently so can
largely draw on that material.
12. Costings Background: Please could you share more details on the assumptions made in
estimating the scorecard impact of the Loan Charge, including documents already in the
public domain* and, the costing note provided to the Office for Budget Responsibility
reflecting more detail on how the total revenue was calculated for the scorecard. [AP4]
13. Envisaged rates of default on settlements: Please provide HMRC’s assumptions as to the
likely rate of default on settlements that have already been agreed, and the expectation of
the amount of revenue that will be foregone as a result of taxpayers being unable to meet
these settlements. If any taxpayers are already in default on settlements that have been
agreed, please provide both the proportion of settlements that are in default, and the
amount of revenue that is expected to be foregone as a result.
14. Inheritance Tax (IHT): Please could you provide an explanation of the interaction between
IHT on trusts and the loan charge/loan scheme settlements. In the note should take account
for the changes made in 2006 and how the IHT de minimis amount compares with the
income received through loan schemes. [AP5]
Those I’ve marked with an * we considered ‘quick wins’ so hopefully you can get these across by
COP tomorrow. The remainder we hope to receive by COP Wednesday (09.10).

Correspondence

We note that you have been sending on correspondence received by HMT which is for Sir Amyas to
respond to. While we appreciate confidentiality concerns please could you ensure these are scanned
and emailed to the Secretariat inbox to ensure we can deal with them as quickly as possible.

Further, we note the APPG have recently wrote to Sir Amyas (c/o HMT). We will respond this as a
matter of urgency expressing sympathy and noting that Sir Amyas’ focus is on completing the review
in a way that does justice to the importance of the issues for the mid-November deadline.
http://www.loanchargeappg.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/2019-10-02-Letter-from-LoanCharge-APPG-to-Sir-Amyas-Morse-about-the-latest-suicide.pdf

15. *Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13 and 2.3: Please provide the underlying figures behind these
charts (e.g., the data in tabular format for each of the relevant years – along the lines of that
provided in paragraph 2.4). For the response due on 1 October, please could you also
provide the relevant underlying figures behind any charts that are being prepared?
Further data on 2016-2018.
16. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
17. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases
sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?
18. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves.
19. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves.
20. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected.
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21. At paragraph 4.5 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you state that in Summer 2019
a “comprehensive exercise to review the estimate of the number of individuals affected”
which concluded that 50,000 individuals using loan schemes remains a valid estimate.
a. Please could you state how many individuals were under enquiry in 2016 and how
the estimate of 50,000 was established.
b. Please could you provide details of the review exercise completed in Summer 2019
to test whether the estimate remains valid and the number schemes considered at
that time.
22. At paragraph 4.8 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you set out the total number of
open enquires by tax year across the wider Disguised Remuneration population. We would
like to understand these figures in more detail:
a. Please could you confirm whether the figures are for enquires currently open or the
total number of those which were ever opened (which seems to be the implication
of paragraph 1.7 of that response). If the former please could you provide an

There are a couple of further points which have arisen from our discussions with Sir Amyas over the
weekend, would be good to discuss the timings for when you think you will be able to get responses
back to us.

They either build on what has been provided previously and that which you are currently working on
for Wednesday or should just require a narrative explanation. I’ve continued the numbering from
the previous email.

14. At paragraph 4.5 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you state that in Summer 2019
a “comprehensive exercise to review the estimate of the number of individuals affected”
which concluded that 50,000 individuals using loan schemes remains a valid estimate.
a. Please could you state how many individuals were under enquiry in 2016 and how
the estimate of 50,000 was established.
b. Please could you provide details of the review exercise completed in Summer 2019
to test whether the estimate remains valid and the number schemes considered at
that time.
15. At paragraph 4.8 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you set out the total number of
open enquires by tax year across the wider Disguised Remuneration population. We would
like to understand these figures in more detail:
a. Please could you confirm whether the figures are for enquires currently open or the
total number of those which were ever opened (which seems to be the implication
of paragraph 1.7 of that response). If the former please could you provide an
estimate of the total number of enquires which were ever opened into DR scheme
use.
b. Please could you provide a breakdown of the type of enquiry by reference to the
notice under which the enquiry was opened (for example s9A TMA70).
c. In your response to paragraph 2 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you
make reference to these figures and explain how they interact.
16. In addition to paragraph 11 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you also provide
details of the recognition and reward system in place within Debt Management for staff
members dealing with loan scheme taxpayers. In particular the Key Performance Indicators
(KPIs) which are used to assess performance and how they interact with any staff rewards
and periodic individual performance reviews.
17. At paragraphs 6.27 and 6.33 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that Donald and
Anita “may” still be liable for late payment interest of £13,370 and £3,741 respectively.
Please explain how this arises and the underlying liability the interest is payable on.
18. At paragraph 8.18 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that “the requirement to
notify (under DOTAS) did not require users or scheme promoters to provide full and
accurate information”. Please could you explain why the design of the DOTAS regime did not
lead to full and accurate information being provided and whether any improvements have
subsequently to ensure this is the case.
19. At paragraph 8.32 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you explain the introduction of the
Promoters of Tax Avoidance Schemes (POTAS) regime. Please could you assess the success
of this regime in tackling avoidance and promoters and its impact on the use of loan
schemes.
20. Please could you provide an overview of the policy purpose, conditions which must be met
and rights of taxpayers to challenge each of the following:
a. Follower Notices

2. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
We discussed and agreed that it can be simplified to estimating the split of scheme usages
and tax at risk relating to protected and unprotected.

3. Paragraphs 2.4 and 2.7: You set out in paragraphs 7.18 and 7.22 of your letter of 23rd
September the circumstances in which the government would transfer a loan charge liability
from an offshore or dissolved onshore employer to an individual. Please could you confirm,
for both the 11,755 individuals who have already settled, and the 8,500 individuals who
remain in the settlement process:
a. How many of these have had a liability transferred to them from either an offshore
or dissolved onshore employer; and
b. What the total quantum of these liabilities are, and what the settlement amounts
which have been entered into by these individuals as a result (or are estimated,
where that data is available because of the status of settlement discussions).
We discussed and agreed that the answer to this is likely to be 100%, but you would be able
to find a form of words to explain this.
4. Paragraph 9.9: You set out that HMRC has undertaken a significant amount of public
communications in addition to directly communicating with individuals and employers. We
are looking to explore how successful these methods of communication have been so please
could you provide:
a. The number of page views on each of the referenced Spotlight articles by calendar
year since their publication.
b. The number of page views per month on HMRC’s ‘November 2017’ settlement
guidance.
5. Typical enquiry letters: The Reviewer has seen examples of letters opening enquiries into the
tax affairs of scheme users during the period from 1999-2019, and is interested to
understand how such letters may have evolved over time. If template letters exist, please
provide copies of these during the relevant period. If no single template was used, please
provide examples (from each year) so that the Reviewer can better understand how they
developed. Where enquiry letters do not include further details on the nature of the enquiry
please provide examples of how this information was communicated to taxpayers.
6. *Contract Settlement: The Review has been provided with an example ‘Contract Settlement’
for those settling with HMRC under the November 2017 terms. Please could you review the
attached and explain whether this is indicative of the contracts used in all settlements. If
different terms are used in other cases please could you explain why and attach redacted
examples.
7. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases

sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?

New Requests

8. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves. [AP1]
9. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves. [AP2]
10. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected. [AP2]
11. Debt Collection Processes: You agreed at the meeting to provide more information on
HMRC’s approach to agreeing instalment plans and debt collection, this should include:
a. How HMRC estimates a taxpayer’s surplus income and the other factors taken into
account when agreeing an instalment plan;
b. The role of external debt collection agencies in the collection of tax debt, both
generally and in relation to loan schemes specifically.
c. Please provide any guidance/instructions that is provided to external agencies
involved in the collection of tax debt.
d. The interaction between Accelerated Payment Notice collection activities and
settlement activities and whether these is any discussion between Counter
Avoidance and Debt Management to ensure their work is coordinated. [AP3]
Much of this information was provided in a letter to the House of Lords recently so can
largely draw on that material.
12. Costings Background: Please could you share more details on the assumptions made in
estimating the scorecard impact of the Loan Charge, including documents already in the
public domain* and, the costing note provided to the Office for Budget Responsibility
reflecting more detail on how the total revenue was calculated for the scorecard. [AP4]
13. Envisaged rates of default on settlements: Please provide HMRC’s assumptions as to the
likely rate of default on settlements that have already been agreed, and the expectation of
the amount of revenue that will be foregone as a result of taxpayers being unable to meet
these settlements. If any taxpayers are already in default on settlements that have been

21. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13 and 2.3: Please provide the underlying figures behind these
charts (e.g., the data in tabular format for each of the relevant years – along the lines of that
provided in paragraph 2.4). For the response due on 1 October, please could you also
provide the relevant underlying figures behind any charts that are being prepared?
22. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
23. Paragraphs 2.4 and 2.7: You set out in paragraphs 7.18 and 7.22 of your letter of 23rd
September the circumstances in which the government would transfer a loan charge liability
from an offshore or dissolved onshore employer to an individual. Please could you confirm,
for both the 11,755 individuals who have already settled, and the 8,500 individuals who
remain in the settlement process:
a. How many of these have had a liability transferred to them from either an offshore
or dissolved onshore employer; and
b. What the total quantum of these liabilities are, and what the settlement amounts
which have been entered into by these individuals as a result (or are estimated,
where that data is available because of the status of settlement discussions).
24. Paragraph 9.9: You set out that HMRC has undertaken a significant amount of public
communications in addition to directly communicating with individuals and employers. We
are looking to explore how successful these methods of communication have been so please
could you provide:
a. The number of page views on each of the referenced Spotlight articles by calendar
year since their publication.
b. The number of page views per month on HMRC’s ‘November 2017’ settlement
guidance.
25. Typical enquiry letters: The Reviewer has seen examples of letters opening enquiries into the
tax affairs of scheme users during the period from 1999-2019, and is interested to
understand how such letters may have evolved over time. If template letters exist, please
provide copies of these during the relevant period. If no single template was used, please
provide examples (from each year) so that the Reviewer can better understand how they
developed. Where enquiry letters do not include further details on the nature of the enquiry
please provide examples of how this information was communicated to taxpayers.
26. Settlement Contract: The Review has been provided with an example ‘Contract Settlement’
for those settling with HMRC under the November 2017 terms. Please could you review the
attached and explain whether this is indicative of the contracts used in all settlements. If
different terms are used in other cases please could you explain why and attach redacted
examples.
Thanks,

Along similar lines to the above, the Reviewer is interested in the evidence around the awareness of
an onshore entity of whether an individual was entering into avoidance, where the individual is
employed by an offshore employer. Please could you provide the evidence underpinning the
statement that the onshore entity (or an onshore entity in the chain – e.g., if there are multiple
recruitment agencies involved) is very likely to have been unaware of the avoidance?

Paragraph 10
Thank you for providing an overview of the litigation history. As you note in paragraph 10.2, we
understand that many cases relating to DR arrangements settled between 1999-2019 rather than
proceed to litigation. To aid the Reviewer’s understanding of this, and in the context of the number
of enquiries opened into DR scheme use (which was contained in question 8 of our original request),
please could you provide details of how many of these cases settled without proceeding to
litigation? In particular, could you reference:
a. The number/proportion of those cases where HMRC issued a closure notice.
b. If relevant, the number/proportion of these cases which were considered ‘follower’ cases
behind any lead legal cases (and what the lead cases were)..
c. Building on a. the number/proportion of these cases which were subsequently appealed by
the taxpayer.
As with the follow-up on question 7, please could you provide details of these across the various
time periods set out above? Essentially, this is aimed at better understanding the numbers of cases
(and when they fell) in relation to which a taxpayer accepted HMRC’s view on a DR scheme during
the relevant period before a final hearing.

