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Note for the Facilitator 

This topic has designed to give the learners chance to consider good reason. 

This is vitally important. A claimant must not be sanctioned if they have a good 

reason for their failure to comply. 

Some Decision Makers may make decisions without gathering all the evidence 

they need. This can be due to time pressures. 

Some may tend to be overly harsh, sanctioning cases that ought not to be 

sanctioned.  

 

 

This leads to increased re-considerations and appeals 

and in the long term damages the DWP’s reputation. 

 

Others may be overly lenient, tending to make decisions in the claimants 

favour despite evidence that show the claimant did not have a good reason for 

the failure. 

 

 

This will mean claimants will not understand their 

responsibilities while claiming Universal Credit. This may 

stop them doing all they can to find work.   

 

Decision Makers must make their decisions based on the facts, the evidence, 

and the law. 

  



 
 

FRN 5.1       September 2016 
v11.1 

        Page 4 of 71 

 

UCDMA006 –Sanctions Workshop  
FRN 5.1 – Case Studies for Low and Lowest 
Sanctions 

When deciding whether a claimant had good reason for a failure they must 

consider: 

 

 whether the claimant acted as a reasonable person would (the 

reasonability test); and 

 whether it’s likely that events happened as the claimant (or for that matter 

the member of staff) said (the balance of probabilities). 

 

As the facilitator you must challenge any statements such as: 

 

 We’re told not to ask for more evidence 

 We haven’t got time to do all this 

 We can just apply a sanction; the claimant can always appeal. 
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How to Use this Facilitator’s Running Note 

There are nine case studies. They have been ordered more or less in 

increasing complexity. Each one is designed to bring up different important 

considerations. Do not miss any out. 

You should work through them in order giving the learners a chance to discuss 

each one of them. 

Hand-out HO 5.3 contains the case-studies.  

The case studies give the learners the sort of information they can expect to 

see as a DM. 

 

 

You must remember that not all referrals with be of a 

high quality. Very often the DMs will not immediately get 

all the evidence they need.  

  

There is a section in this facilitator note for each case. 

 

Each section contains questions to ask the learners, and a list of guidance 

references that the learners need to consider. (Bear in mind that the 

references included are intended as a guide. Learners may find other pertinent 

references.) 
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There is a ‘full story’ for each of the case studies. This 

sometimes contains more information that the learners 

will get. The extra information is there in case the 

learners ask questions that have not been suggested in 

the brief. They may help you give them answers. 

 

The more complicated case studies also contain suggested topics for 

discussion. 

 

 

These case studies are based around referral templates 

used at the time of writing this learning. 

To clarify: 

Part B – first sentence: 

‘The claimant was issued with a notification advising that 

attendance was required on XX/XX/XX at XX:XX at 

Jobcentre Plus’ – the date refers to the date of the 

interview not the notification. 

Third sentence: 

Method of Notification: 

This will be ‘claimant commitment’ for a regular Work 

Search Review’ or ‘Letter issued Face-to-face’ for an ad-

hoc Work Search Interview. (Note that in reality there will 

be other methods of notification, but these are the only 

two used in these case studies.) 
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Each of the case study sections gives you an expected answer.  

 

 

Remember that decision making can be subjective. The 

learners may have different ideas about when a sanction 

should be applied. 

There are no wrong answers – as long as the learner can 

back their decision up, using guidance. 

   

If the learners give you an answer different to the expected one, you should 

challenge them to give you the reason for their answer – and to give you 

appropriate guidance references. 

 

 

If the learners have access to the intranet you should get 

them to look up the guidance before making their 

decisions on the case studies. 

You may choose to make this a competitive team 

exercise, to see who can find the most relevant guidance 

references. 
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James Dunne 

 

The full story – for the facilitator only: 

The claimant has recently changed address. He had to 

stay in all day waiting for the Housing ‘people’ to uncap 

his gas.  He had no form of heating until it was 

uncapped. 

 

 

Things to ask the learners 

 

What sort of failure is this?  

 

Failure to attend a Work Focused Interview. 

 

 

Should this case have been Treated as Straightforward?  

 

No, it’s not one of the Treated as Straightforward 

circumstances. 

 

 

Should this case have treated as a non-complex 

decision? 
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No, the claimant has a reason that must be considered 

 

 

Is there enough information to make a reasoned 

decision? 

 

The expected answer is Yes. 

 

 

What decision would you make? 

 

The expected answer is that the case should be allowed. 
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Things to Consider 

The Secretary of State can require that a claimant participate in an interview for any 

purpose relating to any or all of: 

 

1. the imposition of a work-related requirement on a claimant  

2. verifying the claimant’s compliance with a work-related requirement  

3. helping the claimant to comply with a work-related requirement. 

The Secretary of State may specify, how, when and where the interview should take place. 

This applies to claimants where interviews form part of their conditionality regime. 

 

Failure by the claimant to participate without good reason in the interview may result in a 

sanction. 

J3020 to J3022 (1 WR Act 12, s 23(1) & (2) and s 27(2)(b)) 

 

 

Good reason is not defined in legislation. DMs should take into account all relevant 

information about the claimant’s individual circumstances and their reasons for any failures 

when considering whether to sanction a claimant for any failure which results in the award 

of UC being reduced.  

KM K2004  

 

Good reason is not defined in the law, but ‘good cause’ and ‘just cause’ are considered in 

case law. It includes facts which would probably have caused a reasonable person to act as 

the claimant did. The principles established are equally applicable to good reason. 

K2021 (1 R(SB) 6/83) 
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DMs should establish facts which would probably have caused a reasonable person to act 

as the claimant did by establishing three key points, 

 

1. what would it be reasonable to expect someone to do in the particular 

circumstances, that is was the action or failure to act preventable  

 

2.  what did the claimant do or fail to do that was different to what was the required 

action and 

 

3. what were the claimant’s reasons for their action or failure to act as required. 

K2022 

 

If a claimant’s gas has been capped it is reasonable for them to wait in for an 

engineer to uncap it. 

 

He has also explained why he was unable to phone on that day. 
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[The DM must consider the balance of probability.] 

The DM must decide claims and applications on the balance of probability. This is not the 

same as "beyond reasonable doubt", the standard test for proof in criminal trials.  

 

The balance of probability involves the DM deciding whether it is more likely than not that 

an event occurred, or that an assertion is true. It does not mean that the claimant can be 

given the benefit of the doubt. If the evidence is contradictory the DM should decide 

whether there is enough evidence in favour of one conclusion or the other to show which is 

the more likely. The DM may decide on the basis of findings made on the balance of 

probability or may find that there is not enough evidence to satisfy them about findings one 

way or the other.  

