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LOCAL SCHEME OF SUPPORT FOR COUNCIL TAX 

1. Summary

1.1 This is a Key Decision as it is significant in terms of its effects on communities 
living or working in an area of the Borough comprising two or more wards.

1.2   This report provides Members with the detailed results from the recent Council 
Tax Reduction Scheme consultation process and the findings from the 
revised Customer Access Review, and then presents revisions to the current 
scheme for Members’ approval, to be effective from 1 April 2017.

 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

         To Cabinet

2.1 That Cabinet approve the following resolution to the General Assembly of the 
Council.

To the General Assembly of the Council

2.2 That the Customer Access Review shown at Appendix C be approved.

2.3 That the following amendments to the current scheme be made, with effect 
from 1 April 2017:

 The maximum level of support for working age claimants be reduced 
from 81.5% to 80%;

 Family Premium be removed for new claimants;

 Backdating be reduced to one month;

 Use  a minimum level of income for self-employed earners after two 
years of self-employment;

 Reduce the period for which a person can be absent from Great Britain 
and receive discount to four weeks;

 Introduce a standard level of non-dependent deduction of £10 for 
claimants;

 Restrict the maximum level of discount payable to a Band D charge;

 Remove Second Adult Reduction;

 Remove the award of a Work Related Activity Component for all 
claimants who claim Employment and Support Allowance on or after 1 
April 2017;
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 Limit the number of dependent children within the calculation for 
discount to a maximum of two;

 Remove the entitlement to discount for a claimant treated as not being 
habitually resident in Great Britain because they are a European 
Economic Area (EEA) Jobseeker;

 Introduce a scheme to help claimants suffering exceptional hardship.

3. Background and Discussion

3.1. The Council Tax Reduction Scheme (CTRS) replaced Council Tax 
Benefit in 2013. Under the new scheme each council was able to set its 
own local scheme but within a reduced funding envelope. Pensioners 
remained protected under Government regulations, therefore, in order 
to ensure that the Council had a scheme that could be delivered within 
the available Government funding, the maximum entitlement for 
working age claimants was reduced by 18.5% resulting in all working 
age claimant having to pay at least 18.5% of their council tax liability. 

3.2. Since the start of the scheme, the number of claimants has reduced. 
Although this has resulted in the costs of CTRS being reduced, the 
associated funding has been cut at a faster rate, resulting in a greater 
share of the cost burden now falling on the Council and the major 
preceptors.  The Council has therefore been reviewing the scheme to 
reduce the cost moving forward, whilst also having regard to the most 
vulnerable of its residents.

3.3. The major preceptors currently pay an administration grant of £125,000 
per annum to each of the districts towards their local schemes. Kent 
County Council bear the greatest impact on their council tax yield of the 
council tax discount and are therefore keen to see the districts amend 
their schemes and reduce the level of financial support awarded. As a 
result, the major preceptors are reviewing the funding agreement they 
have with the districts. They currently pay each district £125k towards 
the administration costs of the scheme. Were the Council to decide not 
to amend the current scheme, the major preceptors could withdraw 
their administration contribution. This contribution is essential as it 
helps support staff resource to collect the council tax contributions from 
working age claimants. Changes to the local scheme could potentially 
lead to a need to collect more council tax from individuals who may find 
it difficult to pay.

3.4. The review of the CTRS has been undertaken in liaison with all Kent 
Districts in order that there remains a ‘common approach’ across Kent. 
The objectives of the review have been:
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 to retain the principle of residents paying a contribution towards 
the Council’s costs whilst having regard to the Council’s most 
vulnerable residents; 

 to target support to those most in need; 

 to align the scheme with national policy on changes to Housing 
Benefit; 

 having regard to the reductions in Government grant, to make 
the scheme less costly (if possible) and more efficient in terms 
of its operation.