Additional points
The Reviewer is also interested in more information on two other (hopefully minor) points:
a. He’s interested to understand the recent history around the scale of tax avoidance, and the
measures introduced in response. This needn’t be as detailed as the other points on which
we’ve asked for information – more around the scale of the issue, the volume of measures
introduced in recent years, and the resulting yield. This can draw heavily on existing material
used for briefing (potentially anything that was prepared on the issue for new ministers
earlier this year or for HMRC/HMT seniors appearing at the PAC/TSC?), or in public-facing
documents.
b. Who the right contacts in industry groups around off-payroll working – building on the
answer that was provided around IR35.
We’re due to speak to the Reviewer on Friday about the detail of yesterday’s response and what will
come across on Thursday, but please let us know if useful to speak before then.

Thanks,

As flagged on the call that
and I had with
just now, please see attached for a request for
information in connection with the Loan Charge Review.

As is set out on the first page, the RFI should be read in the context of the Reviewer’s desire to
understand the detail around the Loan Charge. We’ve extracted some examples of those areas of
detail in the section entitled ‘Background Information’, but the key point is that the Reviewer
expects answers to both the specific questions in the RFI, but for HMT and HMRC to also offer any
additional or supplementary data, datasets or examples which address the topics addressed in the
RFI. We’d be very happy to discuss any elements of the RFI if you’d like to understand more detail
around any of the questions.

In terms of process for answering these, we’re obviously working to very tight timeframes – and so
we’d be grateful if:

a. We could receive answers to the questions in the RFI, and any additional or supplementary
information, by COB next Monday (23rd September).
b. Answers could be sent through as they’re prepared – so please provide us with information
on an ongoing basis, rather than waiting until all the answers are finalised.
As you’ll be aware, we’re also receiving other evidence (including in response to the call for evidence
that we published earlier today), and so the Reviewer may have additional questions as the Review
progresses.

Please let us know if useful to discuss.

Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk

Email0007

Email 02/10
27. *Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13 and 2.3: Please provide the underlying figures behind these
charts (e.g., the data in tabular format for each of the relevant years – along the lines of that
provided in paragraph 2.4). For the response due on 1 October, please could you also
provide the relevant underlying figures behind any charts that are being prepared?
Further data on 2016-2018.
28. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
29. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases
sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?
30. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves.
31. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves.
32. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected.
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24. At paragraph 4.5 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you state that in Summer 2019
a “comprehensive exercise to review the estimate of the number of individuals affected”
which concluded that 50,000 individuals using loan schemes remains a valid estimate.
a. Please could you state how many individuals were under enquiry in 2016 and how
the estimate of 50,000 was established.
b. Please could you provide details of the review exercise completed in Summer 2019
to test whether the estimate remains valid and the number schemes considered at
that time.
25. At paragraph 4.8 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you set out the total number of
open enquires by tax year across the wider Disguised Remuneration population. We would
like to understand these figures in more detail:
a. Please could you confirm whether the figures are for enquires currently open or the
total number of those which were ever opened (which seems to be the implication
of paragraph 1.7 of that response). If the former please could you provide an

There are a couple of further points which have arisen from our discussions with Sir Amyas over the
weekend, would be good to discuss the timings for when you think you will be able to get responses
back to us.

They either build on what has been provided previously and that which you are currently working on
for Wednesday or should just require a narrative explanation. I’ve continued the numbering from
the previous email.

21. At paragraph 4.5 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you state that in Summer 2019
a “comprehensive exercise to review the estimate of the number of individuals affected”
which concluded that 50,000 individuals using loan schemes remains a valid estimate.
a. Please could you state how many individuals were under enquiry in 2016 and how
the estimate of 50,000 was established.
b. Please could you provide details of the review exercise completed in Summer 2019
to test whether the estimate remains valid and the number schemes considered at
that time.
22. At paragraph 4.8 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you set out the total number of
open enquires by tax year across the wider Disguised Remuneration population. We would
like to understand these figures in more detail:
a. Please could you confirm whether the figures are for enquires currently open or the
total number of those which were ever opened (which seems to be the implication
of paragraph 1.7 of that response). If the former please could you provide an
estimate of the total number of enquires which were ever opened into DR scheme
use.
b. Please could you provide a breakdown of the type of enquiry by reference to the
notice under which the enquiry was opened (for example s9A TMA70).
c. In your response to paragraph 2 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you
make reference to these figures and explain how they interact.
23. In addition to paragraph 11 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you also provide
details of the recognition and reward system in place within Debt Management for staff
members dealing with loan scheme taxpayers. In particular the Key Performance Indicators
(KPIs) which are used to assess performance and how they interact with any staff rewards
and periodic individual performance reviews.
24. At paragraphs 6.27 and 6.33 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that Donald and
Anita “may” still be liable for late payment interest of £13,370 and £3,741 respectively.
Please explain how this arises and the underlying liability the interest is payable on.
25. At paragraph 8.18 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that “the requirement to
notify (under DOTAS) did not require users or scheme promoters to provide full and
accurate information”. Please could you explain why the design of the DOTAS regime did not
lead to full and accurate information being provided and whether any improvements have
subsequently to ensure this is the case.
26. At paragraph 8.32 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you explain the introduction of the
Promoters of Tax Avoidance Schemes (POTAS) regime. Please could you assess the success
of this regime in tackling avoidance and promoters and its impact on the use of loan
schemes.
27. Please could you provide an overview of the policy purpose, conditions which must be met
and rights of taxpayers to challenge each of the following:
a. Follower Notices

16. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
We discussed and agreed that it can be simplified to estimating the split of scheme usages
and tax at risk relating to protected and unprotected.

17. Paragraphs 2.4 and 2.7: You set out in paragraphs 7.18 and 7.22 of your letter of 23rd
September the circumstances in which the government would transfer a loan charge liability
from an offshore or dissolved onshore employer to an individual. Please could you confirm,
for both the 11,755 individuals who have already settled, and the 8,500 individuals who
remain in the settlement process:
a. How many of these have had a liability transferred to them from either an offshore
or dissolved onshore employer; and
b. What the total quantum of these liabilities are, and what the settlement amounts
which have been entered into by these individuals as a result (or are estimated,
where that data is available because of the status of settlement discussions).
We discussed and agreed that the answer to this is likely to be 100%, but you would be able
to find a form of words to explain this.
18. Paragraph 9.9: You set out that HMRC has undertaken a significant amount of public
communications in addition to directly communicating with individuals and employers. We
are looking to explore how successful these methods of communication have been so please
could you provide:
a. The number of page views on each of the referenced Spotlight articles by calendar
year since their publication.
b. The number of page views per month on HMRC’s ‘November 2017’ settlement
guidance.
19. Typical enquiry letters: The Reviewer has seen examples of letters opening enquiries into the
tax affairs of scheme users during the period from 1999-2019, and is interested to
understand how such letters may have evolved over time. If template letters exist, please
provide copies of these during the relevant period. If no single template was used, please
provide examples (from each year) so that the Reviewer can better understand how they
developed. Where enquiry letters do not include further details on the nature of the enquiry
please provide examples of how this information was communicated to taxpayers.
20. *Contract Settlement: The Review has been provided with an example ‘Contract Settlement’
for those settling with HMRC under the November 2017 terms. Please could you review the
attached and explain whether this is indicative of the contracts used in all settlements. If
different terms are used in other cases please could you explain why and attach redacted
examples.
21. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases

sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?

New Requests

22. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves. [AP1]
23. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves. [AP2]
24. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected. [AP2]
25. Debt Collection Processes: You agreed at the meeting to provide more information on
HMRC’s approach to agreeing instalment plans and debt collection, this should include:
a. How HMRC estimates a taxpayer’s surplus income and the other factors taken into
account when agreeing an instalment plan;
b. The role of external debt collection agencies in the collection of tax debt, both
generally and in relation to loan schemes specifically.
c. Please provide any guidance/instructions that is provided to external agencies
involved in the collection of tax debt.
d. The interaction between Accelerated Payment Notice collection activities and
settlement activities and whether these is any discussion between Counter
Avoidance and Debt Management to ensure their work is coordinated. [AP3]
Much of this information was provided in a letter to the House of Lords recently so can
largely draw on that material.
26. Costings Background: Please could you share more details on the assumptions made in
estimating the scorecard impact of the Loan Charge, including documents already in the
public domain* and, the costing note provided to the Office for Budget Responsibility
reflecting more detail on how the total revenue was calculated for the scorecard. [AP4]
27. Envisaged rates of default on settlements: Please provide HMRC’s assumptions as to the
likely rate of default on settlements that have already been agreed, and the expectation of
the amount of revenue that will be foregone as a result of taxpayers being unable to meet
these settlements. If any taxpayers are already in default on settlements that have been

Outstanding Requests (as per emails 30.09 & 02.10)

33. *Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13 and 2.3: Please provide the underlying figures behind these
charts (e.g., the data in tabular format for each of the relevant years – along the lines of that
provided in paragraph 2.4). For the response due on 1 October, please could you also
provide the relevant underlying figures behind any charts that are being prepared?
34. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
We discussed and agreed that it can be simplified to estimating the split of scheme usages
and tax at risk relating to protected and unprotected.

35. Paragraphs 2.4 and 2.7: You set out in paragraphs 7.18 and 7.22 of your letter of 23rd
September the circumstances in which the government would transfer a loan charge liability
from an offshore or dissolved onshore employer to an individual. Please could you confirm,
for both the 11,755 individuals who have already settled, and the 8,500 individuals who
remain in the settlement process:
a. How many of these have had a liability transferred to them from either an offshore
or dissolved onshore employer; and
b. What the total quantum of these liabilities are, and what the settlement amounts
which have been entered into by these individuals as a result (or are estimated,
where that data is available because of the status of settlement discussions).
We discussed and agreed that the answer to this is likely to be 100%, but you would be able
to find a form of words to explain this.
36. Paragraph 9.9: You set out that HMRC has undertaken a significant amount of public
communications in addition to directly communicating with individuals and employers. We
are looking to explore how successful these methods of communication have been so please
could you provide:
a. The number of page views on each of the referenced Spotlight articles by calendar
year since their publication.
b. The number of page views per month on HMRC’s ‘November 2017’ settlement
guidance.
37. Typical enquiry letters: The Reviewer has seen examples of letters opening enquiries into the
tax affairs of scheme users during the period from 1999-2019, and is interested to
understand how such letters may have evolved over time. If template letters exist, please
provide copies of these during the relevant period. If no single template was used, please
provide examples (from each year) so that the Reviewer can better understand how they

developed. Where enquiry letters do not include further details on the nature of the enquiry
please provide examples of how this information was communicated to taxpayers.
38. *Contract Settlement: The Review has been provided with an example ‘Contract Settlement’
for those settling with HMRC under the November 2017 terms. Please could you review the
attached and explain whether this is indicative of the contracts used in all settlements. If
different terms are used in other cases please could you explain why and attach redacted
examples.
39. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases
sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?