 

Alternatively the DM may find that there is insufficient evidence to establish the facts one 

way or the other and ask for more evidence. Claimants must supply all information and 

evidence required in connection with the decision. The DM should do as much as possible 

to see that all the necessary evidence is brought to light. 

A1340 to A1342 (1 R(I) 4/65; 2 R(I) 32/61) 

The claimant had reported a change of address. This concurs with his statement 

about his failure to attend. 

 

It is common practice for companies to not to give a particular time-slot, so it is 

probable that the claimant needed to wait in for them. 

 

Running out of phone credit is also probable.  
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Nasreen Begum 

 

The full story – for the facilitator only: 

The claimant has a calendar on her phone which she 

uses for all her appointments. She saved the 

appointment on her phone, and then mislaid the 

notification letter. 

The phone stopped working at some time between 

27/10/14 and 29/10/14 (she can’t remember exactly). 

She didn’t think to ring up to check when her 

appointment was. Instead she waited for a couple of 

days until she was passing the Jobcentre. 

 

 

Things to ask the learners. 

 

 

What sort of failure is this?  

 

Failure to attend a Work Focused Interview. 

 

 

Should this case have been Treated as Straightforward?  
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No, it’s not one of the Treated as Straightforward 

circumstances. 

 

 

Should this case have treated as a non-complex 

decision? 

 

No. Although the claimant forgot the interview she has 

given a reason for doing so. That reason must be 

considered. 

 

 

Is there enough information to make a reasoned 

decision? 

 

The expected answer is Yes. 

 

 

What decision would you make? 

 

Expected answer: Sanction. 
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What level of sanction would you impose? 

 

Expected answer: Lowest level (she is in the Work 

Focussed Interview Only Group). 

 

Things to Consider 

 

The Secretary of State can require that a claimant participate in an interview for any 

purpose relating to any or all of: 

 

1. the imposition of a work-related requirement on a claimant  

2. verifying the claimant’s compliance with a work-related requirement  

3. helping the claimant to comply with a work-related requirement. 

 

The Secretary of State may specify, how, when and where the interview should take place. 

This applies to claimants where interviews form part of their conditionality regime. 

 

Failure by the claimant to participate without good reason in the interview may result in a 

sanction. 

J3020 to J3022 (1 WR Act 12, s 23(1) & (2) and s 27(2)(b)) 
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Good reason is not defined in legislation. DMs should take into account all relevant 

information about the claimant’s individual circumstances and their reasons for any failures 

when considering whether to sanction a claimant for any failure which results in the award 

of UC being reduced.  

 

KM K2004  

 

A claimant may have…unexpected or unforeseen problems. 

 

K2007 (1 UC Regs, reg 95 – 99) 

 

The breakdown of her phone (and therefore not being able to access her calendar) 

could be regarded as unexpected. However some may consider that such technology 

tends to break. 

 

Good reason is not defined in the law, but ‘good cause’ and ‘just cause’ are considered in 

case law. It includes facts which would probably have caused a reasonable person to act as 

the claimant did. The principles established are equally applicable to good reason. 

 

K2021 (1 R(SB) 6/83) 

DMs should establish facts which would probably have caused a reasonable person to act 

as the claimant did by establishing three key points, 

1. what would it be reasonable to expect someone to do in the particular circumstances, 

that is was the action or failure to act preventable  

2. what did the claimant do or fail to do that was different to what was the required action 

and 

3. what were the claimant’s reasons for their action or failure to act as required. 

 

K2022 
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A reasonable person would be expected to check their appointments as soon as they 

realised they could not access their calendar.  Instead she waited (until she was 

passing the jobcentre). 

 

Also the learners may consider that she ought not to have relied on her phone – she 

should have noted the appointment elsewhere. 

 
 

 

Discuss what would have happened had Ms Begum’s 

phone broken on the day of the interview, and she had 

rung up to check her appointment date as soon as she 

noticed. 

Bear in mind that Nasreen received a letter. Is it 

reasonable not to keep the letter after she had put the 

appointment in her phone? 

Ask the learners whether they rely on technology (such 

as mobile phones or Outlook calendars) to record 

appointments.   

Also this is a case where previous attendance history 

could be a factor. If this is the first time Nasreen missed 

an appointment it’s reasonable for her to rely on her 

method of recording appointments. If not, she might have 

had problems before, and so could be expected to make 

alternative arrangements. 

Expect that the learners should feel that even if she was 

too late to go to the interview, her payment should not be 

sanctioned. She would have behaved as a reasonable 

person should. 
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Charles Ashton 

 

The full story – for the facilitator only: 

Charles failed to attend a Work Search Interview on 

03/12/2014 at 3pm. This was because he witnessed a 

road traffic accident on his way to the interview. He had 

to wait for the police to arrive, and was then interviewed 

by them. 

By the time he had finished with the police he was too 

late for the interview. He rang up the next morning 

(04/12/2014) and re-arranged his appointment for that 

afternoon. 

Charles was supposed to have brought in a completed 

CV on 03/12/2014.  

Charles hasn’t written a CV for several years. He has 

one but it is badly out of date. He wanted to check the 

latest guidance on CV writing, had intended to check for 

advice on the internet. 

However, when he attended his re-scheduled interview, 

Charles explained that he’d lost his internet connection 

and wasn’t able to check CV writing site he wanted to 

use. 

Charles was without internet access from 02/12/2014 to 

03/12/2014. 

The case has been referred to the Decision Maker for 

both Failing to Attend on 03/12/2014 and failing to 

complete a CV. 
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Things to ask the learners. 

 

Should this case have been treated as straightforward? 

 

 

See Fail to Attend (FTA) Treat as straightforward in About Universal Credit 

 

The FTA referral might have been treated as 

straightforward as he was detained by the police 

(although he wasn’t in police custody). 

However there are no ‘treat as straightforward’ provisions 

for failing to produce a CV.  

 

 

Is there enough information to make a reasoned decision 

on both referrals? 

 

Expected answer: Yes. 

 

 

What decision would you make on the Failure to Attend? 

 

Expected answer: Allow 

 

http://np-uc-ikb.link2.gpn.gov.uk:81/Pages/Fail_to_Attend_(FTA)_Treat_as_straightforward.aspx
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What decision would you make on failing to provide the 

CV? 

 

Expected answer: Sanction 

 

 

Things to Consider – FTA Case 

The Secretary of State can require that a claimant participate in an interview for any 

purpose relating to any or all of: 

 

1. the imposition of a work-related requirement on a claimant  

2. verifying the claimant’s compliance with a work-related requirement  

3. helping the claimant to comply with a work-related requirement. 