3.5. The districts have worked with a consultant to come up with a number 
of proposed amendments to reduce the cost of the scheme whilst also 
trying to protect the most vulnerable. Consequently, at its meeting on 2 
June 2016, Members agreed to go out to consult on 15 options to 
adjust the existing scheme:

1. To reduce the maximum level of support for working age 
claimants from 81.% to 80;

2. To remove the Family Premium for all new working age claims;

3. To reduce backdating of claims to one month;

4. To introduce a minimum level of income for self-employed 
earners after one year of self-employment;

5. To reduce the period for which a person can be absent from 
Great Britain and receive a discount to 4 weeks;

6. To reduce the capital limit from £16,000 to £6,000;

7. To introduce a standard level of non-dependent deduction of 
£10;

8. To include child maintenance in income assessments;

9. To include child benefit in income assessments;

10.To restrict the maximum level of discount to a Band D charge;

11.To remove Second Adult Reduction;

12.To remove the award of a Work Related Activity Component for 
all new Employment and Support Allowance applicants;

13.To limit the number of dependent children within the calculation 
to two;

14.To remove the entitlement to discount for a non-habitually 
resident in Great Britain;
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15.To introduce a scheme to help claimants suffering exceptional 
hardship.

 It was understood that a combination of some, or all, of these possible 
options might be required in order to achieve the objective of reducing 
overall costs. Members also agreed to consult on two alternative 
options to changing the scheme: increasing council tax for all taxpayers 
to fund the scheme; or using Council reserves to fund the scheme.

The Consultation 

3.6. To effect changes to the CTRS, the Council has a legal duty to carry 
out public consultation and assess the impacts of proposed changes 
with regards to equalities. The Council therefore went out to 
consultation over a twelve week period which ended on 11 September 
2016. 

3.7. An on-line questionnaire with the options agreed was available on the 
Council’s website over the twelve week period. A letter was sent to all 
working age claimants advising them of the web link and giving them 
an option to request a hard copy of the questionnaire. The Registered 
Social Landlords were also advised of the consultation and encouraged 
to respond.

3.8. The complexity of the scheme, as well as the number and technical 
nature of the options presented, did not lend itself well to public 
consultation. Therefore, the number of responses received was very 
low at 82 online responses and 14 hard copy returns, compared to the 
Council’s number of working age claimants at over 3,500. It is therefore 
difficult to conclude that the responses give a representative view from 
residents of the Borough.

3.9. The results of the consultation are shown at Appendix A. Members will 
note that:

 The majority of respondents did not agree to the alternative 
ways of funding the scheme – increasing council tax or using 
reserves;

 40% of respondents agreed with reducing the maximum 
entitlement to 80%, whilst 49% disagreed (option 1 above);

 There was broad agreement to those options that would align 
the scheme to proposed Government changes to the housing 
benefit scheme (options 2, 3, 5, 12 and 13);

 39% of respondents were against using a set income level for 
self-employed claimants, whilst only 28% were in favour of this 
option (option 4). The comments received reflected the fact that 
self-employed workers’ income can fluctuate considerably year 
on year;
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 The responses to the option of reducing the capital limit from 
£16,000 to £6,000 were mixed but there was a general view that 
this may discourage savings;

 There were concerns expressed about including child benefit 
and child maintenance within the income calculation (options 8 
and 9). There was a view that this may impact negatively on 
children from poorer families;

 There was support for option 7 which would simplify the non-
dependent deductions;

 There was general support to restricting the maximum level of 
discount to an equivalent Band D property (option 10);

 Whilst only 30% were in favour of removing the second adult 
reduction (option 11), no strong arguments were put forward 
against this option;

 70% of respondents agreed that entitlement to a reduction 
should be removed for those not habitually resident in Great 
Britain (option 14);

 There was clear support for an exceptional hardship fund (option 
15). Although this would not a deliver a saving for the scheme, it 
would offer protection to the most vulnerable and target support 
to those most in need. This fund would be facilitated through the 
Collection Fund and would therefore not impact on the Council’s 
General Fund. 