New Requests

40. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves. [AP1]
41. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves. [AP2]
42. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected. [AP2]
43. Debt Collection Processes: You agreed at the meeting to provide more information on
HMRC’s approach to agreeing instalment plans and debt collection, this should include:
a. How HMRC estimates a taxpayer’s surplus income and the other factors taken into
account when agreeing an instalment plan;
b. The role of external debt collection agencies in the collection of tax debt, both
generally and in relation to loan schemes specifically.
c. Please provide any guidance/instructions that is provided to external agencies
involved in the collection of tax debt.
d. The interaction between Accelerated Payment Notice collection activities and
settlement activities and whether these is any discussion between Counter
Avoidance and Debt Management to ensure their work is coordinated. [AP3]
Much of this information was provided in a letter to the House of Lords recently so can
largely draw on that material.
44. Costings Background: Please could you share more details on the assumptions made in
estimating the scorecard impact of the Loan Charge, including documents already in the

public domain* and, the costing note provided to the Office for Budget Responsibility
reflecting more detail on how the total revenue was calculated for the scorecard. [AP4]
45. Envisaged rates of default on settlements: Please provide HMRC’s assumptions as to the
likely rate of default on settlements that have already been agreed, and the expectation of
the amount of revenue that will be foregone as a result of taxpayers being unable to meet
these settlements. If any taxpayers are already in default on settlements that have been
agreed, please provide both the proportion of settlements that are in default, and the
amount of revenue that is expected to be foregone as a result.
46. Inheritance Tax (IHT): Please could you provide an explanation of the interaction between
IHT on trusts and the loan charge/loan scheme settlements. In the note should take account
for the changes made in 2006 and how the IHT de minimis amount compares with the
income received through loan schemes. [AP5]

Those I’ve marked with an * we considered ‘quick wins’ so hopefully you can get these across by
COP tomorrow. The remainder we hope to receive by COP Wednesday (09.10).

Correspondence

We note that you have been sending on correspondence received by HMT which is for Sir Amyas to
respond to. While we appreciate confidentiality concerns please could you ensure these are scanned
and emailed to the Secretariat inbox to ensure we can deal with them as quickly as possible.

Further, we note the APPG have recently wrote to Sir Amyas (c/o HMT). We will respond this as a
matter of urgency expressing sympathy and noting that Sir Amyas’ focus is on completing the review
in a way that does justice to the importance of the issues for the mid-November deadline.
http://www.loanchargeappg.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/2019-10-02-Letter-from-LoanCharge-APPG-to-Sir-Amyas-Morse-about-the-latest-suicide.pdf

Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
loanchargereview.org.uk -

Email0009

From:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 18 November 2019 15:26
To:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Cc:
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: Re: LCR - outstanding responses

Thanks,

- that would be great.

Loan Charge Review Secretariat

On 18 Nov 2019, at 15:22,

- HMT <

hmtreasury.gov.uk> wrote:

Hi

We are hoping we can get this to you by COP today, we are still in the process of clearing documents
and making necessary changes so it might not be until later this evening but we’re doing our best to
get it over to you today.

Is that ok?

Thanks,

Email0010
From:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 02 December 2019 14:59
To:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Cc: Kantor, Suzy - HMT
; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>;

From:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Sent: 29 November 2019 11:39
To:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Cc: Kantor, Suzy - HMT
; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: RE: LCR - draft report

Thanks for this this is very helpful – how firm are you on the timeline? Insofar this is used to inform
briefing for new ministers, the w/c 9th is really tight. Any chance this could be next week, or are you
not ready then?

| Loan Charge | Personal Tax Team | Personal Tax, Welfare and Pensions Group
Her Majesty's Treasury, 1 Orange, 1 Horse Guards Road, London, SW1A 2HQ | Tel: +44(0)

From:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 29 November 2019 11:31
To:
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT
<
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Cc:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: LCR - draft report

Hi

We wanted to confirm the arrangements that we’re intending to put in place during w/c 9th
December for you to see the final version of the Loan Charge Review.

We’ll submit formally once a government is formed (so on 13th December if a government is formed
and a Cx is appointed that day), and are intending to arrange a reading room on Monday 9th for up to
5 people from each of HMT and HMRC (so ten in total) to be able to read the report. The purpose of
this will be to:

I understand you are considering whether documents relating to ongoing Judicial Reviews are in the
public domain and can be shared with our legal support, are you able to provide an update on this?

We also have some specific questions following up from the information you previously provided.
We can discuss timing for providing responses to these on Wednesday. Paragraph numbers refer to
HMRC’s letter of 26th September, unless otherwise specified.

47. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13 and 2.3: Please provide the underlying figures behind these
charts (e.g., the data in tabular format for each of the relevant years – along the lines of that
provided in paragraph 2.4). For the response due on 1 October, please could you also
provide the relevant underlying figures behind any charts that are being prepared?
48. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
49. Paragraphs 2.4 and 2.7: You set out in paragraphs 7.18 and 7.22 of your letter of 23rd
September the circumstances in which the government would transfer a loan charge liability
from an offshore or dissolved onshore employer to an individual. Please could you confirm,
for both the 11,755 individuals who have already settled, and the 8,500 individuals who
remain in the settlement process:
a. How many of these have had a liability transferred to them from either an offshore
or dissolved onshore employer; and
b. What the total quantum of these liabilities are, and what the settlement amounts
which have been entered into by these individuals as a result (or are estimated,
where that data is available because of the status of settlement discussions).
50. Paragraph 9.9: You set out that HMRC has undertaken a significant amount of public
communications in addition to directly communicating with individuals and employers. We
are looking to explore how successful these methods of communication have been so please
could you provide:
a. The number of page views on each of the referenced Spotlight articles by calendar
year since their publication.
b. The number of page views per month on HMRC’s ‘November 2017’ settlement
guidance.
51. Typical enquiry letters: The Reviewer has seen examples of letters opening enquiries into the
tax affairs of scheme users during the period from 1999-2019, and is interested to
understand how such letters may have evolved over time. If template letters exist, please
provide copies of these during the relevant period. If no single template was used, please
provide examples (from each year) so that the Reviewer can better understand how they
developed. Where enquiry letters do not include further details on the nature of the enquiry
please provide examples of how this information was communicated to taxpayers.
52. Settlement Contract: The Review has been provided with an example ‘Contract Settlement’
for those settling with HMRC under the November 2017 terms. Please could you review the

In relation to a. please could you also provide a narrative explaining how the trend in entering into
DR schemes by this population compares with that of DR schemes used by individuals.

Paragraph 7.18
Along similar lines to the above, the Reviewer is interested in the evidence around the awareness of
an onshore entity of whether an individual was entering into avoidance, where the individual is
employed by an offshore employer. Please could you provide the evidence underpinning the
statement that the onshore entity (or an onshore entity in the chain – e.g., if there are multiple
recruitment agencies involved) is very likely to have been unaware of the avoidance?

Paragraph 10
Thank you for providing an overview of the litigation history. As you note in paragraph 10.2, we
understand that many cases relating to DR arrangements settled between 1999-2019 rather than
proceed to litigation. To aid the Reviewer’s understanding of this, and in the context of the number
of enquiries opened into DR scheme use (which was contained in question 8 of our original request),
please could you provide details of how many of these cases settled without proceeding to
litigation? In particular, could you reference:
d. The number/proportion of those cases where HMRC issued a closure notice.
e. If relevant, the number/proportion of these cases which were considered ‘follower’ cases
behind any lead legal cases (and what the lead cases were)..
f. Building on a. the number/proportion of these cases which were subsequently appealed by
the taxpayer.
As with the follow-up on question 7, please could you provide details of these across the various
time periods set out above? Essentially, this is aimed at better understanding the numbers of cases
(and when they fell) in relation to which a taxpayer accepted HMRC’s view on a DR scheme during
the relevant period before a final hearing.

Additional points
The Reviewer is also interested in more information on two other (hopefully minor) points:
c. He’s interested to understand the recent history around the scale of tax avoidance, and the
measures introduced in response. This needn’t be as detailed as the other points on which
we’ve asked for information – more around the scale of the issue, the volume of measures
introduced in recent years, and the resulting yield. This can draw heavily on existing material
used for briefing (potentially anything that was prepared on the issue for new ministers
earlier this year or for HMRC/HMT seniors appearing at the PAC/TSC?), or in public-facing
documents.
d. Who the right contacts in industry groups around off-payroll working – building on the
answer that was provided around IR35.
We’re due to speak to the Reviewer on Friday about the detail of yesterday’s response and what will
come across on Thursday, but please let us know if useful to speak before then.

secretariat - LCR <secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: Loan Charge Review: Request for Information [O/S]

- LCR

As flagged on the call that
and I had with
just now, please see attached for a request for
information in connection with the Loan Charge Review.

As is set out on the first page, the RFI should be read in the context of the Reviewer’s desire to
understand the detail around the Loan Charge. We’ve extracted some examples of those areas of
detail in the section entitled ‘Background Information’, but the key point is that the Reviewer
expects answers to both the specific questions in the RFI, but for HMT and HMRC to also offer any
additional or supplementary data, datasets or examples which address the topics addressed in the
RFI. We’d be very happy to discuss any elements of the RFI if you’d like to understand more detail
around any of the questions.

In terms of process for answering these, we’re obviously working to very tight timeframes – and so
we’d be grateful if:

c. We could receive answers to the questions in the RFI, and any additional or supplementary
information, by COB next Monday (23rd September).
d. Answers could be sent through as they’re prepared – so please provide us with information
on an ongoing basis, rather than waiting until all the answers are finalised.
As you’ll be aware, we’re also receiving other evidence (including in response to the call for evidence
that we published earlier today), and so the Reviewer may have additional questions as the Review
progresses.

Please let us know if useful to discuss.

Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk

There are a couple of further points which have arisen from our discussions with Sir Amyas over the
weekend, would be good to discuss the timings for when you think you will be able to get responses
back to us.

They either build on what has been provided previously and that which you are currently working on
for Wednesday or should just require a narrative explanation. I’ve continued the numbering from
the previous email.

34. At paragraph 4.5 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you state that in Summer 2019
a “comprehensive exercise to review the estimate of the number of individuals affected”
which concluded that 50,000 individuals using loan schemes remains a valid estimate.
a. Please could you state how many individuals were under enquiry in 2016 and how
the estimate of 50,000 was established.
b. Please could you provide details of the review exercise completed in Summer 2019
to test whether the estimate remains valid and the number schemes considered at
that time.
35. At paragraph 4.8 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you set out the total number of
open enquires by tax year across the wider Disguised Remuneration population. We would
like to understand these figures in more detail:
a. Please could you confirm whether the figures are for enquires currently open or the
total number of those which were ever opened (which seems to be the implication
of paragraph 1.7 of that response). If the former please could you provide an
estimate of the total number of enquires which were ever opened into DR scheme
use.
b. Please could you provide a breakdown of the type of enquiry by reference to the
notice under which the enquiry was opened (for example s9A TMA70).
c. In your response to paragraph 2 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you
make reference to these figures and explain how they interact.
36. In addition to paragraph 11 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you also provide
details of the recognition and reward system in place within Debt Management for staff
members dealing with loan scheme taxpayers. In particular the Key Performance Indicators
(KPIs) which are used to assess performance and how they interact with any staff rewards
and periodic individual performance reviews.
37. At paragraphs 6.27 and 6.33 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that Donald and
Anita “may” still be liable for late payment interest of £13,370 and £3,741 respectively.
Please explain how this arises and the underlying liability the interest is payable on.
38. At paragraph 8.18 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that “the requirement to
notify (under DOTAS) did not require users or scheme promoters to provide full and
accurate information”. Please could you explain why the design of the DOTAS regime did not
lead to full and accurate information being provided and whether any improvements have
subsequently to ensure this is the case.
39. At paragraph 8.32 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you explain the introduction of the
Promoters of Tax Avoidance Schemes (POTAS) regime. Please could you assess the success
of this regime in tackling avoidance and promoters and its impact on the use of loan
schemes.
40. Please could you provide an overview of the policy purpose, conditions which must be met
and rights of taxpayers to challenge each of the following:
a. Follower Notices

54. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
We discussed and agreed that it can be simplified to estimating the split of scheme usages
and tax at risk relating to protected and unprotected.

