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7. We think there is a stronger case for this targeting in SEISS than in CJRS, and therefore for accepting a 
divergence between the two schemes. As you know, SEISS intrinsically carries more deadweight than the 
employee scheme equivalent because SEISS claimants can work as well as claiming a generous grant. 
This is also exacerbated as contextual data suggests that a significant proportion of those who have claimed 
SEISS 1-3 come from sectors which were least impacted by Coronavirus, are open, or have had a better 
recovery. E.g. construction makes up 31% of the total eligible population, with 34% of total claims, but 
ONS monthly GVA sector estimates the sector has recovered from -43% GVA in April to 1% by 
November (although we can expect diversity of trades within these sectors). 
Any CJRS tapering will increase employer costs, rather than reduce employee income; in SEISS, tapering 
simply reduces the level of income support and so may be less causally linked to promoting labour 
reallocation. 

9. If the path of the recovery dictated that you ultimately did have to introduce a sixth SEISS grant, it could 
be preferable to already have the concept of a FID in place. Without it, the default public expectation for 
any SEISS 6 could be the (further) continuation of the generous terms of SEISS 4. Unlike CJRS, the FID 
for the self-employed would need to be based on April 2020 - April 2021 to allow for some degree of 
downstream compliance, so it would be more difficult to explain why a FID was being introduced in, say, 
August if it was not already in place for SEISS 5. 

10. We can still align the SEISS and CJRS schemes to an extent, but it would not be possible to directly 
taper the SEISS and CJRS together. If there is no CJRS FIT, we can only match the higher generosity 
of SEISS to the CJRS (i.e. a CJRS tapering beginning at 10% of employer contribution in August would 
mean a 75% SEISS 5 generosity). You would need to make a separate decision on the generosity of the 
lower grant without the choice to peg it to CJRS. 

11. Our lead proposal would be to maintain the 80% generosity for the top grant (you can alternatively 
opt to peg this to CJRS) and justify this with a required April 20-April 21 turnover reduction of 50% 
relative to the previous year, which can still be framed as generous. According to best available 
estimates, this would put well over half of the SEISS population into the lower grant territory. 

12. For the remainder of individuals, we could offer a lower grant based on 50% of trading profits 
(pegged to the turnover reduction of 50%). As per your steers, while you could have experienced a 
turnover increase during the Pandemic Year, you would need to meet the `qualifying period May-July' 
tests (i.e. reduced demand, inability to trade, RBT criteria) in order to claim the lower grant. 

13. While the estimates are highly uncertain, the introduction of the PYFID with a 50% turnover threshold 
and a top grant of 80% with lower grant of 50% may reduce the baseline static costs of SEISS 5 by £950m 
to £6.7bn. 

14. Given those eligible for the lower grant would be better remunerated with a 50% grant if they suffered a 
49% turnover reduction compared to someone who suffered an 81-100% turnover reduction who would 
receive a top grant of 80%, you may also wish to consider a lower grant of 40%. We can follow-up with 
further advice on this if you are inclined to pursue Model 2. 

15. This may offer you the opportunity to expand the SEISS 5 population. If you are inclined to do so, we 
recommend you consider only removing the 50% self-employment income rule which would cost £600m 
raising the cost of the scheme to £7.25bn (this includes the PYFID savings). This would potentially bring 
up to 900,000 new eligible claimants into the fold (compared to 2.2m people who claimed SEISS 3), 
which would add significantly more contact for HMRC at a time when they are already expecting to be 
over capacity. We do not recommend relaxing the £50k income threshold because it is likely to undermine 
the narrative on improved targeting. 
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