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A quota sampling method was employed to select the sample for the baseline survey. This involved 
the generation of sampling points around postcode sector, to enable practical blocks of work to 
be allocated to interviewers, with quota targets set to reflect the profile of the selected tenants in 
terms of landlord type, age and household.

It is important to note that the purposive nature of both the area selection, and tenants within 
them, means the survey has not been designed to, and will not present, a representative picture  
of social rented tenants nationally or for the areas covered in the study.

The survey involved face-to-face interviews conducted in respondents’ homes by Ipsos MORI. Only 
the named tenant (or their partner/spouse) at each address was eligible to participate. A target of 
1,625 interviews was set across the five England and Wales project areas. In total, 1,647 interviews 
were achieved. Eight interviews were removed from the data as part of the data validation process, 
leaving a total of 1,639 interviews.

The questionnaire used in the survey can be found in Appendix C. Respondents were asked questions 
designed to reveal levels of awareness about HB generally and direct payments in particular. They 
were asked how ‘well’ they thought they would ‘cope’ with direct payments and if they thought they 
required support in order to do so. Information was collected about their financial circumstances 
(income, savings, debt, and rent arrears), their housing and benefit history, and use of financial 
products and services. A series of questions were also asked about money management and 
financial capability. 

3.2.3 Interpreting the findings
Because a sample, and not the entire population, of tenants in each of the five areas was 
interviewed, the results are subject to a ‘margin of error’ (referred to as ‘confidence intervals’)13. The 
variation between the sample results and the ‘true’ values can be predicted from knowledge of the 
sample sizes on which the results are based and the number of times that a particular answer is 
given. The confidence with which we can make this prediction is usually chosen to be 95 per cent; 
that is, the chances are 95 in 100 that the ‘true’ values will fall within a specified range. Sampling 
tolerances also mean that not all differences between sub-samples – for example, between tenants 
in the DPDPs – are statistically significant.

In the text of this report, all references to differences in results between particular sub-samples 
(such as the different case study areas, men versus women, working versus workless households, 
and so on) are statistically significant at the 95 per cent (0.05) level or greater. In the tables, 
asterisks have been used to indicate the significance level of the results: 0.05 (*), 0.01 (**) and 0.001 
(***). Where there is no asterisk in a table or section of a table, the differences in responses between 
respondents are not statistically significant (that is, they could have occurred by chance).

Throughout this report where percentages in the tables do not sum to exactly 100, this is due to 
either computer rounding, the exclusion of ‘don’t know’ responses, or multiple response questions. 
Any value that is less than half a per cent but greater than zero is denoted by the symbol <1.

As the profile of respondents mirrors the profile of selected tenants on key quota variables (based 
on profile information available from each Demonstration Project), data is unweighted to avoid the 
effect of reducing the effective base size.

13 The confidence intervals usually quoted for surveys assume a pure random sample with no 
stratification or clustering and no weighting. As the sampling approach employed on the 
survey was not purely random, these figures are indicative only.
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It is also worth remembering that this survey, like all surveys, deals with perceptions and recalls at 
the time the survey was conducted. These perceptions and recalls may not necessarily concur with 
the perceptions and actions of their landlord or HB office. It is also important to note that some of 
the questions in the survey are concerned with anticipated behaviours. Whether these behaviours 
actually occur in practice will be explored in the follow-up survey and examined in the final report.

3.2.4 The interview sample
The sample was fairly evenly distributed across the five project areas. In Oxford, Southwark, Torfaen 
and Wakefield, the number of respondents was one or two below the 325 target numbers for the 
survey. However, in Shropshire, the achieved sample was 346 tenants.

As planned, the distribution of the sample between tenants of local authorities and those 
renting from housing associations varied across the five areas. In Torfaen and Wakefield, all of 
the respondents were renting from a housing association. However, in the other three areas, 
the majority of respondents were local authority tenants; and the share renting from a housing 
association varied from 20 per cent in Oxford to 31 per cent in Shropshire (see Table 3.1).

Table 3.1 Landlord and length of residence

Row	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

Type of landlord***
Local authority 80 69 74 0 0 45
Housing association 20 31 26 100 100 55
Length of residence  
in years**
1 or less 17 23 12 16 18 17
2 to 4 22 27 19 22 28 24
5 to 9 27 19 24 22 21 22
10+ 35 31 45 41 33 37

Base:	All	tenants 316 345 322 322 323 1,628

Ninety-five per cent of respondents were the person who was claiming HB and in the remaining five 
per cent of cases the claimant was the respondent’s partner or spouse. The great majority of survey 
respondents had lived at their current address for several years at least. Indeed, over three-fifths 
had lived there for five or more years and well over a third for a decade or more (Table 3.1). 

3.2.5 Follow-up Tenant Survey
Approximately ten months after the introduction of direct payments in April-May 2013, a sample 
of tenants – up to 180 in each project area – will be re-surveyed, face-to-face. All tenant baseline 
survey respondents will be contacted once in between the baseline and follow-up surveys to 
keep them engaged with the study. The Follow-up Survey will allow the study team to: track 
changes in attitudes post-implementation; assess financial and behavioural impacts (including 
tracking changes in financial capability and money management); identify the most effective 
communication strategies and support to facilitate transition to direct payments; and identify the 
characteristics of tenants who have accrued arrears or whose arrears have increased. This analysis 
will help to refine the definition and identification of groups with significant support needs to inform 
payment exemptions policy for the housing component of UC.
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3.4	 Other	evaluation	activities

3.3.1	 Rent	account	analysis
This	strand	of	the	work	programme	involves	collating	and	analysing	monthly	rent	account	data	and	
organisational	management	account	data	for	each	participating	landlord	in	order	to	assess	the	
impact	of	direct	payments	on	landlord	cash	flow.	Data	is	being	collated	at	three	points	(baseline,	
prior	to	the	introduction	of	direct	payments;	at	the	mid-point;	and,	end-point).

Where	possible,	the	rent	accounts	of	a	comparator	sample	of	tenants	who	are	not	on	direct	
payments	will	also	be	analysed.	This	is	important	in	the	current	economic	climate	(many	landlords	
are	showing	a	gradual	increase	in	levels	of	rent	arrears)	and	because	other	elements	of	welfare	
reform	may	impact	on	rent	accounts	(the	benefit	cap	and	the	bedroom	tax,	in	particular)	during		
the	course	of	the	DPDPs.