 

The Secretary of State may specify, how, when and where the interview should take place. 

This applies to claimants where interviews form part of their conditionality regime. 

Failure by the claimant to participate without good reason in the interview may result in a 

sanction. 

J3020 to J3022 (1 WR Act 12, s 23(1) & (2) and s 27(2)(b)) 

Good reason is not defined in legislation. DMs should take into account all relevant 

information about the claimant’s individual circumstances and their reasons for any failures 

when considering whether to sanction a claimant for any failure which results in the award 

of UC being reduced.  

KM K2004  

 



 
 

FRN 5.1       September 2016 
v11.1 

        Page 21 of 71 

 

UCDMA006 –Sanctions Workshop  
FRN 5.1 – Case Studies for Low and Lowest 
Sanctions 

A claimant may have…unexpected or unforeseen problems. 

 

K2007 (1 UC Regs, reg 95 – 99) 

 

In this case witnessing a road traffic accident was unexpected. 

 

Good reason is not defined in the law, but ‘good cause’ and ‘just cause’ are considered in 

case law. It includes facts which would probably have caused a reasonable person to act as 

the claimant did. The principles established are equally applicable to good reason. 

 

K2021 (1 R(SB) 6/83) 

 

DMs should establish facts which would probably have caused a reasonable person to act 

as the claimant did by establishing three key points, 

 

1. what would it be reasonable to expect someone to do in the particular 

circumstances, i.e. was the action or failure to act preventable  

 

2. what did the claimant do or fail to do that was different to what was the required 

action and 

 

3. what were the claimant’s reasons for their action or failure to act as required. 

 

 

K2022 
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A reasonable (and responsible) person would be expected to have stopped to see if 

they could help. As a witness it was reasonable to wait for the police 

Learners may argue that the case should have been treated as straightforward: 

About Universal Credit states: 

‘…an agent considers whether Treat as Straightforward (TaS) can be applied.  

‘…but provides information or evidence that counts as TaS, there is no need to refer to a 

decision maker (DM).’ 

The reasons that can be accepted for TaS are: 

  suffering a temporary period of sickness (for 2 periods of sickness in any 12 months. 

The 2 periods cannot run consecutively)… [The claimant stated that he was 

shaken up after witnessing the accident. This might be regarded as sickness] 

 claimant was detained in police custody for 96 hours or less then released… [As the 

claimant was giving a statement to the police this might be regarded as being 

detained by them]. 
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Things to Consider – Failure to Produce a CV Case 

The Secretary of State can require that a claimant participate in an interview for any 

purpose relating to any or all of: 

 

1. the imposition of a work-related requirement on a claimant  

2. verifying the claimant’s compliance with a work-related requirement  

3. helping the claimant to comply with a work-related requirement. 

 

The Secretary of State may specify, how, when and where the interview should take place. 

This applies to claimants where interviews form part of their conditionality regime. 

Failure by the claimant to participate without good reason in the interview may result in a 

sanction. 

J3020 to J3022 (1 WR Act 12, s 23(1) & (2) and s 27(2)(b)) 

 

Good reason is not defined in legislation. DMs should take into account all relevant 

information about the claimant’s individual circumstances and their reasons for any failures 

when considering whether to sanction a claimant for any failure which results in the award 

of UC being reduced.  

 

KM K2004  

 

A claimant may have…unexpected or unforeseen problems. 

 

K2007 (1 UC Regs, reg 95 – 99) 

 

In this case the internet access issues might have been unexpected. 
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Good reason is not defined in the law, but ‘good cause’ and ‘just cause’ are considered in 

case law. It includes facts which would probably have caused a reasonable person to act as 

the claimant did. The principles established are equally applicable to good reason. 

 

K2021 (1 R(SB) 6/83) 

 

DMs should establish facts which would probably have caused a reasonable person to act 

as the claimant did by establishing three key points, 

 

1. what would it be reasonable to expect someone to do in the particular 

circumstances, i.e. was the action or failure to act preventable  

 

2. what did the claimant do or fail to do that was different to what was the required 

action and 

 

3. what were the claimant’s reasons for their action or failure to act as required. 

 

 

K2022 

It was reasonable for the claimant to attempt to get up-to-date advice on CV writing. 

However, it was not reasonable to leave this task until the day of the deadline. 

Also a reasonable person could be expected to attempt to write the CV (even without 

up-to-date advice). This could have provided a starting point for updating later.  
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Joanna French 
 

 

The full story – for the facilitator only: 

Joanna has been referred to the Work Programme and 

has been attending a Work Experience since 04/11/2014. 

She was working in a café, in a garden centre.   

The Provider said that she was dismissed for swearing 

on 12/11/2014.  

On 05/11/2014 Joanna dropped a coffee cup and said 

‘sh*t’. Her supervisor overheard her and warned her to 

watch her language. 

On 07/11/2014 Joanna scalded herself. Again she swore 

and was overheard by a customer and a colleague. The 

colleague mentioned the incident to the supervisor. On 

this occasion the supervisor did not speak to Joanna. 

On 11/11/2014 Joanna again dropped a cup – this time 

she said ‘b*llocks’. Her supervisor overheard her again 

and told her that she used offence language again she 

would be dismissed. 

On 12/11/2014 Joanna got a customer’s order wrong, 

and this time said ‘d*mn it’. Her supervisor then 

dismissed her. 

Joanna wasn’t intending to be insubordinate. She was 

using language that she uses on a daily basis, and 

doesn’t see that it’s offensive. 

  

 



 
 

FRN 5.1       September 2016 
v11.1 

        Page 26 of 71 

 

UCDMA006 –Sanctions Workshop  
FRN 5.1 – Case Studies for Low and Lowest 
Sanctions 

 

Things to ask the learners 

 

What sort of failure is this?  

 

Fail to undertake work experience or work placement. 

 

 

Can you make a decision to sanction this case? 

 

Possibly. The claimant was on Work Experience. The 

Work Experience (even if it is part of the Work 

Programme) is always voluntary. The claimant will 

always have a good reason for failing to attend work 

experience, or leaving it voluntarily. They can be 

sanctioned only for gross misconduct. 

 

ADM K5050 to K5053 explains this.  

 

 

Some learners may have difficulty understanding the 

connection between Work Experience and the Work 

Program. Hand out 2.2 – Work Experience explains this. 
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Issue learners with Hand out 2.2 – Work Experience. 

 

 

UCDMA006A – Higher Level Sanctions covers being 

dismissed for misconduct from employment. 