55. Paragraphs 2.4 and 2.7: You set out in paragraphs 7.18 and 7.22 of your letter of 23rd
September the circumstances in which the government would transfer a loan charge liability
from an offshore or dissolved onshore employer to an individual. Please could you confirm,
for both the 11,755 individuals who have already settled, and the 8,500 individuals who
remain in the settlement process:
a. How many of these have had a liability transferred to them from either an offshore
or dissolved onshore employer; and
b. What the total quantum of these liabilities are, and what the settlement amounts
which have been entered into by these individuals as a result (or are estimated,
where that data is available because of the status of settlement discussions).
We discussed and agreed that the answer to this is likely to be 100%, but you would be able
to find a form of words to explain this.
56. Paragraph 9.9: You set out that HMRC has undertaken a significant amount of public
communications in addition to directly communicating with individuals and employers. We
are looking to explore how successful these methods of communication have been so please
could you provide:
a. The number of page views on each of the referenced Spotlight articles by calendar
year since their publication.
b. The number of page views per month on HMRC’s ‘November 2017’ settlement
guidance.
57. Typical enquiry letters: The Reviewer has seen examples of letters opening enquiries into the
tax affairs of scheme users during the period from 1999-2019, and is interested to
understand how such letters may have evolved over time. If template letters exist, please
provide copies of these during the relevant period. If no single template was used, please
provide examples (from each year) so that the Reviewer can better understand how they
developed. Where enquiry letters do not include further details on the nature of the enquiry
please provide examples of how this information was communicated to taxpayers.
58. *Contract Settlement: The Review has been provided with an example ‘Contract Settlement’
for those settling with HMRC under the November 2017 terms. Please could you review the
attached and explain whether this is indicative of the contracts used in all settlements. If
different terms are used in other cases please could you explain why and attach redacted
examples.
59. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases

sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?

New Requests

60. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves. [AP1]
61. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves. [AP2]
62. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected. [AP2]
63. Debt Collection Processes: You agreed at the meeting to provide more information on
HMRC’s approach to agreeing instalment plans and debt collection, this should include:
a. How HMRC estimates a taxpayer’s surplus income and the other factors taken into
account when agreeing an instalment plan;
b. The role of external debt collection agencies in the collection of tax debt, both
generally and in relation to loan schemes specifically.
c. Please provide any guidance/instructions that is provided to external agencies
involved in the collection of tax debt.
d. The interaction between Accelerated Payment Notice collection activities and
settlement activities and whether these is any discussion between Counter
Avoidance and Debt Management to ensure their work is coordinated. [AP3]
Much of this information was provided in a letter to the House of Lords recently so can
largely draw on that material.
64. Costings Background: Please could you share more details on the assumptions made in
estimating the scorecard impact of the Loan Charge, including documents already in the
public domain* and, the costing note provided to the Office for Budget Responsibility
reflecting more detail on how the total revenue was calculated for the scorecard. [AP4]
65. Envisaged rates of default on settlements: Please provide HMRC’s assumptions as to the
likely rate of default on settlements that have already been agreed, and the expectation of
the amount of revenue that will be foregone as a result of taxpayers being unable to meet
these settlements. If any taxpayers are already in default on settlements that have been

responses. Appreciate that some of this information will take a while to pull together, but could you
send it across by the end of this week – if anything needs to be QAed past that point then let us
know and we’ll bear in mind as we review it.

Give me a call if any of the below is unclear and I can talk through.

Thanks,

------------------------10. Confirmation of whether, if the date from which loans were taken as in scope of the Loan
Charge was moved from 6 April 1999 to either of: (a) 9 December 2010; or (b) 6 April 2011,
there would be an expected operational benefit (as between those two options) for
taxpayers self-assessing to the Loan Charge, and/or to HMRC (e.g., in terms of how easy it
would be to calculate outstanding loan balances).
11. Details of any additional measures that are currently being considered as a means of
combatting promoters of tax avoidance measures that will clearly not successfully deliver a
tax advantage (such as loan schemes).
12. Confirmation of how regulated legal professionals (including solicitors and barristers) fall
within the existing perimeter around enablers of tax avoidance.
13. Information, of the type set out in paragraph 6.5 of your letter of 26th September, showing
the 2017/18 reported income levels for all individuals who used schemes in the 2011/12 tax
year or onwards, and how these vary from: (a) income levels for the people who used
schemes in the 2011/12 tax year or onwards and have already settled; and (b) individuals
who used schemes exclusively prior to the 2011/12 tax year.
14. Further information from HMRC (beyond that which we’re expecting this week) about
Protected/Unprotected Years for the 2011/12 tax year onwards, including:
a. Evidence of any decline in the disclosure of schemes to HMRC, which led to them
not being able to protect years because of low levels of disclosure.
b. Whether the low levels of disclosure post-2011/12 are typical of tax avoidance
schemes, or whether there were worse levels of disclosure for loan schemes.
c. Any link between the decision to legislate for the Loan Charge in 2016 and the low
levels of disclosure of schemes, and/or the declining number of SRNs being issued
for DR schemes after the Accelerated Payments legislation in 2014.
15. Details of the mean and median number of years that scheme participants used schemes for
(ideally solely for schemes entered into during or after the 2011/12 tax year, if this
information is accessible).
16. An explanation of the HMRC contract settlement process, along the lines discussed.
17. An estimate of the cumulative number of scheme participants affected by the Loan Charge
(so less those who have already settled) who would be impacted by: (a) the start date for
loans in-scope of the Loan Charge moving to December 2010/April 2011; (b) Unprotected
Years post [that date] being removed from the scope of the Loan Charge; and (c) who

settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves.
71. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves.
72. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected.
Email 07/10
41. At paragraph 4.5 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you state that in Summer 2019
a “comprehensive exercise to review the estimate of the number of individuals affected”
which concluded that 50,000 individuals using loan schemes remains a valid estimate.
a. Please could you state how many individuals were under enquiry in 2016 and how
the estimate of 50,000 was established.
b. Please could you provide details of the review exercise completed in Summer 2019
to test whether the estimate remains valid and the number schemes considered at
that time.
42. At paragraph 4.8 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you set out the total number of
open enquires by tax year across the wider Disguised Remuneration population. We would
like to understand these figures in more detail:
a. Please could you confirm whether the figures are for enquires currently open or the
total number of those which were ever opened (which seems to be the implication
of paragraph 1.7 of that response). If the former please could you provide an
estimate of the total number of enquires which were ever opened into DR scheme
use.
b. Please could you provide a breakdown of the type of enquiry by reference to the
notice under which the enquiry was opened (for example s9A TMA70).
c. In your response to paragraph 2 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you
make reference to these figures and explain how they interact.
43. At paragraphs 6.27 and 6.33 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that Donald and
Anita “may” still be liable for late payment interest of £13,370 and £3,741 respectively.
Please explain how this arises and the underlying liability the interest is payable on.
Email 13/10
f.

I might be misunderstanding, but I calculate the tax-at-risk (based on para 1.17) from
1998/99-2015/16 as being a total of £5.315bn (£1.794bn from individuals, and £3.521bn
from employers). Could you talk us through how this interacts with the figures that we’ve
been given for the estimated scorecard yield from the Loan Charge (which I know are being
updated at the moment). Does the variance between the £5.315bn (excluding 2016/17 and
17/18) and the £3.365bn scored at SS19 reflect expected non-payment? Or is it something
else? Happy to talk this through on the phone in the first instance if easiest.

<

loanchargereview.org.uk>; Siobhan Jones <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: Today's Meeting, Outstanding Requests and Correspondence

Thanks to you and the team for coming across to meet with us today, we felt it was a useful session
to set out the further information that we are looking for as we move towards the end of the
evidence gathering stage of the review.

Attached are meeting notes, the action points refer to the summary of the outstanding and new
requests below.

Outstanding Requests (as per emails 30.09 & 02.10)

29. *Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13 and 2.3: Please provide the underlying figures behind these
charts (e.g., the data in tabular format for each of the relevant years – along the lines of that
provided in paragraph 2.4). For the response due on 1 October, please could you also
provide the relevant underlying figures behind any charts that are being prepared?
30. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
We discussed and agreed that it can be simplified to estimating the split of scheme usages
and tax at risk relating to protected and unprotected.

31. Paragraphs 2.4 and 2.7: You set out in paragraphs 7.18 and 7.22 of your letter of 23rd
September the circumstances in which the government would transfer a loan charge liability
from an offshore or dissolved onshore employer to an individual. Please could you confirm,
for both the 11,755 individuals who have already settled, and the 8,500 individuals who
remain in the settlement process:
a. How many of these have had a liability transferred to them from either an offshore
or dissolved onshore employer; and
b. What the total quantum of these liabilities are, and what the settlement amounts
which have been entered into by these individuals as a result (or are estimated,
where that data is available because of the status of settlement discussions).

We discussed and agreed that the answer to this is likely to be 100%, but you would be able
to find a form of words to explain this.
32. Paragraph 9.9: You set out that HMRC has undertaken a significant amount of public
communications in addition to directly communicating with individuals and employers. We
are looking to explore how successful these methods of communication have been so please
could you provide:
a. The number of page views on each of the referenced Spotlight articles by calendar
year since their publication.
b. The number of page views per month on HMRC’s ‘November 2017’ settlement
guidance.
33. Typical enquiry letters: The Reviewer has seen examples of letters opening enquiries into the
tax affairs of scheme users during the period from 1999-2019, and is interested to
understand how such letters may have evolved over time. If template letters exist, please
provide copies of these during the relevant period. If no single template was used, please
provide examples (from each year) so that the Reviewer can better understand how they
developed. Where enquiry letters do not include further details on the nature of the enquiry
please provide examples of how this information was communicated to taxpayers.
34. *Contract Settlement: The Review has been provided with an example ‘Contract Settlement’
for those settling with HMRC under the November 2017 terms. Please could you review the
attached and explain whether this is indicative of the contracts used in all settlements. If
different terms are used in other cases please could you explain why and attach redacted
examples.
35. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases
sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?

New Requests

36. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves. [AP1]
37. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves. [AP2]

38. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected. [AP2]
39. Debt Collection Processes: You agreed at the meeting to provide more information on
HMRC’s approach to agreeing instalment plans and debt collection, this should include:
a. How HMRC estimates a taxpayer’s surplus income and the other factors taken into
account when agreeing an instalment plan;
b. The role of external debt collection agencies in the collection of tax debt, both
generally and in relation to loan schemes specifically.
c. Please provide any guidance/instructions that is provided to external agencies
involved in the collection of tax debt.
d. The interaction between Accelerated Payment Notice collection activities and
settlement activities and whether these is any discussion between Counter
Avoidance and Debt Management to ensure their work is coordinated. [AP3]
Much of this information was provided in a letter to the House of Lords recently so can
largely draw on that material.
40. Costings Background: Please could you share more details on the assumptions made in
estimating the scorecard impact of the Loan Charge, including documents already in the
public domain* and, the costing note provided to the Office for Budget Responsibility
reflecting more detail on how the total revenue was calculated for the scorecard. [AP4]
41. Envisaged rates of default on settlements: Please provide HMRC’s assumptions as to the
likely rate of default on settlements that have already been agreed, and the expectation of
the amount of revenue that will be foregone as a result of taxpayers being unable to meet
these settlements. If any taxpayers are already in default on settlements that have been
agreed, please provide both the proportion of settlements that are in default, and the
amount of revenue that is expected to be foregone as a result.
42. Inheritance Tax (IHT): Please could you provide an explanation of the interaction between
IHT on trusts and the loan charge/loan scheme settlements. In the note should take account
for the changes made in 2006 and how the IHT de minimis amount compares with the
income received through loan schemes. [AP5]
Those I’ve marked with an * we considered ‘quick wins’ so hopefully you can get these across by
COP tomorrow. The remainder we hope to receive by COP Wednesday (09.10).