3.3.2	 Longitudinal	qualitative	research	
This	stage	involves	establishing	and	following	the	experiences	of	two	qualitative	‘panels’	in	each	
project	area:	one	comprised	of	tenants	and	the	other	of	key	local	stakeholders.	

Understanding	tenants’	financial	capabilities,	the	way	in	which	they	budget,	manage	their	money,	
the	kinds	of	help	and	support	required	to	make	the	transition	to	direct	payments	and	the	assistance	
that	works	best	for	different	groups	of	people,	is	a	key	focus	of	the	evaluation.	To	this	end,	a	tenants’ 
panel	has	been	established,	comprising	six	tenants	in	each	project	area.	Panel	members	will	be	
interviewed	face-to-face	three	times	and	contacted	by	telephone	for	regular	‘catch-up’	discussions.	
Some	panel	members	will	also	be	asked	to	keep	budgeting	diaries	for	a	short	period	of	time	and	
may	be	asked	to	test	various	budgeting	tools	and	products.

A	local stakeholder panel	has	also	been	established	in	each	area.	Like	the	tenants’	panel,	this	
involves	tracking	the	experiences	of	approximately	six	key	stakeholders	in	each	project	area	over	
time.	The	panels	comprise	representatives,	both	front-line	and	management	personnel,	from	project	
area	partners	covering	a	range	of	organisational	functions	including:	HB;	debt	recovery;	debt	advice	
and	support,	and	financial	and	strategic	management.	Stakeholders	will	be	interviewed	face-to-face	
twice	and	contacted	regularly	for	updates	by	telephone	and	email.

3.3.3	 ‘One-off’	qualitative	interviews	with	tenants	and	external	stakeholders
In	addition	to	the	longitudinal	qualitative	interviewing	carried	out	with	panel	members,	the	
evaluation	team	are	also	conducting	a	series	of	one-off	in-depth	interviews	with	tenants	and	
external	stakeholders,	as	follows:

•	 the	final	interviews	with	tenant	panel	members	will	be	supplemented	by	additional	in-depth	
interviews	so	that,	in	total,	12	tenants	will	be	interviewed	in-depth	in	each	project	area	towards	
the	end	of	the	evaluation	in	May	2013;

•	 approximately	20	representatives	of	organisations	with	an	expertise	in	money	management	and	
budgeting	(for	example	the	Money	Advice	Unit,	National	Association	of	Citizen	Advice	Bureaux,	
and	debt	advice	and	management	agencies)	are	being	interviewed	during	the	course	of	the	
evaluation;

•	 representatives	from	lending	and	financial	institutions	are	being	interviewed	in	order	to	explore	
their	views	on	direct	payments	and	the	DPDPs,	and	to	explore	any	concerns	they	may	have.
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3.5 Research events and dissemination outputs
In addition to the research activities outlined above, the evaluation team is holding two interactive 
feedback events which are designed to share learning, present emerging findings, highlight 
challenges and good practice, and to ‘road-test’ policy recommendations. These events, which will 
be attended by stakeholders from the six DPDPs, will be held in January 2013 and June 2013.

The three main (publically available) outputs from the evaluation are:

• a baseline report (i.e. this report), which presents the findings from the Tenant Baseline Survey;

• a report, Six	Months	in:	Learning	the	Lessons, which will highlight the key learning points to emerge 
from the first six months of projects being ‘live.’ Drawing mainly on qualitative data, it will be 
concerned with highlighting: emerging learning points; challenges and barriers encountered by 
projects; their response to them; and good practice. Some of the material for the report will be 
generated by the first interactive feedback event. It is envisaged that the report will be made 
available in the spring of 2013;

• a final report which it is anticipated will be published at the end of 2013. This report will make 
recommendations regarding: methods for engaging with tenants; defining and identifying 
individuals with significant support needs; developing payment exemption design and switchback 
trigger points; and advising on the effectiveness of different financial products and support 
mechanisms. It will also assess the impact of direct payments, and of the different switchback 
trigger points on landlord cash-flow and financial viability.

In addition to these widely published documents, as noted earlier, the study team will provide key 
learning point briefings more regularly on the Chartered Institute of Housing administered learning 
network referred to earlier that accompanies the DPDPs.
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4 Characteristics of 
respondents in the Tenant 
Baseline Survey

4.1 Introduction 
This chapter describes the characteristics of the sample of 1,639 respondents in the five project 
areas in the Tenant Baseline Survey sample. It begins by highlighting their principal demographic 
characteristics.

4.2 Demographic characteristics
The majority of survey respondents in all five areas were female. This is partly explained by the fact 
that lone parents were the most common household type: 96 per cent of them were female. But it 
was also because women were more likely to be the survey respondent in households comprising 
couples with dependent children14 and in multi-adult households. In total, 70 per cent of all 
respondents were women and 30 per cent were male. However, the gender split was not the same 
in each area. In Shropshire, Torfaen and Wakefield, two-thirds of respondents were female, while in 
Oxford and Southwark the female share was around three-quarters of the sample (Table 4.1) partly 
reflecting the higher proportion of lone parents in these areas.

The age distribution of respondents was similar across the five areas (Table 4.1). Most respondents 
were middle-aged: 26 per cent were aged between 35 and 44 years of age, while 29 per cent were 
aged from 45 to 54. Only eight per cent of survey respondents were aged under 25 and only 14 per 
cent were aged 55 or more.

The ethnic background of the survey respondents is shown in Table 4.1. Across the five areas, eight 
out of ten respondents described their ethnic background as ‘White’ and one in ten as ‘Black’ or 
‘Black British’. Three per cent said they were ‘Asian’ or ‘Asian British’ and two per cent said they  
had a mixed ethnic background. 

There were very marked and statistically significant differences in the ethnic composition of survey 
respondents across the five areas (Table 4.1). In contrast to the overwhelmingly ‘White’ sample 
in Shropshire, Torfaen and Wakefield, the majority of the sample in Southwark, and a substantial 
minority in Oxford, were from minority ethnic groups.