 

 

The principles for considering misconduct from work 

experience (or inappropriate behaviour on an 

employment programme) are similar to those for 

considering being dismissed from employment. 

If the learners have completed UCDMA006A – Higher 

Level Sanctions workshop they should be confident 

enough to make this decision. 

We strongly advise that learners who have not completed 

UCDMA006A – Higher Level Sanctions workshop do not 

attempt to make decisions on misconduct (or 

inappropriate behaviour). 

 

 

Continue with this case study only if the learners have 

completed UCDMA006A – Higher Level Sanctions 

workshop. 

 

 

Is there enough information to make a reasoned 

decision? 
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No. We need to assess whether the misconduct in this 

case was gross misconduct. 

 

ADM K2031 explains that a Decision Maker should seek 

further evidence to clarify reasons. ADM K2031 explains 

what a Decision Maker should do to gather further 

evidence. 

 

 

Discuss with the learners how they might get more 

evidence. 

The DM will need to contact the Work Programme 

Provider. (They may need to contact the employer). 

The claimant must then be given chance to see and 

comment on the statements that have been made about 

them. 
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Discuss what sort of questions the learners would ask 

the Provider. 

 ‘Open’ questions will encourage the Provider to 

give more information. 

  ‘Closed’ questions can be useful to find out 

particular facts. 

Get the learners to suggest some questions to ask the 

Provider. 

 

Below are some suggested questions. 

The learners may come up with different ones that are 

just as valid. 
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Questions to ask the Provider 
 
Please describe the exact incident that led to Joanna French being dismissed for 
misconduct? 
 
You said that Joanna French was dismissed for swearing. Did she swear at an 
individual? If so who? 
 
If not, please explain what she was swearing at. 
 
Were there any previous incidents? If so please give the dates and explain what 
happened. 
 
Was Joanna French warned about her behaviour? If so when? Who warned her?  
 
 
 

Answers 

 

Please describe the exact incident that led to Joanna French being dismissed for 
misconduct? 
 
On 12/11/2014 Joanna got a customer’s order wrong. The supervisor heard her swear. She 

had been warned about swearing before and so was dismissed. 

 
You said that Joanna French was dismissed for swearing. Did she swear at an 
individual? If so who? 
 
No. But she was overheard. 
 
If not, please explain what she was swearing at. 
 
A customer told her that she’d got her order wrong. As Joanna walked away she said ‘d*mn 
it’.  
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Were there any previous incidents? If so please give the dates and explain what 
happened. 
 
On 05/11/2014 Joanna dropped a coffee cup and said ‘sh*t’. Her supervisor overheard her 

and warned her to watch her language. 

On 07/11/2014 Joanna scalded herself. Again she swore and was overheard by a customer 

and a colleague. The colleague mentioned the incident to the supervisor. On this occasion 

the supervisor did not speak to Joanna. 

On 11/11/2014 Joanna again dropped a cup – this time she said ‘b*llocks’. Her supervisor 

overheard her again and told her that she used offence language again she would be 

dismissed. 

 
 
Was Joanna French warned about her behaviour? If so when? Who warned her?  
 

05/11/2014 – verbal warning from supervisor. 

11/01/2014 – final warning from supervisor. 

 

 

What decision would you make? 

 

Expected answer: Allow 
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Things to Consider 

The Secretary of State can require that a claimant take particular action for the purpose of 

making it more likely that the claimant will obtain paid work, more paid work or better paid 

work. 

This is known as the work preparation requirement. 

J3040 (1 WR Act 12, s 16(1)) 

The kinds of action which may be specified by the Secretary of State include…taking part in 

an employment programme. 

J3042 (1 WR Act 12, s 16(3); 2 UC Regs, reg 114(1)) 

Work experience 

A low–level sanction can be imposed where the claimant fails to comply with a work 

preparation requirement specified by the Secretary of State which includes undertaking 

work experience or a work placement. 

K5050 (1 WR Act 12, s 16(3)(e); UC Regs, reg 104(1)(b)(ii)) 

 

However this paragraph must be read in conjunction with para K5052 (below) 

In UC legislation there is no definition of work experience. However participation in work 

experience may be required by way of a work preparation requirement or as part of the 

mandatory work programmes known as Work Programme or sector-based work 

academies.  

K5051 

Participation in a work experience opportunity will be voluntary and claimants who leave or 
lose a place on such a placement as described in K5051 will be treated as having good 
reason unless they lose the place through gross misconduct.  

K5052 

In this case we know that the claimant was dismissed for misconduct, but we need to 

establish with the misconduct was gross misconduct. 
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Gross misconduct 

Gross misconduct is not defined in legislation but suggests misconduct that is 'blatantly 

wrong' or 'unacceptable'. 

It is conduct that is so serious that only one instance of such behaviour will warrant the 

employer’s immediate termination of the work experience opportunity. 

K5061 

We know she was given warnings about her behaviour. This means that the employer 

did not consider it serious enough to dismiss her immediately. 

 

The DM should be able to establish when making a decision to sanction for gross 

misconduct that it was fair and reasonable in all the circumstances. Instances of gross 

misconduct and the seriousness of the conduct will need to be assessed in the light of all 

the individual particular circumstances having regard to all the relevant facts and evidence. 

K5062 

Examples of gross misconduct which would normally justify the imposition of a sanction 

[include] abusive behaviour towards co-workers or customers. 

Repeated instances of minor misconduct … will not amount to gross misconduct. 

K5063 

The swearing was not directed at customers or co-workers (though it was overheard 

by co-workers). 

Therefore – though the claimant’s work experience was terminated due to 

misconduct, it wasn’t gross misconduct and therefore a sanction cannot be imposed. 
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Abassi Adeyemo  
 

 

Name pronounced ‘a-BASS-ee addy-yemmo’. 

The full story – for the facilitator only: 

Mr Adeyemo lives in a cul-de-sac near the top of a hill. 

The night before the meeting there was a storm which 

blew down a tree. The tree blocked the road. 

Mr Adeyemo has angina and felt unable to move the 

tree. 

He didn’t think to ask his neighbours for help. 

He could have walked to the main road to get the bus, 

but didn’t think of doing so because he usually drives 

everywhere.  

He was unable to get in touch with the Work Programme 

because he’d lost their phone number. He didn’t think to 

ring Jobcentre Plus or to see if he could find the number 

on the internet. 
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Things to ask the learners 

 

What sort of failure is this?  

 

Failure to participate in the Work Programme. 

 

 

Should this case have been Treated as Straightforward?  

 

No. We don’t use the ‘Treat as Straightforward’ in failure 

to participate in the Work Programme. 