Correspondence

We note that you have been sending on correspondence received by HMT which is for Sir Amyas to
respond to. While we appreciate confidentiality concerns please could you ensure these are scanned
and emailed to the Secretariat inbox to ensure we can deal with them as quickly as possible.

values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
75. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases
sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?
76. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves.
77. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves.
78. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected.
Email 07/10
44. At paragraph 4.5 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you state that in Summer 2019
a “comprehensive exercise to review the estimate of the number of individuals affected”
which concluded that 50,000 individuals using loan schemes remains a valid estimate.
a. Please could you state how many individuals were under enquiry in 2016 and how
the estimate of 50,000 was established.
b. Please could you provide details of the review exercise completed in Summer 2019
to test whether the estimate remains valid and the number schemes considered at
that time.
45. At paragraph 4.8 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you set out the total number of
open enquires by tax year across the wider Disguised Remuneration population. We would
like to understand these figures in more detail:
a. Please could you confirm whether the figures are for enquires currently open or the
total number of those which were ever opened (which seems to be the implication
of paragraph 1.7 of that response). If the former please could you provide an
estimate of the total number of enquires which were ever opened into DR scheme
use.
b. Please could you provide a breakdown of the type of enquiry by reference to the
notice under which the enquiry was opened (for example s9A TMA70).
c. In your response to paragraph 2 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you
make reference to these figures and explain how they interact.
46. At paragraphs 6.27 and 6.33 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that Donald and
Anita “may” still be liable for late payment interest of £13,370 and £3,741 respectively.
Please explain how this arises and the underlying liability the interest is payable on.

They either build on what has been provided previously and that which you are currently working on
for Wednesday or should just require a narrative explanation. I’ve continued the numbering from
the previous email.

35. At paragraph 4.5 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you state that in Summer 2019
a “comprehensive exercise to review the estimate of the number of individuals affected”
which concluded that 50,000 individuals using loan schemes remains a valid estimate.
a. Please could you state how many individuals were under enquiry in 2016 and how
the estimate of 50,000 was established.
b. Please could you provide details of the review exercise completed in Summer 2019
to test whether the estimate remains valid and the number schemes considered at
that time.
36. At paragraph 4.8 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you set out the total number of
open enquires by tax year across the wider Disguised Remuneration population. We would
like to understand these figures in more detail:
a. Please could you confirm whether the figures are for enquires currently open or the
total number of those which were ever opened (which seems to be the implication
of paragraph 1.7 of that response). If the former please could you provide an
estimate of the total number of enquires which were ever opened into DR scheme
use.
b. Please could you provide a breakdown of the type of enquiry by reference to the
notice under which the enquiry was opened (for example s9A TMA70).
c. In your response to paragraph 2 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you
make reference to these figures and explain how they interact.
37. In addition to paragraph 11 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you also provide
details of the recognition and reward system in place within Debt Management for staff
members dealing with loan scheme taxpayers. In particular the Key Performance Indicators
(KPIs) which are used to assess performance and how they interact with any staff rewards
and periodic individual performance reviews.
38. At paragraphs 6.27 and 6.33 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that Donald and
Anita “may” still be liable for late payment interest of £13,370 and £3,741 respectively.
Please explain how this arises and the underlying liability the interest is payable on.
39. At paragraph 8.18 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that “the requirement to
notify (under DOTAS) did not require users or scheme promoters to provide full and
accurate information”. Please could you explain why the design of the DOTAS regime did not
lead to full and accurate information being provided and whether any improvements have
subsequently to ensure this is the case.
40. At paragraph 8.32 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you explain the introduction of the
Promoters of Tax Avoidance Schemes (POTAS) regime. Please could you assess the success
of this regime in tackling avoidance and promoters and its impact on the use of loan
schemes.
41. Please could you provide an overview of the policy purpose, conditions which must be met
and rights of taxpayers to challenge each of the following:
a. Follower Notices
b. Accelerated Payment Notices
Thanks,

We discussed and agreed that it can be simplified to estimating the split of scheme usages
and tax at risk relating to protected and unprotected.

45. Paragraphs 2.4 and 2.7: You set out in paragraphs 7.18 and 7.22 of your letter of 23rd
September the circumstances in which the government would transfer a loan charge liability
from an offshore or dissolved onshore employer to an individual. Please could you confirm,
for both the 11,755 individuals who have already settled, and the 8,500 individuals who
remain in the settlement process:
a. How many of these have had a liability transferred to them from either an offshore
or dissolved onshore employer; and
b. What the total quantum of these liabilities are, and what the settlement amounts
which have been entered into by these individuals as a result (or are estimated,
where that data is available because of the status of settlement discussions).
We discussed and agreed that the answer to this is likely to be 100%, but you would be able
to find a form of words to explain this.
46. Paragraph 9.9: You set out that HMRC has undertaken a significant amount of public
communications in addition to directly communicating with individuals and employers. We
are looking to explore how successful these methods of communication have been so please
could you provide:
a. The number of page views on each of the referenced Spotlight articles by calendar
year since their publication.
b. The number of page views per month on HMRC’s ‘November 2017’ settlement
guidance.
47. Typical enquiry letters: The Reviewer has seen examples of letters opening enquiries into the
tax affairs of scheme users during the period from 1999-2019, and is interested to
understand how such letters may have evolved over time. If template letters exist, please
provide copies of these during the relevant period. If no single template was used, please
provide examples (from each year) so that the Reviewer can better understand how they
developed. Where enquiry letters do not include further details on the nature of the enquiry
please provide examples of how this information was communicated to taxpayers.
48. *Contract Settlement: The Review has been provided with an example ‘Contract Settlement’
for those settling with HMRC under the November 2017 terms. Please could you review the
attached and explain whether this is indicative of the contracts used in all settlements. If
different terms are used in other cases please could you explain why and attach redacted
examples.
49. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases
sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?

New Requests

50. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves. [AP1]
51. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves. [AP2]
52. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected. [AP2]
53. Debt Collection Processes: You agreed at the meeting to provide more information on
HMRC’s approach to agreeing instalment plans and debt collection, this should include:
a. How HMRC estimates a taxpayer’s surplus income and the other factors taken into
account when agreeing an instalment plan;
b. The role of external debt collection agencies in the collection of tax debt, both
generally and in relation to loan schemes specifically.
c. Please provide any guidance/instructions that is provided to external agencies
involved in the collection of tax debt.
d. The interaction between Accelerated Payment Notice collection activities and
settlement activities and whether these is any discussion between Counter
Avoidance and Debt Management to ensure their work is coordinated. [AP3]
Much of this information was provided in a letter to the House of Lords recently so can
largely draw on that material.
54. Costings Background: Please could you share more details on the assumptions made in
estimating the scorecard impact of the Loan Charge, including documents already in the
public domain* and, the costing note provided to the Office for Budget Responsibility
reflecting more detail on how the total revenue was calculated for the scorecard. [AP4]
55. Envisaged rates of default on settlements: Please provide HMRC’s assumptions as to the
likely rate of default on settlements that have already been agreed, and the expectation of
the amount of revenue that will be foregone as a result of taxpayers being unable to meet
these settlements. If any taxpayers are already in default on settlements that have been
agreed, please provide both the proportion of settlements that are in default, and the
amount of revenue that is expected to be foregone as a result.
56. Inheritance Tax (IHT): Please could you provide an explanation of the interaction between
IHT on trusts and the loan charge/loan scheme settlements. In the note should take account

for the changes made in 2006 and how the IHT de minimis amount compares with the
income received through loan schemes. [AP5]
Those I’ve marked with an * we considered ‘quick wins’ so hopefully you can get these across by
COP tomorrow. The remainder we hope to receive by COP Wednesday (09.10).

Correspondence

We note that you have been sending on correspondence received by HMT which is for Sir Amyas to
respond to. While we appreciate confidentiality concerns please could you ensure these are scanned
and emailed to the Secretariat inbox to ensure we can deal with them as quickly as possible.

Further, we note the APPG have recently wrote to Sir Amyas (c/o HMT). We will respond this as a
matter of urgency expressing sympathy and noting that Sir Amyas’ focus is on completing the review
in a way that does justice to the importance of the issues for the mid-November deadline.
http://www.loanchargeappg.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/2019-10-02-Letter-from-LoanCharge-APPG-to-Sir-Amyas-Morse-about-the-latest-suicide.pdf

Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
loanchargereview.org.uk -

Email0015
From:
(CS&TD)
Sent: 25 November 2019 11:39
To:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>; secretariat - LCR
<secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD Individuals Policy, NI & NINO) <
hmrc.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Today's Meeting, Outstanding Requests and Correspondence [OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE]
Hi

I think it was suspended very shortly after I sent the link. We do not have a full screenshot but we
have the summary below.

Thanks,

Loan Charge SPOC | 100 Parliament Street, London SW1A 2BQ |

|

From:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 22 November 2019 16:28
To:
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>
Cc:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>; secretariat - LCR
<secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD Individuals Policy, NI & NINO) <
hmrc.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Today's Meeting, Outstanding Requests and Correspondence [OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE]

Thanks,
The account has been suspended (and so we’re not able to view the Tweet) – if you
have a screenshot or an archive of it then please do pass it on.

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk

79. *Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13 and 2.3: Please provide the underlying figures behind these
charts (e.g., the data in tabular format for each of the relevant years – along the lines of that
provided in paragraph 2.4). For the response due on 1 October, please could you also
provide the relevant underlying figures behind any charts that are being prepared?
Further data on 2016-2018.
80. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
81. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases
sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?
82. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves.
83. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves.
84. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected.
Email 07/10
47. At paragraph 4.5 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you state that in Summer 2019
a “comprehensive exercise to review the estimate of the number of individuals affected”
which concluded that 50,000 individuals using loan schemes remains a valid estimate.
a. Please could you state how many individuals were under enquiry in 2016 and how
the estimate of 50,000 was established.
b. Please could you provide details of the review exercise completed in Summer 2019
to test whether the estimate remains valid and the number schemes considered at
that time.
48. At paragraph 4.8 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you set out the total number of
open enquires by tax year across the wider Disguised Remuneration population. We would
like to understand these figures in more detail:
a. Please could you confirm whether the figures are for enquires currently open or the
total number of those which were ever opened (which seems to be the implication
of paragraph 1.7 of that response). If the former please could you provide an

There are a couple of further points which have arisen from our discussions with Sir Amyas over the
weekend, would be good to discuss the timings for when you think you will be able to get responses
back to us.

They either build on what has been provided previously and that which you are currently working on
for Wednesday or should just require a narrative explanation. I’ve continued the numbering from
the previous email.