14 In households that were couples without dependent children, exactly half the respondents 
were women and half were men.
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Table 4.1 Demographic characteristics

Column	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

Gender of respondent***
Male 25 34 22 33 34 30
Female 75 67 78 67 66 70
Age of respondent
16 to 24 4 9 6 9 12 8
25 to 34 25 22 21 22 24 23
35 to 44 29 27 28 25 22 26
45 to 54 30 29 30 30 28 29
55+ 12 13 15 15 14 14
Ethnicity of respondent***
White 80 99 36 99 98 83
Black or Black British 7 <1 47 0 1 11
Asian or Asian British 8 1 6 <1 <1 3
Mixed 3 0 7 <1 1 2
Other 1 0 5 0 0 1
Household type***
Single person 25 32 29 30 28 29
Lone parent 40 28 44 25 29 33
Couple with children 19 18 11 16 21 17
Couple 9 13 6 18 15 12
Multi-person household 8 10 11 11 8 10

Base:	All	tenants 323 346 323 324 323 1,639

Across the five areas, the most common household type was lone parents, while single people were 
the next most common (Table 4.1). People living in multi-adult households were the least common 
household type across the five areas. Altogether, exactly half of all respondents were living in 
families with dependent children, either as a lone parent or as part of a couple.

There were statistically significant differences in the distribution of the different household types 
between the five areas. Oxford and Southwark both had a significantly larger share of lone parent 
households when compared with the other three areas. The proportion of respondents living as 
part of a couple with dependent children ranged from ten per cent in Southwark to 21 per cent in 
Wakefield. Differences between areas in relation to the other household types were somewhat less 
marked (Table 4.1).

4.3 Health and disability
The majority of tenants in the survey reported that they, or someone else in their household, had 
a long-term illness, health problem or disability that limited their daily activities or the work they 
could do. Overall, 56 per cent of respondent households included someone with such limiting health 
conditions or disabilities. In most cases, it was the respondent who had the condition. 
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The prevalence of limiting health conditions and disabilities varied between the five areas. It ranged 
from a low of 50 per cent in Southwark to a high of 62 per cent in both Shropshire and Torfaen  
(Table 4.2).

Respondents living in households where at least one person had a limiting health condition or 
disability were asked whether the people concerned received care from anyone in the household 
or from a carer who visits the home. In 41 per cent of such households the person or people with 
limiting health conditions or disabilities had a carer. Expressed as a proportion of all respondents in 
the survey, 23 per cent of households contained someone who had a carer (Table 4.2).

Respondents who had a limiting health problem or disability were asked which condition, if any, 
from a specified list applied to them. Table 4.3 shows that the most common condition was 
depression, which affected 21 per cent of the whole sample. This was closely followed by stress or 
anxiety, which affected 18 per cent of all survey respondents. Ten per cent reported that they had 
a mental illness. Health problems resulting from alcohol or illicit drug use affected a small minority 
of tenants in the survey. Three per cent reported having learning difficulties. Finally, 28 per cent of 
survey respondents reported that they had other health problems or conditions (Table 4.3).

Table 4.2 Health, disability and caring

Column	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

Limiting health condition 
or disability?**
Yes – respondent 35 42 33 47 35 39
Yes – someone else in 
household 15 16 12 12 12 13
Yes – respondent and 
someone else 4 4 5 3 5 4
No 46 38 51 38 48 44

Base:	All	tenants 323 346 323 323 323 1,638
Cared for person in 
household?
Yes 48 43 43 38 35 41
No 52 57 57 63 65 59

Base:	households	with	
someone	who	has	a	
limiting	condition 174 213 160 200 167 914
Cared for person in 
household?
Yes 26 26 21 23 18 23
No 74 74 79 77 82 77

Base:	All	tenants 323 346 323 324 323 1,639
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Table 4.3 Nature of respondents’ limiting health conditions or disabilities

Row	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

Stress or anxiety** 16 18 14 25 16 18
Depression** 21 20 18 28 16 21
Mental illness 9 11 9 13 10 10
Health problems due  
to alcohol 3 2 1 3 2 2
Health problems due  
to illicit use of drugs <1 1 2 1 1 1
Learning difficulties 5 2 2 3 2 3
Other health problems or 
disabilities** 26 29 24 35 23 28

Base:	All	tenants 323 346 323 324 323 1,639

Note: the table shows the percentage of all respondents that said they had each condition. Some 
respondents had more than one health condition or disability.

4.4 Background disadvantage
Respondents were asked if they had any problems with reading, writing or speaking English. 
Fourteen per cent reported that they did have one or more of these literacy problems (Table 4.4).  
The differences between the five areas shown in Table 4.4 are not statistically significant.

Respondents were also asked if they had any problems with numbers or simple arithmetic. One in 
ten admitted that they did have such problems. Again, the differences in numeracy between the 
areas shown in Table 4.4 were not statistically significant.

About one in 20 tenants had both English literacy and numeracy problems; a similar proportion  
had only numeracy problems; and one in ten had only literacy problems. 

Table 4.4 Literacy and numeracy problems

Column	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

Problems with English 
literacy
Reading 12 11 12 8 12 11
Writing 12 8 11 8 11 10
Speaking 5 4 4 1 2 3
Literacy or numeracy 
problems
Literacy problems only 8 8 13 6 8 9
Numeracy problems only 5 4 3 6 4 5
Literacy and numeracy 
problems 7 6 5 5 7 6
Neither 80 82 80 83 81 81

Base:	All	tenants 323 346 323 324 323 1,639
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Eighteen per cent of tenants had spent time in one or more of the institutions listed in Table 4.5  
at some point in their life. However, only very small proportions had experience of any one type  
of institution.

Tenants in Oxford were significantly more likely than those elsewhere to have lived with foster 
parents or spent time in an alcohol unit. However, the differences between areas in relation to  
the other types of institution were not statistically significant.

Three per cent of respondents had spent some time in either the armed forces or the merchant navy.

Table 4.5 Experience of living in certain institutions

Row	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

Children’s home 7 4 5 5 4 5
Foster parents* 7 4 4 3 2 4
Psychiatric unit 7 7 8 10 7 8
Alcohol unit* 4 1 1 2 1 2
Drugs unit 1 2 1 2 <1 1
Young offender’s 
institution 3 1 1 2 1 1
Prison or remand centre 4 3 1 3 4 3
None of these 78 82 83 81 85 82

Base:	All	tenants 323 346 323 324 323 1,639

4.5 Economic activity 
A large minority of respondents were economically active. Fifteen per cent of tenants in the survey 
were in either full-time, or more commonly part-time, paid work. A further 28 per cent were 
unemployed. In total, therefore, 43 per cent of respondents were economically active in one way  
or another. As for the economically inactive, the largest group were people who were long-term  
sick or disabled (Table 4.6).