Also, although this could be construed as adverse 

weather conditions it’s not certain that the claimant was 

prevented from attending the meeting due to the weather 

conditions themselves.   

 

 

Should this case have been treated as non-complex? 

 

No. The claimant has given a reason for missing the 

meeting. We must consider whether it is a good reason. 
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Is there enough information to make a reasoned 

decision? 

 

No. We need to know why the fallen tree stopped the 

claimant getting to the meeting. 

 

ADM K2031 explains that a Decision Maker should seek 

further evidence to clarify reasons. ADM K2031 explains 

what a Decision Maker should do to gather further 

evidence. 

 

 

Discuss with the learners how they might get more 

evidence. 

The DM might wish to check journey planner websites to 

see whether there were alternative routes to the meeting. 

The learners should contact the claimant by phone to get 

further information.  
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Discuss how they would open the conversation.  

 How would they introduce themselves?  

 How would they explain what they want to find out? 

 How would they explain about showing good 

reason for not going to the meeting? 

 How would they explain about the sanction that 

might be imposed? 

Discuss how they would end the conversation. 

 What would they tell the claimant? 

 

Get the learners to ask you questions about the case. 

Answer as though you are the claimant, using ‘The Full 

Story’. 

Do not ‘lie’, but do not volunteer information unless the 

learners ask for it. 

Try to get the learners to engage in a conversation with 

you. 
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Suggested questions and answers  

 

Use these questions and answers as a guide to what the learners might ask, and what you 

might reply. 

Why did the fallen tree stop you getting to the meeting? 

It was blocking the road. It was quite a big tree. 

Why couldn’t you have taken another route? 

I live in a cul-de-sac. There wasn’t a way out. 

Did you try to move the tree? 

No. As I said it’s quite big. And I’ve got angina. I can’t lift heavy things. 

Did you try to get someone else to move the tree? 

No. I didn’t really think about that. 

Could you have walked past the tree? 

I suppose I could have done. 

Did you try to catch the bus? 

No.  

Why not? 

I didn’t think about that. 

Did you try to rebook the appointment? 

No. 

Why not?  

I’d lost their phone number. 
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What decision would you make? 

 

Expected answer: Sanction 

 

Things to Consider 

 

The Secretary of State can require that a claimant take particular action for the purpose of 

making it more likely that the claimant will obtain paid work, more paid work or better paid 

work. 

This is known as the work preparation requirement. 

J3040 (1 WR Act 12, s 16(1)) 

 

The kinds of action which may be specified by the Secretary of State include…taking part in 

an employment programme. 

J3042 (1 WR Act 12, s 16(3); 2 UC Regs, reg 114(1)) 

 

If a claimant, without good reason, does not comply with their work-related requirements 

then their UC may be reduced 

J3002 (1 WR Act 12, s 26 & 27) 

Good reason is not defined in legislation. DMs should take into account all relevant 

information about the claimant’s individual circumstances and their reasons for any failures 

when considering whether to sanction a claimant for any failure which results in the award 

of UC being reduced.  

KM K2004  
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A claimant may have…unexpected or unforeseen problems. 

 

K2007 (1 UC Regs, reg 95 – 99) 

In this case the claimant could not drive out of their road because a fallen tree was 

blocking it. This would be unexpected 

 

Good reason is not defined in the law, but ‘good cause’ and ‘just cause’ are considered in 

case law. It includes facts which would probably have caused a reasonable person to act as 

the claimant did. The principles established are equally applicable to good reason. 

 

K2021 (1 R(SB) 6/83) 

 

DMs should establish facts which would probably have caused a reasonable person to act 

as the claimant did by establishing three key points, 

1. what would it be reasonable to expect someone to do in the particular 

circumstances, i.e. was the action or failure to act preventable  

 

2.  what did the claimant do or fail to do that was different to what was the required 

action and 

 

3.  what were the claimant’s reasons for their action or failure to act as required. 

K2022 
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A reasonable person would be expected to: 

 attempt to remove the blockage if possible 

 try to find an alternative way to get to the meeting 

 inform the Programme Provider that they had problems getting to the meeting. 

 

In this case, the claimant has a reasonable explanation for not attempting to remove 

the blockage himself. 

However he did not attempt to find an alternative way of getting to the meeting.  

He did not inform the Programme Provider that he had problems getting to the 

meeting. His reason for this was that he’d lost their phone number. He did not 

attempt to find out the phone number (for instance by checking on the internet or 

calling Jobcentre plus.) 

  

[The DM must consider the balance of probability.] 

The DM must decide claims and applications on the balance of probability. This is not the 

same as "beyond reasonable doubt", the standard test for proof in criminal trials.  

The balance of probability involves the DM deciding whether it is more likely than not that 

an event occurred, or that an assertion is true. It does not mean that the claimant can be 

given the benefit of the doubt. If the evidence is contradictory the DM should decide 

whether there is enough evidence in favour of one conclusion or the other to show which is 

the more likely.  

 
The DM may decide on the basis of findings made on the balance of probability or may find 

that there is not enough evidence to satisfy them about findings one way or the other.  

 

Alternatively the DM may find that there is insufficient evidence to establish the facts one 

way or the other and ask for more evidence. Claimants must supply all information and 

evidence required in connection with the decision. The DM should do as much as possible 

to see that all the necessary evidence is brought to light. 

A1340 to A1342 (1 R(I) 4/65; 2 R(I) 32/61) 
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There is no reason to doubt that the road was blocked by a fallen tree. 

The claimant did not claim that he could not have walked past the tree. However he 

didn’t try to. 
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Fara Latif 

 

The full story – for the facilitator only: 

The claimant had been living with her boyfriend, Simon 

Reed. 

On 04-11-14 they had row. Though the fight didn’t turn 

physical Simon became so vicious that Fara was very 

frightened. Simon told her to get out of his house. She 

only had time to stuff some clothes into her bag. 

She drove to her parents who live 30 miles away. 

Simon left several voice-mails and sent her numerous 

texts, some of which were abusive.  

Fara was stressed and depressed for several days. She 

wasn’t thinking clearly, but didn’t want to go back to the 

Work Program as Simon knew when and where she was 

attending. 

On 08-11-14 she moved in with friends (a married couple 

who were looking for a lodger) back in her home town.  

Fara reported change of address 11-Nov-2014 and 

change of status – now single. 
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Things to ask the learners 

 

 

Should this case have treated as a non-complex 

decision? 

 

No. We need to consider whether the claimant had good 

reason for leaving the course. 

 

 

Is there enough information to make a reasoned 

decision? 

 

No. You need to find out why the row she had with her 

boyfriend caused her to leave her house for a few days. 