3.10. The Scrutiny Committee drew down this item from their review of the 
Regulation 9 Notice and discussed the options to amend the scheme at 
their meeting on 13 September 2016. Scrutiny raised a number of 
concerns, including:

 The CTRS impacts on more women than men. In 2016/17 the 
ratio of women to men claimants is 2607:1082. Care therefore 
needs to be taken to ensure women aren’t discriminated against 
in the proposed amendments;

 The scheme should not adversely impact single male parents;

 The changes should not have a disproportionate impact on 
disabled claimants. Scrutiny Members were assured, however, 
that the inclusion of Disability Allowance (DLA) and Personal 
Independence Payments (PIP) in the assessment of income had 
already been discounted due to the fact that disabled claimants 
are significantly less likely than non-disabled claimants to be 
able to increase their income through employment; 
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 There should be no adverse impacts on children within claimant 
households;

 The scheme should recognise that there needs to be a start-up 
period for self-employed claimants and that the one year period 
proposed is too short;

 The proposals should not discourage claimants from saving;

 The proposals should recognise and allow for cases of 
exceptional hardship.

The comments above had cross-party support.

3.11. There is also an obligation for the Council to consult with major 
precepting bodies. A response has been received from Kent County 
Council and this is shown at Appendix B. It should be noted that this 
response is a generic one to all the Kent districts. It reflects the 
following views: 

 They supported for the need to amend the schemes; 

 Consideration should be given to reducing the maximum 
discount to below 80%; 

 The scheme should synchronise with housing benefit rule 
changes; 

 They supported a minimum income floor being introduced to 
self-employed assessments; 

 They supported reducing the saving threshold, reducing the 
period a claim can be backdated and removing second adult 
rebate; 

 They objected to any inclusion of child benefit in household 
income as it is contrary to the County’s objective of helping 
children and young people to get the best start in life; 

 They suggested that more research be done on the impact of 
including child maintenance in household income; 

 Consideration should be given to capping awards at Band C 
rather than Band D. 

3.12. As part of their review of the administration grant funding level, Kent 
County Council have now confirmed that they will not look to reduce 
the overall funding pot to districts providing the districts amend their 
schemes to reflect the housing benefit changes and uplift their 
percentage of the minimum level working age claimants have to pay 
towards their council tax liability. As highlighted in paragraph 3.3, this 
funding is essential to support council tax collection. Whilst the overall 
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funding pot will not be reduced, the funding will be apportioned in a 
slightly different way. There needs to be a greater recognition of the 
caseload each district is managing, rather than just splitting any grant 
funding on an equal basis. There will therefore be a fixed element plus 
a variable element based on caseload. The exact details of the funding 
model are still being progressed, but it is likely that Dartford’s funding 
will be reduced from £125k to around £106k as the Council’s caseload 
is lower than in some of the other districts. The Revenues and Benefits 
shared service partnership with Sevenoaks District Council will 
endeavour to maintain the existing staff levels despite this reduction in 
funding. However, were Members to decide not to agree to the options 
stipulated by Kent County Council as a condition of their funding, and 
the funding were to be reduced further or removed altogether, then 
there would have to be a corresponding reduction in staff resource 
which would have a negative impact on council tax collection rates.

Recommendations

3.13. A full Customer Access Review has been undertaken on the options 
available in accordance with the Council’s duties under the Public 
Sector Equality Duty. This is shown at Appendix C. 

3.14. Based on the consultation responses, comments from Scrutiny, Kent 
County Council’s feedback and the Customer Access Review, the 
following are proposed for Member approval:

 The minimum level percentage that working age claimants have 
to pay towards their council tax liability be increased from 18.5% 
to 20% in order to ensure that the funding from the major 
preceptors is protected (option 1);

 Amendments are made to reflect housing benefit changes 
(options 2, 3, 5, 12 and 13);

 A minimum level of income for self-employed claimants is used 
but with a two year start-up period rather than the one year 
originally proposed (option 4);

 Option 6 be rejected and the capital limit for savings for 
claimants to remain at £16,000;

 A standard level of non-dependent deduction of £10 for 
claimants be introduced (option 7);

 Options 8 and 9 of including child maintenance and child benefit 
in the income assessment be rejected due to the adverse impact 
this may have on children in poorer households;

 The maximum level of discount payable be restricted to a Band 
D property (option 10);
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 The Second Adult Reduction be removed (option 11);

 The entitlement to discount for a claimant who is not habitually 
resident in Great Britain be removed (option 14);

 An exceptional hardship scheme be introduced to support those 
most in need (option 15).