The proportion of respondents who were in paid work was significantly higher in Oxford, Shropshire 
and Southwark than in either Torfaen or Wakefield. Oxford had a significantly lower share of 
unemployed respondents than the other four areas. Although the area differences were not clear 
cut, Oxford also had the highest share of respondents who were looking after the home or full-time 
carers (Table 4.6).



23Characteristics of respondents in the Tenant Baseline Survey

Table 4.6 Economic activity

Column	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

Economic status of 
respondent***
Working full or part time 17 16 20 10 11 15
Unemployed+ 18 28 32 30 31 28
At home, not seeking 
work 22 11 14 19 19 17
Long-term sick or 
disabled 29 32 23 34 31 30
Full-time carer 9 8 6 5 6 7
Other 4 4 6 2 2 4
Household work status***
Working 28 27 28 17 18 24
Workless 72 73 72 83 82 76

Base:	All	tenants 322 346 322 324 323 1,637

+ Includes four respondents on a government scheme.

As well as the respondents’ economic status, Table 4.6 also shows the work status of the respondents’ 
households. In total, three-quarters of households were workless. In line with respondents’ own 
working status, the level of household worklessness was significantly higher in Torfaen and Wakefield 
than in Oxford, Shropshire and Southwark.

Table 4.7 The frequency with which working respondents are paid

Column	percentages
All tenants

Weekly 33
Fortnightly 5
Four-weekly 14
Monthly 46
Other <1
Don’t know 1

Base:	Tenants	in	paid	work 244

Respondents who were working full or part time were asked how frequently they were paid (if they 
had more than one job, they were asked about their main job). Table 4.7 shows that the most 
common frequency with which working tenants were being paid was monthly and the next most 
common was weekly. Four weekly and monthly pay dates together accounted for 60 per cent of all 
working tenants. 
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4.6 Social security benefits and tax credits
In addition to their Housing Benefit (HB), almost all respondents in the survey were in receipt of 
other social security benefits and tax credits. This high level of receipt of such income transfers 
reflects a variety of characteristics of the sample including: the presence of families with children 
and especially lone parents; the high levels of unemployment and labour market inactivity; the 
dominance of part-time jobs among the respondents in work; and the prevalence of limiting health 
conditions and disabilities (Table 4.8).

Table 4.8 Social security benefits and tax credits

Row	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

Income Support 37 35 43 36 32 37
Jobseeker’s Allowance 12 17 15 21 17 17
Incapacity Benefit+ 15 19 14 19 14 16
Employment and Support 
Allowance** 14 10 8 9 16 11
Working Tax Credit*** 16 16 15 8 8 13
Child Tax Credit*** 53 39 50 38 44 45
Child Benefit** 59 46 53 44 46 50
Council Tax Credit*** 53 42 58 48 43 49
Carer’s Allowance* 13 9 8 8 7 9
Disability Living Allowance 
(mobility and care)** 23 21 21 29 16 22

Base:	All	tenants

+ Includes Severe Disablement Allowance.

Unsurprisingly, receipt of Working Tax Credit (WTC) was about twice as high in the three areas that 
had relatively high levels of working tenants as in the two areas with a low share of working tenants 
(Table 4.8). Thus, Oxford, Shropshire and Southwark had double the proportion of WTC tenants 
compared with Torfaen and Wakefield. 

And reflecting their higher proportions of families among survey respondents, Oxford and Southwark 
had relatively more recipients of both Child Benefit and Child Tax Credit (Table 4.8).
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4.7 Summary
• Seventy per cent of survey respondents were female and 30 per cent were male.

• Most respondents were middle-aged: 26 per cent were aged between 35 and 44, while 29 per cent 
were in the 45 to 54 age group. Only eight per cent of survey respondents were aged under 25.

• The majority (83 per cent) of respondents described their ethnic background as ‘White’. Eleven  
per cent described their ethnic origin as ‘Black’ or ‘Black British’, and three per cent as ‘Asian’ or 
‘Asian British’.

• There were marked differences in the ethnic composition between the five areas. In Shropshire, 
Torfaen and Wakefield, almost all the survey respondents described their ethnic background as 
‘White’. But in Southwark, over half of respondents were from minority ethnic groups.

• Lone parents were the most common household type, followed by single people living on their 
own. Exactly half of all respondents were living in families with dependent children, either as a 
lone parent or as part of a couple.

• Fifty-six per cent of respondent households included someone with limiting health conditions or 
disabilities. 21 per cent of all respondents said they had depression. Stress or anxiety affected 
18 per cent of tenants and ten per cent had a mental illness.

• Fourteen per cent of respondents reported difficulties reading, writing or speaking English.

• Fifteen per cent of respondents to the survey were in either full-time, or more commonly part-
time, paid work. In total, 76 per cent of households were workless.

• Sixty per cent of working tenants were being paid monthly or four-weekly while the remainder 
were being paid more frequently.

• In addition to their HB, almost all respondents were in receipt of other social security benefits  
and tax credits.
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5 The transition to direct 
payments

5.1 Introduction
The introduction of direct payments to tenants is not new to Housing Benefit (HB). Automatic 
direct payments are a key part of the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) scheme for private tenants 
introduced nationwide in April 2008. However, it does represent a significant change for most social 
housing tenants claiming HB. The aim of this chapter is to ascertain tenants’ awareness of the Direct 
Payments Demonstration Project (DPDP), how they found out about it, how ‘easy’ they thought it 
would be to ‘cope’ with the change and whether they would need support to help them manage 
financially.

5.2 Knowledge and awareness
As Table 5.1 shows, over half of tenants in the survey knew little or ‘nothing’ about how HB worked. 
Meanwhile, one in ten said they knew ‘a great deal’ about HB and over a third that they knew ‘a 
fair amount’. This level of self-reported knowledge of HB was greater than that reported by private 
tenants in a recent survey of LHAs claimants in 19 case study areas.15

There was some variation in awareness between tenants on full and partial HB. Although they 
were more or less equally likely to report knowing about HB, tenants on partial HB were more likely 
than those on full HB to report knowing ‘not very much’ (50 per cent compared with 43 per cent 
respectively). But they were less likely to say they knew ‘nothing at all’ about HB (five per cent 
compared with ten per cent).