 

ADM K2031 explains that a Decision Maker should seek 

further evidence to clarify reasons. ADM K2031 explains 

what a Decision Maker should do to gather further 

evidence. 

 

In this case, before contacting the claimant, the Decision Makers can find out 

more information that will be useful. 

 

 

Remember that the referral will not always show you the 

whole story. 
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Discuss what other information would be useful in this 

case, and how the Decision Makers might find it. 

The learners should realise that they need to know about 

the relationship between Fara and her boyfriend. Were 

they living together? Are they still living together? 

These details are available on Claim Admin on the Agent 

Portal. 

 

 

The computer system shows:  

Fara Latif and Simon Reed were claiming as a couple. 

Fara reported a change of address on 11-Nov-2014. 

Fara reported a change of status on 11-Nov-2014. She is 

now single. 

Her new address is on the opposite side of town to her 

old address. 

 

 

Do you now have enough evidence to make a decision 

on the case? 

 

No. You still need to find out why the row she had with 

her boyfriend caused her to leave her home. 
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Ask the learners to think of what questions they would 

ask the claimant. 

 

 

The learners should consider what type of questions they 

should ask to get all the facts from the claimants.  

Remember that open questions (questions that cannot 

be answered with a single word) will encourage the 

claimant to give you more information. 

Closed questions (usually answered with a ‘yes’ or ‘no’) 

can be useful for confirming a particular fact. 

In this case the learners should be considering whether 

Fara was in danger of domestic violence. However they 

must be careful not to ask leading questions. 

 

Suggested questions.  

 When did you have the row with your boyfriend?  

 When did you go to your parents? 

 Why did you go to your parents? 

 Why did staying with your parents stop you coming 

to your course? 
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The questions listed are suggestions only. The learners 

might think of other questions that are just as valid. 

The answers below are for the suggested questions. 

If the learners have asked something different try to 

answer them using ‘The Full Story’ (in the facilitator’s 

note at the being of this case study). 

 

You have received the following answers from the claimant: 

 When did you have the row with your boyfriend?  

4th November 2014 

 When did you go to your parents? 

Same day 

 Why did you go to your parents? 

My boyfriend was really angry and was shouting and swearing at me. I 

was really scared. He shouted get out of the house so I grabbed some 

stuff and went. I wanted to be with my mum because I was upset and 

stressed out. 

 Why did staying with your parents stop you coming to your course? 

I was too stressed and upset. I kept getting texts and voice mails from 

Simon and they were freaking me out. He knew about the course and I 

was afraid he might turn up. 
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Have you now got enough evidence to make a decision? 

 

Expected answer: Yes 

 

 

What decision would you make? 

 

Expected answer: Allow 

 

Things to Consider 

 

Good reason is not defined in legislation. DMs should take into account all relevant 

information about the claimant’s individual circumstances and their reasons for any failures 

when considering whether to sanction a claimant for any failure which results in the award 

of UC being reduced.  

 

KM K2004  
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Good reason is not defined in the law, but ‘good cause’ and ‘just cause’ are considered in 

case law. It includes facts which would probably have caused a reasonable person to act as 

the claimant did. The principles established are equally applicable to good reason. 

 

K2021 (1 R(SB) 6/83) 

 

Examples of a claimant’s circumstances which may be treated as contributing to good 

reason for a failure include those who: 

 

1. are victims of domestic violence 

 

2. have mental health conditions or disorders… 

 

4. are disadvantaged, for example the claimant…is homeless… 

 

K2051 

In this case all three of these circumstances need considering. 
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Domestic Violence 

 

Claimants who have been a victim of threatened or actual domestic violence are not 

required to meet their work-related requirements for up to 13 weeks. 

 

K2061 (1 UC Regs, reg 98) 

 

 

In certain circumstances a claimant who has been a recent victim of domestic violence 

cannot have any work-related requirements imposed on them and any existing requirement 

ceases.  

 

A recent victim of domestic violence means a person who has had domestic violence 

threatened or inflicted upon them in the last six months. 

J3180 (1 UC Regs, reg 98(2)) 

 

 

The domestic violence has to have been inflicted or threatened against the claimant by the 

claimant’s: 

 

 partner…  

J3181 (1 UC Regs, reg 98(3)(a); 2 reg 98(4)) 
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Domestic violence means any incident…of controlling behaviour, coercive behaviour, 

violence or abuse including (but not limited to): 

 

psychological abuse  

 

physical abuse… 

 

emotional abuse… 

J3183 (1 UC Regs, reg 98(4); 2 reg 98(4); 3 reg 98(4)) 

 

In this case, although there is no clear evidence of actual or threatened abuse, the 

claimant has stated she was ‘really scared’ by her boyfriend’s behaviour. She then 

said she was ‘freaked-out’ by her boyfriend’s texts. 

The claimant was evidently fearful of domestic violence. 
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Mental health  

 

Claimants may have good reason if they fail to comply with a requirement if they were 

experiencing poor mental health which meant that…they were not able to comply with a 

reasonable request… 

K2071 

The DM should consider each individual case on its own merits taking into consideration all 

the facts and evidence and whether the claimant understood what was required of them 

and their reasons for the failure taking into account in particular their mental health.  

K2072 

 

As well as giving consideration to those claimants who have a clinically diagnosable mental 

health condition, the DM should consider whether a claimant who has no diagnosed 

condition may be temporarily distressed by particular circumstances that could worsen or 

precipitate mental ill health. 

K2074 

In this case the claimant has stated twice that she was ‘upset and stressed’. She also 

stated she was ‘really scared’ and ‘freaking…out’. This indicates she was temporarily 

distressed. The circumstances could have worsened.  

  



 
 

FRN 5.1       September 2016 
v11.1 

        Page 53 of 71 

 

UCDMA006 –Sanctions Workshop  
FRN 5.1 – Case Studies for Low and Lowest 
Sanctions 

Homelessness 

Homeless includes: 

 

1. sleeping rough 

2. sleeping in friends’ homes  

3. staying in temporary accommodation or 

4. staying in supported accommodation, e.g. a hostel. 

K2093 

 

A claimant may have…unexpected or unforeseen problems. 

 

K2007(1 UC Regs, reg 95 – 99) 

Although Fara wasn’t clearly homeless for a short period, the Decision Maker should 

take into account that she needed to find alternative accommodation. This would be 

classed as an unexpected problem.  
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The balance of probability involves the DM deciding whether it is more likely than not that 

an event occurred, or that an assertion is true. It does not mean that the claimant can be 

given the benefit of the doubt. If the evidence is contradictory the DM should decide 

whether there is enough evidence in favour of one conclusion or the other to show which is 

the more likely.  