42. At paragraph 4.5 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you state that in Summer 2019
a “comprehensive exercise to review the estimate of the number of individuals affected”
which concluded that 50,000 individuals using loan schemes remains a valid estimate.
a. Please could you state how many individuals were under enquiry in 2016 and how
the estimate of 50,000 was established.
b. Please could you provide details of the review exercise completed in Summer 2019
to test whether the estimate remains valid and the number schemes considered at
that time.
43. At paragraph 4.8 of your response dated 26 September 2019 you set out the total number of
open enquires by tax year across the wider Disguised Remuneration population. We would
like to understand these figures in more detail:
a. Please could you confirm whether the figures are for enquires currently open or the
total number of those which were ever opened (which seems to be the implication
of paragraph 1.7 of that response). If the former please could you provide an
estimate of the total number of enquires which were ever opened into DR scheme
use.
b. Please could you provide a breakdown of the type of enquiry by reference to the
notice under which the enquiry was opened (for example s9A TMA70).
c. In your response to paragraph 2 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you
make reference to these figures and explain how they interact.
44. In addition to paragraph 11 of our email of 03 October 2019 please could you also provide
details of the recognition and reward system in place within Debt Management for staff
members dealing with loan scheme taxpayers. In particular the Key Performance Indicators
(KPIs) which are used to assess performance and how they interact with any staff rewards
and periodic individual performance reviews.
45. At paragraphs 6.27 and 6.33 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that Donald and
Anita “may” still be liable for late payment interest of £13,370 and £3,741 respectively.
Please explain how this arises and the underlying liability the interest is payable on.
46. At paragraph 8.18 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you state that “the requirement to
notify (under DOTAS) did not require users or scheme promoters to provide full and
accurate information”. Please could you explain why the design of the DOTAS regime did not
lead to full and accurate information being provided and whether any improvements have
subsequently to ensure this is the case.
47. At paragraph 8.32 of your letter of 01 October 2019 you explain the introduction of the
Promoters of Tax Avoidance Schemes (POTAS) regime. Please could you assess the success
of this regime in tackling avoidance and promoters and its impact on the use of loan
schemes.
48. Please could you provide an overview of the policy purpose, conditions which must be met
and rights of taxpayers to challenge each of the following:
a. Follower Notices

58. Paragraphs 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13, 2.3: To the extent that this information isn’t being provided
in response to question 8 from our original request for information, please provide details
(for the underlying figures requested above), of the proportions of scheme usages, and
values of tax at risk – for each of the relevant years as broken down in these paragraphs –
that exist across each of protected and unprotected years.
We discussed and agreed that it can be simplified to estimating the split of scheme usages
and tax at risk relating to protected and unprotected.

59. Paragraphs 2.4 and 2.7: You set out in paragraphs 7.18 and 7.22 of your letter of 23rd
September the circumstances in which the government would transfer a loan charge liability
from an offshore or dissolved onshore employer to an individual. Please could you confirm,
for both the 11,755 individuals who have already settled, and the 8,500 individuals who
remain in the settlement process:
a. How many of these have had a liability transferred to them from either an offshore
or dissolved onshore employer; and
b. What the total quantum of these liabilities are, and what the settlement amounts
which have been entered into by these individuals as a result (or are estimated,
where that data is available because of the status of settlement discussions).
We discussed and agreed that the answer to this is likely to be 100%, but you would be able
to find a form of words to explain this.
60. Paragraph 9.9: You set out that HMRC has undertaken a significant amount of public
communications in addition to directly communicating with individuals and employers. We
are looking to explore how successful these methods of communication have been so please
could you provide:
a. The number of page views on each of the referenced Spotlight articles by calendar
year since their publication.
b. The number of page views per month on HMRC’s ‘November 2017’ settlement
guidance.
61. Typical enquiry letters: The Reviewer has seen examples of letters opening enquiries into the
tax affairs of scheme users during the period from 1999-2019, and is interested to
understand how such letters may have evolved over time. If template letters exist, please
provide copies of these during the relevant period. If no single template was used, please
provide examples (from each year) so that the Reviewer can better understand how they
developed. Where enquiry letters do not include further details on the nature of the enquiry
please provide examples of how this information was communicated to taxpayers.
62. *Contract Settlement: The Review has been provided with an example ‘Contract Settlement’
for those settling with HMRC under the November 2017 terms. Please could you review the
attached and explain whether this is indicative of the contracts used in all settlements. If
different terms are used in other cases please could you explain why and attach redacted
examples.
63. Average Settlement Yield – Settled in Full: As per our email of 02 October, referencing
paragraph 6.17 your response of 01 October, you state that approximately 60% of the cases

sampled (around 950) did not require extended payment terms and paid the tax in one
instalment. Is it possible to get the average yield from those cases?

New Requests

64. Income/Liability Comparison: Building on the information at paragraph 6.6 of your response
dated 26 September, please could you provide the settlement amounts for those who have
settled with each income band. If possible please could you also provide the, anonymised,
raw data which supports the table so we can analyse the data ourselves. [AP1]
65. Income/Instalment Arrangements Comparison: Building the information at paragraph 6.18
of your response dated 01 October, please could you provide the reported income for those
who have agreed an instalment plan in each of the lengths groupings. If possible please
could you also provide the, anonymised, raw data which supports the table so we can
analyse the data ourselves. [AP2]
66. Instalment Arrangements: You noted at the meeting today that the sample of 1,600 cases
was unweighted. Please can you provide a weighted sample to better reflect the wider
population of those affected. [AP2]
67. Debt Collection Processes: You agreed at the meeting to provide more information on
HMRC’s approach to agreeing instalment plans and debt collection, this should include:
a. How HMRC estimates a taxpayer’s surplus income and the other factors taken into
account when agreeing an instalment plan;
b. The role of external debt collection agencies in the collection of tax debt, both
generally and in relation to loan schemes specifically.
c. Please provide any guidance/instructions that is provided to external agencies
involved in the collection of tax debt.
d. The interaction between Accelerated Payment Notice collection activities and
settlement activities and whether these is any discussion between Counter
Avoidance and Debt Management to ensure their work is coordinated. [AP3]
Much of this information was provided in a letter to the House of Lords recently so can
largely draw on that material.
68. Costings Background: Please could you share more details on the assumptions made in
estimating the scorecard impact of the Loan Charge, including documents already in the
public domain* and, the costing note provided to the Office for Budget Responsibility
reflecting more detail on how the total revenue was calculated for the scorecard. [AP4]
69. Envisaged rates of default on settlements: Please provide HMRC’s assumptions as to the
likely rate of default on settlements that have already been agreed, and the expectation of
the amount of revenue that will be foregone as a result of taxpayers being unable to meet
these settlements. If any taxpayers are already in default on settlements that have been

agreed, please provide both the proportion of settlements that are in default, and the
amount of revenue that is expected to be foregone as a result.
70. Inheritance Tax (IHT): Please could you provide an explanation of the interaction between
IHT on trusts and the loan charge/loan scheme settlements. In the note should take account
for the changes made in 2006 and how the IHT de minimis amount compares with the
income received through loan schemes. [AP5]
Those I’ve marked with an * we considered ‘quick wins’ so hopefully you can get these across by
COP tomorrow. The remainder we hope to receive by COP Wednesday (09.10).

Correspondence

We note that you have been sending on correspondence received by HMT which is for Sir Amyas to
respond to. While we appreciate confidentiality concerns please could you ensure these are scanned
and emailed to the Secretariat inbox to ensure we can deal with them as quickly as possible.

Further, we note the APPG have recently wrote to Sir Amyas (c/o HMT). We will respond this as a
matter of urgency expressing sympathy and noting that Sir Amyas’ focus is on completing the review
in a way that does justice to the importance of the issues for the mid-November deadline.
http://www.loanchargeappg.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/2019-10-02-Letter-from-LoanCharge-APPG-to-Sir-Amyas-Morse-about-the-latest-suicide.pdf

Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
loanchargereview.org.uk –

Email0016
From:
(CS&TD)
Sent: 22 October 2019 19:02
To:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>;
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
Individuals Policy, NI & NINO) <
hmrc.gov.uk>;

- LCR
(CS&TD
- HMT

<
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Outstanding requests
Just adding

and

after I erroneously cc’d

three times.

Thanks,

Loan Charge SPOC | 100 Parliament Street, London SW1A 2BQ |

|

From:
- LCR [mailto:
loanchargereview.org.uk]
Sent: 22 October 2019 18:20
To:
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Outstanding requests

Thanks for sharing this (and for jumping through all the necessary hoops).

From our perspective the information outstanding and due this week is:
•
•

The underlying data for the relevant charts (paras. 1.7, 1.8, 1.12, 1.13) in your letter of 26th
September for 2016/17 and 2017/18.
As you discussed with Sir Amyas last week, evidence of the personal targeting of HMRC staff
who have been working on the Loan Charge.

In addition we are interested in some further information about those who information suggests are
continuing to use loan schemes in 2019/20, though we appreciate this use will not be caught by the
Loan Charge. You set out in your letter of 01 October (para 18.1) that you had identified 12 new DR
schemes since April 2019 aimed at individuals.

a) Of the 5,000 users in 2019/20 who have previously used a scheme: what years did they first
entered into schemes, and how many pre-2019/20 years they use schemes for;
b) Of the total 8,000 (but split between the 5,000 repeat users and 3,000 first-time users), how
many have been written to by HMRC in connection with their scheme usage, and (for the
5,000 only) whether that was in connection with the Loan Charge for their pre-2019/20
usage; and
c) Any qualitative information about these scheme users – e.g., what sectors HMRC think they
operate in, what their income levels are, etc.

d) Penny Ciniewicz commented today at a Treasury Select Committee hearing about action
being taken to prevent future scheme use. She noted trialling of direct contact where HMRC
has information that someone is using a tax avoidance scheme and focussed advertising.
Please provided more details of this approach, and anything further on HMRC’s strategy
which goes beyond what was set out at paragraphs 18.1- 18.7 in your 01 October letter.
Finally, in your letter of 16 October you set out that you are undertaking a sampling exercise to
identify the number and value of unprotected years and expect this to be complete at the beginning
of the week commencing 28 October 2019. Please could you confirm this is still the case and the
date you are expecting to send this information across.
Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
loanchargereview.org.uk -

From:
hmrc.gov.uk <
hmrc.gov.uk>
Sent: 22 October 2019 12:48
To:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>;
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
<
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
Subject: Outstanding requests

- LCR
- HMT
hmtreasury.gov.uk>

Hi both,

I will formally send the 2016 costings note later this week when we respond on a few other small
remaining points, including some raised at the meeting with Sir Amyas last week.

I appreciate you might want to see it before then so I’ve attached it here. The main thing you will
notice is that the government was considering 2018 implementation. The final forecast for
implementation in 2019 is set out in Annex A.

If you have any questions about the costings I’m happy to explain it or arrange a meeting with the
analysts.

Thanks,

Loan Charge SPOC | 100 Parliament Street, London SW1A 2BQ |

|

Email0017
From:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Sent: 18 November 2019 15:23
To:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>
Cc:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: RE: LCR - outstanding responses
Hi

We are hoping we can get this to you by COP today, we are still in the process of clearing documents
and making necessary changes so it might not be until later this evening but we’re doing our best to
get it over to you today.

Is that ok?

Thanks,

From:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 18 November 2019 15:00
To:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>
Cc:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: LCR - outstanding responses

Hi both,

Hope you’re well – I thought I’d check in about the outstanding information that we’re expecting as
we finalise the Loan Charge Review – particularly that which we spoke about last week (following on
from my email of Monday am and that coming out of our meeting on Wednesday), as well as the
additional information on Unprotected Years. It would be great if you could confirm the timeframes
to which we can expect these – I’m on my mobile if easiest to talk through.

Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk

Email0018
From:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Sent: 22 November 2019 09:45
To: secretariat - LCR <secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc: Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD Individuals Policy, NI & NINO)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Loan Charge outstanding requests

Hi

We will need to check with the relevant colleagues what they have prepared or can do quickly and
will impress upon them the urgency, but to manage your expectations and as I’m sure you
appreciate, close of today may be difficult!

Will keep in touch about timing and in case of further clarification, although I suspect the below is
what we need.

Thanks,

From: secretariat - LCR <secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 22 November 2019 09:42
To:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;

- LCR

<
loanchargereview.org.uk>; secretariat - LCR
<secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc: Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD Individuals Policy, NI & NINO)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Loan Charge outstanding requests

Thanks for sending this across. As we have discussed previously Sir Amyas is particularly keen to
ensure that the data which has been provided to support any conclusions on unprotected years is
sufficiently robust. The note that you have put together is a useful for this purpose.