Understanding of HB varied significantly between the five project areas. At one extreme, 63 per cent 
of respondents in the London Borough of Southwark felt they knew either ‘a fair amount’ or ‘a great 
deal’ about HB; at the other, only 36 per cent of tenants in Wakefield said the same about their 
knowledge of HB (Table 5.1).

There was a very similar level of knowledge about direct payments as there was about HB more 
generally (Table 5.1). Thus, 54 per cent of respondents reported that they knew little or ‘nothing’ 
about the Demonstration Project. This could partly reflect the fact that tenants were interviewed 
at the very early stage of the Demonstration Project and may not have received all of the planned 
communications about the direct payments of HB by that point.

15 Beatty, C., Cole, I., Kemp, P., Marshall, B., Powell, R. and Wilson, I. (2012). Monitoring	the	Impact	
of	Changes	to	the	Local	Housing	Allowance	System	of	Housing	Benefit:	Summary	of	Early	
Findings. DWP Research Report No. 798, London: DWP.
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Table 5.1 Knowledge of HB and the DPDP

Column	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

Knowledge of HB***
Great deal 10 5 19 8 3 9
Fair amount 38 39 44 32 33 37
Not very much 42 48 33 48 56 45
Nothing at all 10 8 4 13 9 9

Base:	All	tenants 321 346 320 324 323 1,634
Knowledge of DP 
Project***
Great deal 7 4 19 5 5 8
Fair amount 43 26 45 37 38 38
Not very much 44 54 27 50 49 45
Nothing at all 6 16 9 7 8 9

Base:	All	tenants 323 346 322 324 323 1,638
How heard about the  
DP Project
Word of mouth* 6 10 5 7 10 8
Verbal communication 
from landlord’s staff*** 2 2 2 14 3 5
Letter or leaflet from 
landlord* 47 55 47 49 58 51
Letter or leaflet from  
HB office*** 54 43 55 49 39 48
Landlord’s website 0 0 0 0 <1 <1
Council website 0 <1 0 0 0 <1
Local newspaper <1 0 <1 <1 0 <1
Local radio or TV 1 <1 2 2 1 1
Other 2 <1 <1 1 1 1
Don’t know 1 <1 1 1 2 1

Base:	Tenants	who	had	
heard	of	the	DP	Project 305 291 294 300 297 1,487

Respondents who knew ‘a fair amount’ or ‘a great deal’ about HB also tended to say the same about 
their knowledge of the Demonstration Project; and likewise, tenants who felt they knew little or 
‘nothing’ about HB also tended to feel the same about the Demonstration Project.

Knowledge of HB and of the DPDP, perhaps not surprisingly, was lower among tenants who reported 
having literacy problems than among those who did not.

The differences in knowledge between the project areas in relation to HB were broadly mirrored 
in their respective degrees of knowledge of direct payments. For instance, 64 per cent of 
Southwark respondents reported that they knew either ‘a fair amount’ or ‘a great deal’ about the 
Demonstration Project (compared with 63 per cent who felt they had that level of knowledge about 
HB more generally). Knowledge of the DPDP was especially low in Shropshire (Table 5.1).
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The 90 per cent of respondents who reported being aware of the Demonstration Project were asked 
how they had heard about it (Table 5.1).16 All five Demonstration Project areas used letters as the 
primary means of communicating the changes and engaging with tenants. Most sent three or four 
letters (from the local authority benefits department or co-branded with the landlord/s) to tenants 
over a three-month period, supplemented with telephone calls and home visits, usually carried out 
by the landlord.17 The extent of personal contact with tenants varied across the five areas. A variety 
of other communication methods have also been used, or are being considered, including texting, 
and using partner agencies such as Jobcentre Plus. 

Reflecting the communication strategy of the participating landlords, by far the most common 
sources of tenants’ knowledge about direct payments were a letter or leaflet from either the 
landlord or their HB office. About half of respondents mentioned one or other of these two sources 
of information. Word of mouth was reported as a source of knowledge about direct payments by 
eight per cent of respondents and verbal communication from their landlord’s staff by five per cent. 
No other source of information was mentioned by more than one per cent of survey respondents 
(Table 5.1). 

There was little variation between the five areas in relation to sources of information about the 
Direct Payments Demonstration Project. However, Torfaen respondents (14 per cent) were very 
much more likely than those elsewhere (between two and three per cent) to have heard about 
direct payments via a verbal communication from their landlord’s staff. Meanwhile, the proportion 
of respondents who had heard about it from a letter or leaflet provided by the HB office ranged from 
39 per cent in Wakefield to 55 per cent in Southwark (Table 5.1).

Demonstration Project areas’ approach to communication will be revisited in the final report, which 
will mine qualitative data from the in-depth interviews with both tenants and local stakeholders to 
provide an assessment of the communication process. 

5.3 ‘Coping’ with direct payments
Survey respondents were asked how ‘well’ or ‘poorly’ they thought they would ‘cope’ with their 
HB being paid to them during the Demonstration Project. As Figure 5.1 reveals, just over half of all 
tenants in the survey thought they would ‘cope’ either ‘fairly’ or ‘very well’. Meanwhile, 31 per cent 
thought they would ‘cope’ ‘poorly’.

The level of optimism about how ‘well’ respondents would ‘cope’ with direct payments of HB varied 
significantly across the five areas. Tenants in Wakefield were the most optimistic and those in 
Southwark were the least optimistic about the switch to direct payments (Table 5.2). 

Survey respondents were also asked how ‘well’ or ‘poorly’ they thought other tenants would ‘cope’ 
with their HB being paid to them. In line with previous, qualitative research on attitudes to HB 
payment,18 tenants were much more pessimistic about how they thought other people who ‘cope’ 
with direct payments than they were about how they personally would ‘cope’ (Table 5.2).

16 The only tenants who were not asked this question were those who said they knew ‘nothing at 
all’ about the DP Project.

17 It is not possible to establish how many letters respondents had received when they were 
surveyed, or whether they had received a visit or phone call, but all respondents had been  
sent at least one letter.

18 Irvine, A., Kemp, P. and Nice, K. (2007). Paying	Housing	Benefit	to	Claimants. Findings, Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation, York.
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5.4 Need for advice or other support
This section examines tenants’ anticipated support needs prior to Demonstration Projects going live. 

Previous research into claimant attitudes has indicated that some tenants living in social housing 
would want or need support in order to help them ‘cope’ with the direct payments of their HB.19 
Recognising this, Demonstration Project partnerships are assessing tenants’ readiness for direct 
payments and exploring ways of providing support to those who need it, before transferring them 
onto direct payments. This process was still in development at the time of writing, with different 
partnerships exploring different options and approaches for supporting tenants with the transition 
and helping them manage the changes. 