The DM may decide on the basis of findings made on the balance of probability or may find 

that there is not enough evidence to satisfy them about findings one way or the other.  

 

A1340 to A1342 (1 R(I) 4/65; 2 R(I) 32/61) 

 

In this case Fara’s answers to the questions that the Decision Maker asked tie in with 

the changes in her circumstances that she has reported. 
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Megan Williams 

 

The full story – for the facilitator only: 

The deceased is not a close friend or relative and so this 

case cannot be treated as straightforward. 

The claimant gave her friend a lift to the funeral because 

her friend’s travel arrangements fell through at the last 

minute. 

The claimant had her phone with her but had turned it off. 

The funeral service took place at a local church within the 

same postcode district of the claimant and friend. 

The claimant travelled by car to the funeral service, this 

was about a 10 minute car journey and then went onto 

the wake, which was held in the church’s community hall. 

The claimant had time to attend the funeral before going 

to her interview. 
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Things to ask the learners. 

 

 

Should this case have been treated as straightforward? 

 

See Fail to Attend (FTA) Treat as straightforward in About Universal Credit. 

 

 

No. Although attending a funeral, you can’t tell from the 

answer given whether the deceased was a close friend 

or family member. 

 

 

Is there enough information to make a reasoned 

decision? 

 

No. You need to know whether the claimant could have 

attended both the funeral and the interview. 

You should also check her reasons for not calling to 

rebook the appointment before-hand. 

 

ADM K2031 explains that a Decision Maker should seek 

further evidence to clarify reasons. ADM K2031 explains 

what a Decision Maker should do to gather further 

evidence. 

 

http://np-uc-ikb.link2.gpn.gov.uk:81/Pages/Fail_to_Attend_(FTA)_Treat_as_straightforward.aspx
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Ask the learners to think of what questions they would 

ask the claimant. 

Get them to ask you the questions and reply as though 

you are the claimant, using ‘The Full Story’. Don’t lie, but 

try not to volunteer information unless the learners ask 

you a relevant question. 

 

The learners should consider what type of questions they 

should ask to get all the facts from the claimants.  

Remember that open questions (questions that cannot 

be answered with a single word) will encourage the 

claimant to give you more information. 

Closed questions (usually answered with a ‘yes’ or ‘no’) 

can be useful for confirming a particular fact. 

 

Suggested questions.  

 Why didn’t you contact the Service Centre to re-

arrange the appointment? 

 What time did the funeral take place? 

 Where did the funeral take place? 

 How did you to get to the funeral? 

 How long did it take you and your friend to get to the 

funeral? 

 Was there anything else that stopped you from 

attending your Work Search Review appointment? 
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The questions listed are suggestions only. The learners 

might think of other questions that are just as valid. 

The answers below are for the suggested questions. 

If the learners have asked something different try to 

answer them using ‘The Full Story’ (in the facilitator’s 

note at the being of this case study). 

 

You have received the following answers from the claimant: 

 Why didn’t you contact the Service Centre to re-arrange the 

appointment? 

 

It was a last minute arrangement. My friend called me in tears about half 

an hour before her dad’s funeral. Her brother was supposed to have 

been taking her but had rung her to say he wasn’t going. I didn’t think to 

ring. Plus I couldn’t have my phone on during the funeral!  

 

 What time did the funeral take place? 

10am 

 

 Where did the funeral take place? 

St Stephen’s Church  
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 How did you to get to the funeral? 

I drove. 

 

 How long did it take you and your friend to get to the funeral? 

10 minutes. 

 

 Was there anything else that stopped you from attending your 

Work Search Review appointment? 

No. 

 

 

Have you now got enough evidence to make a decision? 

 

Expected answer: Yes 

 

 

What decision would you make? 

 

Expected answer: Sanction 
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Things to Consider 

The Secretary of State can require that a claimant participate in an interview 

for any purpose relating to any or all of: 

 

1. the imposition of a work-related requirement on a claimant  

2. verifying the claimant’s compliance with a work-related requirement  

3. helping the claimant to comply with a work-related requirement. 

 

The Secretary of State may specify, how, when and where the interview 

should take place. This applies to claimants where interviews form part of their 

conditionality regime. 

Failure by the claimant to participate without good reason in the interview may 

result in a sanction. 

J3020 to J3022(1 WR Act 12, s 23(1) & (2) and s 27(2)(b))  

 

Good reason is not defined in legislation. DMs should take into account all 

relevant information about the claimant’s individual circumstances and their 

reasons for any failures when considering whether to sanction a claimant for 

any failure which results in the award of UC being reduced.  

KM K2004  

A claimant may have…unexpected or unforeseen problems. 

K2007 (1 UC Regs, reg 95 – 99) 

 

In this case the claimant needed to take a friend to her father’s funeral. 
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Good reason is not defined in the law, but ‘good cause’ and ‘just cause’ are 

considered in case law. It includes facts which would probably have caused a 

reasonable person to act as the claimant did. The principles established are 

equally applicable to good reason. 

K2021 (1 R(SB) 6/83) 

 

DMs should establish facts which would probably have caused a reasonable 

person to act as the claimant did by establishing three key points, 

 

1. what would it be reasonable to expect someone to do in the particular 

circumstances, that is was the action or failure to act preventable  

2. what did the claimant do or fail to do that was different to what was the 

required action and 

3. what were the claimant’s reasons for their action or failure to act as 

required. 

 

K2022 

A reasonable person would be expected to take and support a friend 

during her father’s funeral. 

However, it would also be reasonable to either: 

 Attend the interview as expected at 3pm; or 

 Re-arrange the interview by phoning immediately after the funeral 

Which course is reasonable depends on the amount of support the 

bereaved friend needs.   
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Leah Goode 

Things to ask the learners 

 

 

Should this case have been treated as straightforward? 

 

 

See Fail to Attend (FTA) Treat as straightforward in About Universal Credit. 

 

 

No. This is not one of the Treat as Straightforward 

circumstances. 

 

 

Is there enough information to make a sound decision? 

 

Expected answer : Yes 

 

 

What decision would you make? 

 

http://np-uc-ikb.link2.gpn.gov.uk:81/Pages/Fail_to_Attend_(FTA)_Treat_as_straightforward.aspx
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Expected Answer: Allow 

 

Things to Consider 

 

The Secretary of State can require that a claimant participate in an interview 

for any purpose relating to any or all of: 

 

1. the imposition of a work-related requirement on a claimant  

2. verifying the claimant’s compliance with a work-related requirement  

3. helping the claimant to comply with a work-related requirement. 