In this regard, please could you could send across information on the statistical sampling
methodology used for the sample of settled contractor cases and what this was based on. We are
looking to use the Government Internal Audit Agency (GIAA) so the explanation needs to be detailed
enough to allow them to take a view on it. On this basis if you err on the side of too much detail then
it will hopefully avoid the need to have a protracted back and forth to get to the information which
they need.

I am hoping that you will have this to hand and, while I appreciate that clearance is difficult, it would
be great if you could get this to us by the end of the day.

Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
loanchargereview.org.uk -

From:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Sent: 19 November 2019 17:20
To:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>; secretariat - LCR
<secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc: Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD Individuals Policy, NI & NINO)

<

hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Subject: Loan Charge outstanding requests

hmtreasury.gov.uk>;

Hi

Apologies for the delay in getting these documents over to you. Please see attached:
-

A note on unprotected years (includes the methodology which Siobhan was asking for in the
annex)
A note on payment arrangements
A paper including the additional data you requested last week

Following our previous meeting James Armitage also promised to send some contact details of
people at the Insolvency Service who can assist with any further questions you may have about IVAs
and insolvency more generally. We would suggest you get in contact with
@insolvency.gov.uk) and
(
@insolvency.gov.uk).

Happy to discuss anything if helpful.

Thanks,

Senior Policy Advisor - Specialist Personal Tax, Personal Tax Team, PTWP
1 Horse Guards Road, 1st Floor, Orange Zone, London, SW1A 2HQ
T:

www.hm-treasury.gov.uk

If I'm sending this email outside of normal working hours, it is because it suits my work pattern and I
don't expect you to read or respond to it outside of your own normal working hours.

Email0019
From:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Sent: 26 November 2019 14:02
To: secretariat - LCR <secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc: Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;

- LCR
(CS&TD)

<
<

hmrc.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD Individuals Policy, NI & NINO)
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Loan Charge outstanding requests

Apologies for the delay in coming back to you – grateful if you could use this version of the
document in liaising with GIAA which has one minor change.

Many thanks,

From:
- HMT
Sent: 25 November 2019 12:39
To: secretariat - LCR <secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc: Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD Individuals Policy, NI & NINO)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Loan Charge outstanding requests

Hi

Thanks for the extension to this and your patience.

Please see attached for the note on the methodology. I am sending it now in view of your timing but
please note we are still doing final drafting checks so this is subject to any final corrections or
changes from that process, we will be in touch if anything comes out of that.

Thanks,

From: secretariat - LCR <secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 22 November 2019 09:42

To:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>; secretariat - LCR
<secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc: Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD Individuals Policy, NI & NINO)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Loan Charge outstanding requests

Thanks for sending this across. As we have discussed previously Sir Amyas is particularly keen to
ensure that the data which has been provided to support any conclusions on unprotected years is
sufficiently robust. The note that you have put together is a useful for this purpose.

In this regard, please could you could send across information on the statistical sampling
methodology used for the sample of settled contractor cases and what this was based on. We are
looking to use the Government Internal Audit Agency (GIAA) so the explanation needs to be detailed
enough to allow them to take a view on it. On this basis if you err on the side of too much detail then
it will hopefully avoid the need to have a protracted back and forth to get to the information which
they need.

I am hoping that you will have this to hand and, while I appreciate that clearance is difficult, it would
be great if you could get this to us by the end of the day.

Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
loanchargereview.org.uk -

From:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Sent: 19 November 2019 17:20
To:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>; secretariat - LCR
<secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc: Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD)

<
<

hmrc.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD Individuals Policy, NI & NINO)
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Subject: Loan Charge outstanding requests

Hi

Apologies for the delay in getting these documents over to you. Please see attached:
-

A note on unprotected years (includes the methodology which Siobhan was asking for in the
annex)
A note on payment arrangements
A paper including the additional data you requested last week

Following our previous meeting James Armitage also promised to send some contact details of
people at the Insolvency Service who can assist with any further questions you may have about IVAs
and insolvency more generally. We would suggest you get in contact with
nsolvency.gov.uk) and
nsolvency.gov.uk).

Happy to discuss anything if helpful.

Thanks,

Senior Policy Advisor - Specialist Personal Tax, Personal Tax Team, PTWP
1 Horse Guards Road, 1st Floor, Orange Zone, London, SW1A 2HQ
T:

www.hm-treasury.gov.uk

If I'm sending this email outside of normal working hours, it is because it suits my work pattern and I
don't expect you to read or respond to it outside of your own normal working hours.

Email0020
From:
- LCR <
Sent: 27 November 2019 11:36
To:
(CS&TD) <
Cc:
- HMT <

loanchargereview.org.uk>
hmrc.gov.uk>
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;

- LCR

Tranche 3
Email0023
From:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Sent: 02 December 2019 20:23
To:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc: Kantor, Suzy - HMT
; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: LCR - draft report
Thanks
We will discuss this week across the policy partnership (demand, as it were, is likely to exceed
supply!) and get back to you
| Loan Charge | Personal Tax Team | Personal Tax, Welfare and Pensions Group
Her Majesty's Treasury, 1 Orange, 1 Horse Guards Road, London, SW1A 2HQ | Tel: +44(0)

From:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 02 December 2019 14:59
To:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Cc: Kantor, Suzy - HMT
; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: LCR - draft report
Hi
To confirm, we’ve booked the Regents’ Park Meeting Room from 9:30am on Monday. Let me know
once you have confirmed who will be attending from HMT and HMRC.
Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk

From:
- LCR
Sent: 29 November 2019 12:18
To:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
(CS&TD)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Cc: Kantor, Suzy - HMT <Suzy.Kantor@hmtreasury.gov.uk>; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: RE: LCR - draft report
Thanks,
We spoke but – to confirm – the 9th is the earliest date at which we’ll be able to arrange a readthrough of the report itself. I’ll send through more details of the arrangements on Monday.

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk
From:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Sent: 29 November 2019 11:39
To:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>;
(CS&TD)
<
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Cc: Kantor, Suzy - HMT <
>; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: RE: LCR - draft report

Thanks for this this is very helpful – how firm are you on the timeline? Insofar this is used to inform
briefing for new ministers, the w/c 9th is really tight. Any chance this could be next week, or are you
not ready then?
| Loan Charge | Personal Tax Team | Personal Tax, Welfare and Pensions Group
Her Majesty's Treasury, 1 Orange, 1 Horse Guards Road, London, SW1A 2HQ | Tel: +44(0)

From:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 29 November 2019 11:31
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT
To:
(CS&TD) <
<
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Cc:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>;
- LCR
<
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: LCR - draft report
Hi

We wanted to confirm the arrangements that we’re intending to put in place during w/c 9th
December for you to see the final version of the Loan Charge Review.
We’ll submit formally once a government is formed (so on 13th December if a government is formed
and a Cx is appointed that day), and are intending to arrange a reading room on Monday 9th for up to
5 people from each of HMT and HMRC (so ten in total) to be able to read the report. The purpose of
this will be to:
1. Inform briefing for incoming ministers, given the timeframe involved for the government to
respond to the Review ahead of the Self-Assessment deadline in January 2020 and the need
for ministers to be able to quickly consider the conclusions of the Review.
2. For you to raise any purely factual comments on the report – for example anything around
the mechanics of tax collection, self-assessment, or other technical points that we
characterise. The Reviewer will have signed off on the version that we share with you (which
will also have been through the Review’s external legal and tax advisors), and so we’re
anticipating a limited number of comments of this type. We will, of course, need to go back
to the Reviewer with any such comments and so he will take a decision during w/c 9th about
the final drafting of the report.
We’ll arrange booking a room, etc (I’ll confirm which room we’ve booked on Monday). By COB
Wednesday (4th), I’d be grateful if you could confirm who from each of HMT and HMRC will be
attending. We’ll aim to book out the room for a few hours from 9:30 onwards.
Give me a call if useful to discuss.
Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk
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Email0024
From:
- HMT <
Sent: 03 October 2019 13:39

hmtreasury.gov.uk>
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<
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Subject: Guidance for Customer

A quick request, separate from the requests for information which

has been in contact about.

Now we have the Secretariat email address up and running we are receiving a large number of
submissions from the public. You will appreciate that some of these reference individual’s mental
health and make specific reference to taking their own life.
We discussed today about the process to follow if a customer informed us that they were planning
to take their own life imminently and want to be prepared to do all we can to help. On this basis we
were hoping you would be able to share a copy of the guidance which is available to HMRC frontline
staff to follow in these circumstances, is this something you are able to share?
Happy to discuss,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
loanchargereview.org.uk
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Email0035
From:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 16 October 2019 18:56
To:
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>;
- HMT
<
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Subject: Meeting tomorrow
Hi both,
Could I confirm where tomorrow’s meeting (3:30-5pm) will be taking place in HMT/HMRC?
Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk
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Hi

They look great, thanks. And thanks for the quick turnaround.

Thanks,

Loan Charge SPOC | 100 Parliament Street, London SW1A 2BQ |

|

From:
- LCR [mailto
loanchargereview.org.uk]
Sent: 15 October 2019 10:55
To:
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>
Cc:
- HMT <
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- HMT
<
hmtreasury.gov.uk>; Jones, Siobhan - LCR
<Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Lines for TSC hearing

Hi

Thanks for sighting us on this. Some changes from us are below (in red) – let us know if these look
alright. The first point (independence of the Review) is similar to what the Reviewer has been saying
when the point is raised.

----------------------------------------------------------------

• The secretariat is staffed by officials from both HMRC and HMT.
• The secretariat role is to provide support to the Reviewer, and it is standard practice for
civil servants to provide this function for government commissioned Reviews.
• The secretariat acts on the instructions of Sir Amyas, who has full control over how the
Review is conducted, and as to any recommendations it may make to the Government. He is
consulting widely as part of the Review, including through retaining independent, external
advisors, and by meeting personally with interested parties.
• All civil servants are impartial and bound by the civil service code.

If pressed we would like to say the following;

• The Secretariat contains seconded officials from both HMT and HMRC. Two of these are
from HMRC – one is a tax specialist, and the other is providing administrative support for the
Review. At the request of the reviewer, we and HMT each provided a tax expert to ensure
technical questions could be answered quickly. HMRC have also provided someone to help
with administrative support for the review. In addition, we have provided someone to help
with the administration of the review.

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk

From:
hmrc.gov.uk <
Sent: 15 October 2019 10:10
To:
- LCR <
Cc:
- HMT <
<
hmtreasury.gov.uk>
Subject: Lines for TSC hearing

hmrc.gov.uk>
loanchargereview.org.uk>
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;

- HMT

Hi

As briefly discussed in the phone earlier, HMRC officials are attending a TSC hearing
tomorrow about HMRC’s Annual Report and Accounts.

There is a chance questions will be asked about the independent loan charge review. I’m
particular, being directly asked how many HMRC staff are in the review.

Our starting point will be the following agreed lines:

• The secretariat is staffed by officials from both HMRC and HMT.
• The secretariat role is to provide support to the Reviewer, and it is standard practice for
civil servants to provide this function for government commissioned Reviews.
• The secretariat acts on the instructions of Sir Amyas, who has full control over how the
Review is conducted, and as to any recommendations it may make to the Government.
• All civil servants are impartial and bound by the civil service code.

If pressed we would like to say the following;

• At the request of the reviewer, we and HMT each provided a tax expert to ensure technical
questions could be answered quickly. In addition, we have provided someone to help with
the administration of the review.

Are you content for us to use these lines?