Survey respondents who did not say they would find it ‘easy’, to manage their finances under direct 
payments were asked whether they would need any advice or support if their HB was paid directly to 
them. The results are shown in Table 5.3, expressed both (i) as a percentage of tenants who did not 
think it would be ‘easy’ to ‘cope’ and (ii) as a percentage of all tenants. 

Among respondents who did not think it would be ‘easy’ to ‘cope’, about two out of five thought 
they would need advice or support if HB was paid directly to them (Table 5.3).

Table 5.3 Whether or not support would be needed if HB paid directly  
 to respondent

Column	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

(i) Tenants who did not 
think it would be easy  
to cope***
Yes 42 59 24 53 40 44
No 51 38 68 46 55 52
Don’t know 7 3 8 1 6 5

Base 156 193 196 171 145 861
(ii) All tenants***
Yes 21 33 15 28 18 24
No 79 67 85 72 82 77

Base:	Excludes	those	
who	did	not	know 312 341 307 322 315 1,597

Table 6.3 also shows these results expressed as a percentage of all tenants. A quarter of all respondents 
reported that they would need support if HB were to be paid directly to them or their partner.

A much higher proportion of tenants who had literacy or numeracy problems said they would need 
support with direct payments than was the case among tenants who did not have such problems 
(46 per cent compared with 18 per cent respectively). And a somewhat higher proportion of tenants 
on full compared with partial HB also thought they would need support (26 per cent compared with 
19 per cent respectively).

19 Irvine, A., Kemp, P. and Nice, K. (2007). Paying	Housing	Benefit	to	Claimants. Findings, Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation, York.
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However, the perceived need for advice or support among tenants varied significantly across the five 
areas. Most noticeably, tenants in Southwark were far less likely than those elsewhere to say they 
would need support and more likely to say they would not need it.20 Shropshire respondents were 
more likely to need support with direct payments than were respondents elsewhere. This could raise 
challenges in areas such as Shropshire with a residentially dispersed community, significant rurality, 
and scoring highly on the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) access to housing and services domain 
(see Appendix A). 

For some tenants, the need for support with direct payments may only be a temporary one while 
they make the transition from payment to the landlord. Once the dust has settled and they have 
got used to receiving HB themselves, they will be able to manage on their own. But for others, the 
shift to direct payments may require more long-term support, for one reason or another21. Survey 
respondents who thought they would need support with the direct payments of HB were, therefore, 
asked whether they would need that support just at the beginning or for the long term; and whether 
they would need ‘some’ or ‘a great deal’ of support. The results are presented in Table 5.4 and show 
that exactly half reported that they would need support just at the beginning and just under half 
that they would need it for the long term (Table 5.4).

Table 5.4 Need for support at the beginning or for the long term if HB  
 is paid direct to tenants

Column	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

Length of support 
needed**
Just at the beginning 41 34 63 68 50 50
For the long-term 53 56 38 39 49 48
Don’t know 6 1 0 2 2 2
Extent of support 
needed**
Some support 32 57 68 61 54 55
Great deal of support 62 43 32 36 45 43
Don’t know 6 1 0 2 2 2

Base:	Tenants	needing	
support 66 114 47 91 58 376

20 It is worth recalling that Southwark claimants were also much more likely to report that they 
knew ‘a fair amount’ or ‘a great deal’ both about HB and the Direct Payments Demonstration 
Project (Table 5.1).

21 Irvine, A., Kemp, P. and Nice, K. (2007). Paying	Housing	Benefit	to	Claimants. Findings, Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation, York.
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5.5 Extent of support needed
Survey respondents were asked whether they would need ‘some’ or ‘a great deal’ of support, if HB 
were to be paid directly to them or their partner/spouse. Amongst those needing support, about 
two-fifths said they would need a ‘great deal’ of support and just over half that they would need 
‘some’ support. The proportion reporting that they would need ‘a great deal’ of support ranged from 
32 per cent in Southwark to 62 per cent in Oxford (Table 5.4).

Need for support with the direct payments of HB varied significantly between different types of 
tenants (Table 5.5). Thus, compared with women, men were more likely to say both that they 
needed support and that they needed ‘a great deal’ of support.

Respondents aged from 45 to 54 were less likely to need support, but those who did were more  
likely to need ‘a great deal’ of it, than were younger or older age groups. Young people aged under  
25 were no more likely than older tenants to say they would need support with direct payments.  
This is of interest, because research consistently shows more limited financial capability amongst 
‘younger’ people.22 Likewise, respondents from minority ethnic groups were no more or less likely 
than those who described their background as ‘White’ to report that they would need support with 
direct payments.

Single people living on their own were more likely than respondents living in other types of 
household to need support and also the most likely to say they would need ‘a great deal’ of support. 
While lone parents were as likely as couples with children to need support with direct payments, 
they were less likely than couples with children to need ‘a great deal’ of support (Table 5.5).

Respondents living in households in which at least one person had a limiting health condition 
or disability were more likely to say that they would need support, and to need ‘a great deal’ of 
support, than were other households (Table 5.5). 

Most strikingly of all, respondents who said they had a literacy or a numeracy problem (or both) 
were very much more likely than those who did not to report they would need support with the 
direct payments of HB; they were also more likely to say that they would need ‘a great deal’ of 
support (Table 5.5).

In respect of economic status, respondents who were in full or part-time work were the group least 
likely to need support while the long-term sick and disabled were the most likely to need it. The latter 
group were also the most likely to say they would need ‘a great deal’ of that support (Table 5.5).

As might be expected, the reported need for support with direct payments correlated with 
respondents’ financial circumstances (for example whether they were in debt or not), and with 
various indicators of financial capability. For example, respondents who found the rent ‘difficult’ to 
afford were significantly more likely to need support, and to need ‘a great deal’ of support, than 
those who found it ‘easy’ to afford. And tenants with rent arrears and other debts were more likely 
to need support than those who do not (Table 5.6).