 

The Secretary of State may specify, how, when and where the interview 

should take place. This applies to claimants where interviews form part of their 

conditionality regime. 

 

Failure by the claimant to participate without good reason in the interview may 

result in a sanction. 

 

J3020 to J3022 
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[The DM must consider the balance of probability.] 

The DM must decide claims and applications on the balance of probability. 

This is not the same as "beyond reasonable doubt", the standard test for proof 

in criminal trials.  

The balance of probability involves the DM deciding whether it is more likely 

than not that an event occurred, or that an assertion is true. It does not mean 

that the claimant can be given the benefit of the doubt. If the evidence is 

contradictory the DM should decide whether there is enough evidence in 

favour of one conclusion or the other to show which is the more likely. The DM 

may decide on the basis of findings made on the balance of probability or may 

find that there is not enough evidence to satisfy them about findings one way 

or the other.  

Alternatively the DM may find that there is insufficient evidence to establish the 

facts one way or the other and ask for more evidence. Claimants must supply 

all information and evidence required in connection with the decision. The DM 

should do as much as possible to see that all the necessary evidence is 

brought to light. 

A1340 to A1342 

 

Although it seems unlikely that a Telephony Agent would tell a claimant 

‘it’ll be alright as long as you come in within 5 days’ the notes suggest 

that this could have happened. It is possible that the Telephony Agent 

has confused the rules for Universal Credit with the rules for Jobseekers 

Allowance. 

 

  



 
 

FRN 5.1       September 2016 
v11.1 

        Page 65 of 71 

 

UCDMA006 –Sanctions Workshop  
FRN 5.1 – Case Studies for Low and Lowest 
Sanctions 

…the DM should take into account all the circumstances of the claimant’s 

case, including in particular  

…whether the claimant misunderstood what they had to do because of 

language, learning or literacy difficulties, or because they were misled 

 

K2302 

 

In this case the claimant was misled by the Telephony Agent. 
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Justin Parker 

 

The full story – for the facilitator only: 

The claimant didn’t know about the interview. He can’t 

remember being issued with a letter. 

 

Things to ask the learners. 

 

 

Should this case have been treated as a non-complex 

decision? 

 

No. The Decision Maker must consider whether the 

claimant didn’t know about the interview. 

 

 

Is there enough information to make a sound decision? 

 

Expect that there will be some discussion around 

whether more evidence is needed. 

 

Possibly. The Decision Makers may wish to check the 

claimant’s history of attendance. 
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These details are available on the computer systems. 

 

The computer system shows: 

This is the first time Justin Parker has failed to attend an 

interview. 

He was 10 minutes late for an interview two months ago, 

due to unexpected traffic congestion. His benefit was not 

sanctioned on that occasion. 

 

 

Is there now enough information to make a sound 

decision? 

 

Yes 

 

 

What decision would you make? 

 

Expected answer: Allow 
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Things to Consider 

 

The work-related requirements are the: 

1. work-focused interview requirement  

2. work preparation requirement  

3. work search requirement  

4. work availability requirement. 

J3003 

The Secretary of State can require that a claimant participate in an interview 

for any purpose relating to any or all of: 

 

1. the imposition of a work-related requirement on a claimant  

2. verifying the claimant’s compliance with a work-related requirement  

3. helping the claimant to comply with a work-related requirement. 

 

The Secretary of State may specify, how, when and where the interview 

should take place. This applies to claimants where interviews form part of their 

conditionality regime. 

 

Failure by the claimant to participate without good reason in the interview may 

result in a sanction. 

J3020 to J3022 
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The claimant has to be aware of any work-related requirement that has been 

imposed on them. Where a claimant is subject to a work-related requirement 

then this should be recorded on the claimant’s claimant commitment. If not, it 

should be notified to the claimant in a manner that the Secretary of State sees 

fit. This includes where a work-related requirement has been changed or 

revoked. 

J3005 

 

This means that unless the claimant has been notified of the interview by 

a representative of the Secretary of State they should not be sanctioned 

for failing to attend it. 

In this case the Assistant Work Coach (action on behalf of the Secretary 

of State) stated that they issued the notification at a Work Search 

Review. 

However the claimant says that he didn’t know about the interview and 

cannot remember being issued with the notification. 

 

[The DM must consider the balance of probability.] 

 

The DM must decide claims and applications on the balance of probability. 

This is not the same as ‘beyond reasonable doubt’, the standard test for proof 

in criminal trials. 
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The balance of probability involves the DM deciding whether it is more likely 

than not that an event occurred, or that an assertion is true. It does not mean 

that the claimant can be given the benefit of the doubt. If the evidence is 

contradictory the DM should decide whether there is enough evidence in 

favour of one conclusion or the other to show which is the more likely. The DM 

may decide on the basis of findings made on the balance of probability or may 

find that there is not enough evidence to satisfy them about findings one way 

or the other. 

 

Alternatively the DM may find that there is insufficient evidence to establish the 

facts one way or the other and ask for more evidence. Claimants must supply 

all information and evidence required in connection with the decision. The DM 

should do as much as possible to see that all the necessary evidence is 

brought to light. 

A1340 to A1342 

To assess the probability of the claimant not having been informed of 

the appointment the Decision Maker should consider: 

 

1. If the claimant was issued with a letter at a face-to-face interview, 

then it is claimant’s fault if he did not read it. Bear in mind that if 

the claimant has learning difficulties, English as a second language 

or is illiterate then these factors would need to be considered. 

There is no evidence that any of these factors apply in this case. 

 

2. The Assistant Work Coach has stated that they issued the letter 

during a Work Search Review on 23/10/14. 

 

3. The FTA referral states that the notification was issued on 13/10/14. 

This is a discrepancy. 
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4. The claimant’s previous history shows that he usually attends 

interviews as requested. He has only ever been late once, and that 

was through no fault of his own. 

 

5. The claimant’s behaviour is consistent with his statement that he 

didn’t know about the interview. He made contact on the day we 

would expect him to receive the letter telling him he’d failed to 

attend. 

 

In the circumstances the probability is that the Assistant Work 

Coach did not issue the notification as stated. 

 

 

Some offices may choose to get claimants to sign for 

notification letters. If there is evidence that the claimant 

has signed for the letter, then this will affect the balance 

of probability – the probability will be that the claimant 

did receive the letter (unless there is reason to believe 

that the signature was not the claimant’s). 

Normal practice is input a copy of the notification letter on 

DRS and to put a note into WSP. Bear in mind that this 

wouldn’t be proof that the claimant was given the letter. 

 

 