4. Relationship to the Corporate Plan

Statutory requirement

5. Financial, legal, staffing and other implications and risk assessments

Financial Implications The cost of consultancy on the proposals is £500 
and has been met from within existing budgets.
The cost of awards made under the CTRS 
impact on the taxbase and tax yield. The total 
cost of the Dartford scheme for 2016/17 is 
£5.06m of which £2.15m relates to pensioner 
discounts (as required by legislation) and £2.91m 
working age discounts determined under the 
local scheme. A large proportion of this cost is 
borne by the major preceptors. Dartford’s pro-
rata share is approximately £540k (of which 
£310k relates to working age discounts). This 
assumes full collection of the discounted council 
tax bills. Currently the in-year collection rate for 
working age claimants is 84.6%. However, the 
proposed changes may potentially result in a 
reduction in the collection rate, although 
appropriate action and support would be given to 
those affected to help prevent this.  If the cost of 
awards were to be reduced per the proposals in 
this report, and assuming the collection rate is 
not adversely affected, it is estimated that this 
would result in additional council tax of 
approximately £46k for the Council and £340k for 
the major preceptors.
The details of the funding available towards the 
administration costs of the scheme are still being 
finalised but the overall pot for the Kent districts 
will not be reduced providing the districts adjust 
their schemes to reflect the housing benefit 
changes and increase the minimum contribution 
percentage. The split of the funding between the 
districts is likely to be re-apportioned based on a 
fixed element and an element determined by 
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caseload. On this basis, the Council’s funding will 
reduce from £125k per annum to approximately 
£106k. This funding is used to support staff with 
responsibilities for collecting council tax across 
the Revenues and Benefits shared service 
partnership with Sevenoaks. It is not anticipated 
that this staffing level will need to be reduced but 
were the funding to be reduced further or 
removed due to the Council not agreeing to the 
major preceptors’ conditions around housing 
benefit changes and the minimum contribution 
payable, then staffing levels may need to be 
reduced which would have an adverse impact on 
collection rates. Alternatively, compensating 
savings, equivalent to the funding lost, would 
need to be found.

Legal Implications

Public Sector Equality 
Duty 

Crime and Disorder Duty

The scheme is governed by the Local 
Government Finance Act 2012.
The Council has a statutory duty to consult on a 
proposed scheme. The consultation already 
undertaken meets this requirement.

A Customer Access Review has been 
undertaken and is attached at Appendix  C.

There are no Crime and Disorder implications.

Staffing Implications Resources will need to be monitored to ensure 
collection is maximised

Administrative Implications See staffing implications above 

Risk Assessment The scheme could be open to challenge if it were 
considered that the consultation had not been 
undertaken properly. The Council consulted fully 
on its proposals for a twelve week period and 
therefore can evidence that a robust process has 
been followed.
Some of the changes proposed are intended to 
align the CTRS with the administration of housing 
benefit. At the present time, the following 
changes have yet to be made within the housing 
benefit scheme, but regulations are expected 
before 1 April 2017:

 The limitation of dependents additions to 
two dependents where a third or 
subsequent child is born on or after 1 April 
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2017; and

 The removal of the Work Related Activity 
Component for all new Employment and 
Support Allowance applicants on or after 1 
April 2017.

In the unlikely event that these changes are not 
effected by Central Government by 1 April 2017, 
Members could resolve to amend the CTRS from 
April 2018.

6. Details of Exempt Information Category

Not applicable

7. Appendices

Appendix A – Summary of Consultation Results
Appendix B – Response from Kent County Council
Appendix C – Customer Access Review
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