22 See, for example:
Atkinson, A., McKay, S., Kempson, E. and Collard, S. (2006). Levels	of	Financial	Capability	in	the	
UK:	Results	of	a	Baseline	Survey. London: Financial Services Authority.
Atkinson, A., McKay, S., Collard, S. and Kempson, E. (2007). Levels of Financial Capability in the 
UK. Public	Money	and	Management 27 (1): 29-36.
Financial Services Authority (2006). Financial	Capability	in	the	UK:	Establishing	a	Baseline. 
London: Financial Services Authority.
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Table 5.5 Extent of support needed if HB is paid direct to the claimant by  
 claimants’ characteristics

Row	percentages
Some 

support
Great deal  
of support

No  
support

All  
tenants

Base:	All	
tenants

Gender of respondent***
Male 14 14 72 100 482
Female 12 8 80 100 1,149
Age of respondent*
16 to 24 9 10 82 100 130
25 to 34 13 6 81 100 368
35 to 44 12 9 79 100 427
45 to 54 14 13 73 100 479
55+ 12 11 77 100 226
Ethnicity of respondent 
White 13 10 77 100 1,345
Black or Black British 13 7 81 100 176
Other 7 15 78 100 106
Household type***
Single person 14 16 70 100 465
Lone parent 13 6 82 100 536
Couple with children 9 10 81 100 275
Couple 14 9 78 100 198
Multi-person household 13 9 78 100 157
Someone with disability  
in household***
Yes 15 13 72 100 909
No 10 6 84 100 722
Respondent literacy or numeracy 
problem***
Yes 18 25 57 100 306
No 11 7 82 100 1,324
Respondent economic status***
Working full or part time 9 4 87 100 243
Unemployed 11 10 79 100 453
At home, not seeking work 12 9 80 100 277
Long-term sick or disabled 17 15 68 100 486
Full time carer 13 5 82 100 112
Other 7 5 88 100 58

Note: Excludes respondents who did not know.

Likewise, respondents who used bank accounts for paying bills and managing money were 
significantly less likely than other tenants to need support with direct payments of HB. Among those 
needing support, the ratio needing a great deal rather than just some increased accordingly. Thus, 
having a bank account and using it to pay bills and manage money are important (if imperfect) 
indicators of the need for support.



35The transition to direct payments

As one might expect, respondents who agreed that they were impulsive and tended to buy things 
even when they could not afford them were significantly more likely to need support and to need ‘a 
great deal’ of support, than those who did not agree. Conversely, tenants who agreed that they were 
very organised at managing their money were significantly less likely to need support and to need a 
great deal of support, than those who did not agree (Table 5.6).

Table 5.6 Extent of support needed if HB is paid direct to the claimant by   
 claimants’ financial circumstances

Row	percentages
Some 

support
Great deal 
of support

No  
support

All  
tenants Base

How easy or difficult to afford  
the rent***
Easy 6 5 89 100 331
Neither easy nor difficult 10 9 81 100 100
Difficult 23 10 67 100 158
Base:	Tenants	whose	HB	was	less	than	
their	rent
Arrears and other debts***
Rent arrears and other debts 19 12 69 100 235
Rent arrears only 13 10 77 100 108
Other debts only 14 13 73 100 398
Neither 10 8 83 100 856
Base:	Tenants	(excluding	don’t	knows)
Bank accounts***
Has bank account and uses it 11 8 81 100 1,184
Has bank account but does not use it 14 11 75 100 280
Does not have a bank account 22 21 57 100 162
Base:	Tenants	(excluding	don’t	knows)
Very organised when it comes to 
managing money***
Agree 9 6 85 100 1,063
Neither agree nor disagree 16 13 71 100 258
Disagree 24 21 55 100 304
Base:	Tenants	(excluding	don’t	knows)
Impulsive and tend to buy things  
I can’t really afford***
Agree 20 16 64 100 301
Neither agree nor disagree 12 14 74 100 171
Disagree 11 8 82 100 1,150
Base:	Tenants	(excluding	don’t	knows)

Note: Excludes eight respondents who did not know.

Table 5.7 shows that tenants in receipt of partial HB were less likely than those on full HB to need ‘a 
great deal’ of support under direct payments (seven per cent compared with 12 per cent respectively).
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Table 5.7 Support needed by full or partial HB

 
Some 

support
Great deal 
of support

Does not 
need 

support Total
Does your HB cover all of the rent  
or some of the rent?**
All of the rent 13 12 75 100
Some of the rent 12 7 82 100

Base: All tenants (1619).

5.6 Information provision about support services
Finally, tenants who said they would need advice or other forms of support were asked how they 
would like to be informed about the support services that are available. As Table 5.8 shows, two very 
traditional methods of communication – face-to-face and letters – were by far the most commonly 
desired from the list that they were presented with. Seventy per cent of tenants who felt they would 
need support said they would like to be informed by face-to-face communication about the support 
that was available. Meanwhile, 32 per cent wanted to be informed by letter. 

Table 5.8 How tenants would like to be informed about support services

Column	percentages
Oxford Shropshire Southwark Torfaen Wakefield All tenants

Face-to-face 74 71 72 74 53 70
Letter 26 27 40 32 40 32
Email 6 2 6 3 0 3
Text message 6 6 0 0 3 4
Local council website 2 0 2 1 2 1
Social media 0 1 0 0 0 <1
Other 0 0 2 0 3 1
Don’t know 2 0 0 0 2 1

Base:	Tenants	needing	
support 66 114 47 91 58 376

Although respondents could list more than one form of communication, very few did so. The 
majority wished to be informed about support services face-to-face and a substantial minority by 
letter. And despite the rapid growth of mobile and web-based communication, very few respondents 
said they would like to be informed via text messages, emails, websites or social media (Table 5.8). 
These are methods of communication being considered by project areas (and texting has already 
been used) so there are perhaps some lessons to be learnt here.

Face-to-face communication is undoubtedly the most expensive way for landlords to inform their 
tenants about changes in policy or practice, but it may also be the most effective for those on HB. 
This has implications for all landlords, but for larger landlords in particular. The dominant preference 
for face-to-face communication may reflect a need that tenants felt for the changes to be explained 
to them and the opportunity to ask questions and raise concerns. This may not be surprising 
given that the shift to direct payments is a major change and one that potentially has important 
implications for their budgeting and money management methods. 
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5.7 Summary
• Fifty-four per cent of respondents reported knowing little or ‘nothing’ about how HB works;  

but 46 per cent said they knew ‘a great deal’ or ‘a fair amount’.

• Fifty-four per cent of respondents reported knowing little or ‘nothing’ about the Demonstration 
Project, but 46 per cent said they knew ‘a fair amount’ or ‘a great deal’.