Thanks,
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Email0038
From:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: 12 October 2019 13:22
To: Stanier, Ruth (CS&TD Director General) <ruth.stanier@hmrc.gov.uk>
Cc: Stanier, Ruth (CS&TD Director General) <ruth.stanier@hmrc.gov.uk>;
<
hmrc.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Loan Charge Figures

(CS&TD)

Hi Ruth,
Thanks for the conversation yesterday evening. To confirm, I’ve been in touch with Amyas who is
content that we’ll get updated figures next week replacing those in paragraph 5.11 of the letter of
26th September, and that there isn’t a need for a call on Monday morning. As discussed, it would be
great if we could get these ahead of the meeting being scheduled for Thursday afternoon – ideally
by COB Tuesday, if that’s possible.
Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk
From:
hmrc.gov.uk <
ruth.stanier@hmrc.gov.uk

hmrc.gov.uk> On Behalf Of

Sent: 11 October 2019 16:14
To:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc: zzHMRC_Stanier, Ruth <ruth.stanier@hmrc.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Loan Charge Figures
– sorry I should have said when responding could you send your response direct to Ruth
Stanier so it goes straight to her inbox and the team will pick up in my absence.
Many thanks.
Diary Manager to Ruth Stanier, Director General Customer Strategy & Tax Design | HMRC | Room 2C/23 | 100 Parliament
Street | London | SW1A 2BQ | Tel:
|
hmrc.gov.uk

From:
(CS&TD DG Private Office)
Sent: 11 October 2019 16:06
To:
loanchargereview.org.uk
Cc: Stanier, Ruth (CS&TD Director General) <ruth.stanier@hmrc.gov.uk>
Subject: Loan Charge Figures
Hi
May I introduce myself I am
and I work in Ruth Stanier’s office – you spoke to one of my
colleague,
who said you would be in contact with me to arrange a call between Ruth and
Sir Amyas for Monday. I thought I would get in early as I am off on Monday and Tuesday and also
Ruth’s dairy for Next week is very busy. Monday afternoon from 1pm onward looks to be more
suitable for Ruth but if Sir Amyas could only be available in the morning let me know and I will see
what I can shift to accommodate.
Many thanks.

Diary Manager to Ruth Stanier, Director General Customer Strategy & Tax Design | HMRC | Room 2C/23 | 100 Parliament
Street | London | SW1A 2BQ | Tel:
|
hmrc.gov.uk
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Email0039
From: Stanier, Ruth (CS&TD Director General) <ruth.stanier@hmrc.gov.uk>
Sent: 12 October 2019 17:58
To:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc:
(CS&TD) <
hmrc.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Loan Charge Figures
- many thanks, much appreciated. And to confirm we’re certainly doing everything we
can to work to that timescale.
Ruth

From:

- LCR <

loanchargereview.org.uk>

Sent: Saturday, October 12, 2019 1:22 pm
To: Stanier, Ruth (CS&TD Director General)
Cc: Stanier, Ruth (CS&TD Director General);

(CS&TD)

Subject: RE: Loan Charge Figures
Hi Ruth,
Thanks for the conversation yesterday evening. To confirm, I’ve been in touch with Amyas who is
content that we’ll get updated figures next week replacing those in paragraph 5.11 of the letter of
26th September, and that there isn’t a need for a call on Monday morning. As discussed, it would be

great if we could get these ahead of the meeting being scheduled for Thursday afternoon – ideally
by COB Tuesday, if that’s possible.
Thanks,

– Loan Charge Review Secretariat
LoanChargeReview.org.uk

From:

hmrc.gov.uk>On Behalf Of

hmrc.gov.uk <

ruth.stanier@hmrc.gov.uk
Sent: 11 October 2019 16:14
To:

- LCR <

loanchargereview.org.uk>

Cc: zzHMRC_Stanier, Ruth <ruth.stanier@hmrc.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Loan Charge Figures
– sorry I should have said when responding could you send your response direct to Ruth
Stanier so it goes straight to her inbox and the team will pick up in my absence.
Many thanks.

Diary Manager to Ruth Stanier, Director General Customer Strategy & Tax Design | HMRC | Room 2C/23 | 100 Parliament
Street | London | SW1A 2BQ | Tel:

From:

|

hmrc.gov.uk

(CS&TD DG Private Office)

Sent: 11 October 2019 16:06
To:

loanchargereview.org.uk

Cc: Stanier, Ruth (CS&TD Director General) <ruth.stanier@hmrc.gov.uk>
Subject: Loan Charge Figures
Hi

May I introduce myself I am
colleague,

and I work in Ruth Stanier’s office – you spoke to one of my

who said you would be in contact with me to arrange a call between Ruth and

Sir Amyas for Monday. I thought I would get in early as I am off on Monday and Tuesday and also
Ruth’s dairy for Next week is very busy. Monday afternoon from 1pm onward looks to be more
suitable for Ruth but if Sir Amyas could only be available in the morning let me know and I will see
what I can shift to accommodate.
Many thanks.

Diary Manager to Ruth Stanier, Director General Customer Strategy & Tax Design | HMRC | Room 2C/23 | 100 Parliament
Street | London | SW1A 2BQ | Tel:

|

hmrc.gov.uk
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Email 42
From:
(CS&TD)
Sent: 02 October 2019 13:12
To: secretariat - LCR <secretariat@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Cc:
- LCR <
loanchargereview.org.uk>;
<
hmtreasury.gov.uk>;
- HMT <
Subject: RE: Letter from Sir John Hayes MP

- HMT
hmtreasury.gov.uk>

Hi
HMRC and HMT have not received this letter addressed to Sir Amyas so there will be no duplication
when you reply.

Sent: 30 September 2019 12:59
To: Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: RE: next couple of weeks [OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE]

Thanks for this helpful update, Siobhan.

If you are free to for a short call after 5pm it might be useful to test whether we are meeting the
reviewer’s requests and expectations as fully as possible. I am happy to phone you if that is sensible.

If this is not possible I do hope you have a great holiday.

Carol

Carol Bristow
Director | Individuals Policy Directorate (IPD) | HM Revenue and Customs | 3C/12, 100 Parliament
Street, London, SW1A 2BQ |

|

From: Jones, Siobhan - LCR [mailto:Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk]
Sent: 30 September 2019 12:01
To: Bristow, Carol (CS&TD Individuals Policy, Director) <carol.bristow@hmrc.gov.uk>
Subject: next couple of weeks

Hi Carol,

Hope you’re well. I just wanted to let you know that, in what now seems unfortunate timing, I am
about
to go on leave for ten days. The team are progressing with Amyas’ requests and continuing to work
through the evidence that we have received. I am grateful for your team’s continued efforts in
supplying
the data that Amyas has asked for.

should be the point of contact whilst I’m away. But let me know if you would like to

catch up on anything today before I go.

Best wishes
Siobhan

Siobhan Jones – Independent Loan Charge Review Secretariat
Siobhan.jones@loanchargereview.org.uk
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I thought yesterday went well. Amyas was very complimentary about the expertise of the team and
said
that it did give him the information that he wanted. He did note a couple of areas where he felt the
team were more defensive. But he was not saying that in a critical way. So generally I think it went
well
and has helped a lot in providing context and setting the right tone. (It also helped me!)

So thanks for the work that you and others did to prepare,
Siobhan

From: carol.bristow@hmrc.gov.uk <carol.bristow@hmrc.gov.uk>
Sent: 12 September 2019 20:52
To: Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Subject: Re: Request

Thx Siobhan,

Just to let you know I am on to this. No joy today but will chase up again tomorrow and get back to
you.

Grateful for any feedback on whether we covered the right ground in the right way for Amyas
earlier.

Thx

Carol

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Jones, Siobhan - LCR <Siobhan.Jones@loanchargereview.org.uk>
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 5:52:17 PM

To: Bristow, Carol (CS&TD Individuals Policy, Director) <carol.bristow@hmrc.gov.uk>
Subject: Request

Hi Carol

Thanks again for making time yesterday to meet. One follow up thought that has emerged today is
that
we could really do with some secretarial support to help organise the various stakeholder meetings
and
support the team. I realise it’s a big ask given you’re already kindly loaning us
if

but I wondered

you might have anyone who could help out?

I’m also exploring within HMT, but I thought it was also worth asking you. I hope you don’t mind
and
understand if it doesn’t prove possible, but it would really help us out I think.

And separately, many thanks to

and others for pulling together material for tomorrow. I’ve only

had a brief chat with Amyas about tomorrow’s session and I’m not sure he has yet decided what he
wants to cover, but I thought it would be a useful opportunity to talk him through some of the data
you
mentioned yesterday on who is affected. But I think we will also need to be responsive to where he
takes us. Very happy to discuss if you have specific thoughts about what you’d like to cover.

Many thanks
Siobhan

Siobhan Jones – Loan Charge Review Secretariat
Siobhan.jones@loanchargereview.org.uk
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Kind regards,

Higher Officer
Complex & Agents
ISBC | HMRC | 1 Ruskin Square | Croydon | Surrey | CR0 2LX
| +44 (0)

|

hmrc.gsi.gov.uk
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To give you a brief overview of my experience, I am currently working within Customs &
International
Trade as an HO caseworker. Besides casework, my role heavily involves administrative duties such
as:
chairing meetings and taking minutes; corresponding with various internal and external
stakeholders;
and ensuring deliverables are completed in a timely fashion. In addition to this, I also took over the
management functions to assist my previous manager in administering cases to the team.

I would like to know the date that you are thinking as a start date and confirmation of the location.

I am very excited to be joining your team and I look forward to speaking with you soon.

Kind regards,

Higher Officer
Complex & Agents
ISBC | HMRC | 1 Ruskin Square | Croydon | Surrey | CR0 2LX
| +44 (0)

|
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I wanted to raise three key areas of concern HMRC has with the report directly with you. I should
note that these have been raised with the review team already.
Tax Avoidance
HMRC’s ability to tackle tax avoidance going forward and to protect the interests of the wider tax
paying public, is critically dependent on the public receiving and acting on a clear message that tax
avoidance is unacceptable and the underlying behaviour will be tackled.
To that end I think it is important that the opening sections of the report set out that Disguised
Remuneration is Tax Avoidance (this is widely accepted by the tax profession not simply asserted by
HMRC), describe how these schemes work and make clear that using these schemes was not, and is
not, acceptable.
The report should also take the opportunity to remind people to steer clear of these schemes.
The report suggests that people were unaware they were using tax avoidance and reassured that
these were acceptable ways of being paid and they legitimately thought they had taken out a loan.
The report also suggests it was reasonable that those involved should have had no expectation that
loans would have to be repaid. At the very least I would I suggest the report should acknowledge this
inconsistency.
Irrespective of whether people are tax experts it is not reasonable to assume that being paid in the
form of a loan that attracts no tax, and that you have no expectation of repaying, is normal or
accepted taxpayer behaviour. It is not what HMRC experiences in the behaviour of the 99.8% of the
population that have never used a DR scheme.
Evidence base
The review is critical of HMRC’s customer performance. But draws its evidence from subjective
comments from a small minority of those taxpayers affected by the Loan Charge, to draw broader
conclusions about HMRC’s performance and wider customer engagement and trust. I do not think
this is reasonable or based on an adequate or representative sample of taxpayers.
The Loan Charge affects less than 0.2% of the taxpaying public; and of that 50,000 the review
received approximately 700 statements that it is acknowledged are likely to have come from those
who have received a negative experience. In the interests of balance and proportionality I think it is
important for the report to make clear that its conclusions draw on this small and very specific
group. It is inappropriate from this base to draw conclusions about the wider relationship of trust
with the public or HMRC’s performance more generally.
It is worth acknowledging that there has been no direct input from the 99.8% of taxpayers who have
not used DR schemes.
In places the report has also not used evidence that we have provided – this selective use of
evidence risks creating an inaccurate picture. The hypothetical example of a low paid agency worker
involved in disguised remuneration over ten years, is not representative of the population that use
DR schemes. More typically the data supplied by HMRC indicates that users were above average
salary IT contractors who used schemes for around two years.