• By far the most common sources of tenants’ knowledge about direct payments were letters or 
leaflets from their landlord or HB office.

• A substantial minority of respondents was concerned about how ‘well’ they would manage the 
shift to direct payments.

• A quarter of respondents reported that they would need support if HB were to be paid directly  
to them.

• The groups most likely to need support with direct payments were: men; single people living 
on their own; long-term sick and disabled people; tenants with literacy or numeracy problems; 
tenants who find it difficult to afford the rent; people who had rent arrears or other debts; those 
who did not have a bank account or had one but did not use it; impulsive buyers; and those who 
were not ‘well’ organised money managers.

• Seventy per cent of tenants needing support wanted to be informed about support services  
by face-to-face and 32 per cent by letter. Very few wanted to be informed via text messages, 
emails, websites or other social media.
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6 Rent, affordability  
and rent arrears

6.1 Introduction
The Direct Payments Demonstration Projects (DPDPs) – and in due course the introduction of the  
Universal Credit (UC) – will have significant implications for the payment of rent by people claiming 
Housing Benefit (HB). This is especially so for those tenants whose rent is wholly covered by HB,  
for they are not currently handing over rent money to their landlord; their HB is transferred 
electronically from the HB office to their rent account. In contrast, tenants whose HB does not  
cover all of their rent are already handing over some rent money. 

In this chapter we look at the extent to which HB covers all or just part of the rent, how rent is 
normally paid by those whose HB does not cover all the rent, how ‘easy’ or ‘difficult’ tenants find  
it to afford the rent, and their rent arrears situation prior to the implementation of direct payments.

6.2 Full versus partial Housing Benefit
As part of the selection process for the DPDP programme, all respondents were in receipt of HB 
at the time of the survey. Almost all of them (98.5 per cent) did not personally receive their HB 
payments, which were instead being paid directly to their landlord by the HB office. 

Table 6.1 shows the proportion of respondents whose HB payment covered all of their rent (‘full 
HB’) or just some of their rent (‘partial HB’). About two-thirds of respondents were on full HB and 
the remaining third on partial HB. However, the split between full and partial HB varied significantly 
between the five project areas. The proportion of tenants on full HB varied from a low of 33 per cent 
in Southwark to a high of 76 per cent in both Shropshire and Torfaen.

Table 6.1 Does HB cover all or some of the rent?***

Row	percentages
All of the rent Some of the rent All tenants

Area
Oxford 74 26 100
Shropshire 76 24 100
Southwark 33 67 100
Torfaen 76 24 100
Wakefield 59 41 100
All tenants 64 36 100

Base:	All	tenants	(excluding	don’t	knows) 1,035 592 1,627
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One striking result in Table 6.1 is the very high proportion of tenants who reported being in receipt 
of partial HB in Southwark, which is broadly the mirror image of the situation in the other four areas. 
This result appears to be explained by the high proportion of Southwark tenants whose rent includes 
charges for items such as water, heating, Council Tax and service charges, which are not generally 
covered by HB.23 Hence, tenants whose ‘rent’ payment includes such charges are likely to have 
reported that their HB does not cover all of their rent.

Whereas in Southwark the majority of tenants had additional charges in their rent, in the other four 
areas only a minority had them. The figure for Southwark was 69 per cent, but elsewhere it ranged 
from 28 per cent in Shropshire to 47 per cent in Wakefield. In Southwark, the proportion of tenants 
with additional charges in the rent was 82 per cent among those on partial HB compared with  
43 per cent among those on full HB.

The implication of these different splits between full and partial HB is that the potential impact 
of direct payments will vary significantly between the five areas. It will be proportionally greater 
in those case studies that have the most tenants on full HB (Oxford, Shropshire and Torfaen) and 
proportionally smaller in those with the least tenants on full HB (Southwark and Wakefield).

Table 6.2 shows the split between full and partial HB by claimant characteristics. There were no 
statistically significant differences by the gender or the age group of the respondent. However, 
respondents from Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) groups were significantly more likely to be on 
partial HB than those who described their ethnic background as ‘White’. This reflects the high 
proportion of BME tenants living in Southwark.

Respondents living in households in which at least one person had a limiting health condition or 
disability were also more likely to be in receipt of partial HB payments than those which did not.  
The same was true, but to a much greater extent, of tenants living in households in which at least 
one person was in paid work. Thus, 68 per cent of working households were on partial HB compared 
with only 27 per cent of workless households.

23 The prevalence of these additional charges in Southwark may reflect the high proportion 
of tenants living in flats in the Borough.
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Table 6.2 Does HB cover all or some of the rent by claimant characteristics?

Row	percentages
All of the rent Some of the rent All tenants

Gender of respondent 
Male 66 34 100
Female 63 37 100
Age of respondent 
16 to 24 74 26 100
25 to 34 62 38 100
35 to 44 64 36 100
45 to 54 63 37 100
55+ 61 39 100
Ethnicity of respondent***
White 68 32 100
Black or Black British 44 56 100
Other 40 60 100
Household type*
Single person 67 33 100
Lone parent 62 38 100
Couple with children 66 34 100
Couple 64 36 100
Multi-person household 53 47 100
Someone with disability in household***
Yes 69 31 100
No 56 44 100
Household work status***
Working 32 68 100
Workless 73 27 100

Base:	All	tenants	(excluding	don’t	knows) 1,035 592 1,627

6.3 Rent payment methods
In the DPDPs, automated methods of money transfer are considered to reduce the risk, to tenant 
and landlord, of non-payment. Reflecting this, participating tenants are being encouraged to 
consider such methods, for example by including Direct Debit forms in correspondence and 
requesting that these are completed for tenants with bank accounts. However, results from the 
survey suggest that automated methods are not currently the most commonly used or preferred 
method of payment amongst tenants. 

Respondents in receipt of partial HB were asked what methods they normally used to pay their rent. 
As Figure 6.1 shows, there were four main methods by which the majority of tenants normally paid 
their rent. Despite the growth in the use of bank accounts and automated methods of money transfer 
in society as a whole, the most common method by which respondents normally paid their rent was 
cash. About a third of tenants on partial HB reported that they normally used this method of payment 
for their rent. Just over a quarter of tenants on partial HB normally used a rent payment card (such as 
Allpay). One in six normally paid their rent by direct debit and one in seven by debit card.
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