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DARTFORD BOROUGH COUNCIL

SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

MINUTES of the meeting of the Scrutiny Committee held on Tuesday 13 September 
2016 at 7.00 pm.

PRESENT: Councillor J S Hawkes (Chairman)
Councillor M J Davis (Vice-Chairman)
Councillor A Bardoe
Councillor T A Maddison
Councillor M A Maddison
Councillor C S McLean
Councillor Mrs. J A Ozog
Councillor J M Ozog
Councillor Mrs. M I Peters (Substitute)
Councillor Mrs. R F Storey

ABSENT: Councillor J Burrell
Councillor Mrs. R M Currans
Councillor P Cutler
Councillor J A Hayes
Councillor S R Jarnell
Councillor Mrs. M B Kelly
Councillor D J Reynolds
Councillor A S Sandhu, MBE

Dartford Borough Council Officers:-

Sarah Martin – Strategic Director (Internal Services)

Adrian Gowan – Policy & Corporate Support 
Manager

Dave Thomas – Waste & Parks Manager

PRESENT TO RESPOND TO ISSUES RAISED BY THE SCRUTINY COMMITTEE:

Mr Jim Lowrie – Chairman, Dartford Cricket Club 

David Beaver – Head of Waste Management & 
Business Services, KCC

Hannah Allard – Waste Business Development 
Manager, KCC 

Nichola Hood – Waste Business Partnership 
Manager, KCC

CABINET MEMBERS: Councillor Mrs. P A Thurlow, Portfolio Holder for 
Events, Leisure & Heritage
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1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors: J Burrell, Mrs 
R M Currans (Substitute Cllr. M I Peters) J A Hayes and D J Reynolds.

The Chairman welcomed Mr Jim Lowrie, Chairman of Dartford Cricket Club to 
the meeting and thanked Kent County Council officers David Beaver, Hannah 
Allard and Nichola Hood for agreeing to attend Scrutiny and inform Members 
regarding KCC’s Waste Management Strategy going forward. 

The Cabinet Portfolio holder for Events, Leisure & Heritage was welcomed to 
the proceedings and the Chairman also noted the presence of the Strategic 
Director (Internal Services), the Policy & Corporate Support Manager and the 
Waste & Parks Manager to respond to Members’ concerns. Members were 
advised that the Strategic Director (External Services) and the Leisure & 
Communities Officer were on leave.

 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

There were no declarations of interest.

3. CONFIRMATION OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 19 
APRIL 2016 

RESOLVED:

That the Minutes of the meeting held on 19 April 2016 be confirmed as 
accurate.

4. URGENT ITEMS 

The Chairman announced that there were no urgent items for consideration.

5. TO CONSIDER REFERENCES FROM OTHER COMMITTEES (IF ANY) 

There were no references from other Committees.

6. CHAIRMAN'S UPDATE 

The Chairman welcomed Councillor Mark Maddison to his first meeting of 
Scrutiny as a full member of the Committee, having previously attended as a 
Substitute.

7. REGULATION 9 NOTICE 

RESOLVED: 
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That the contents of the Regulation 9 Notice for the period 15 August 2016 to 
31 December 2016 be noted.

8. DARTFORD CRICKET CLUB IN HESKETH PARK - UPDATE 

The Chairman renewed his welcome to Mr Jim Lowrie, Chairman of Dartford 
Cricket Club (DCC) and confirmed that all Members had received a copy of 
the Club’s Community Use Information note tabled that evening.

He reminded Members of the background to the Work Plan item. He advised 
that  the provision of a new cricket pavilion in Hesketh Park by the Council 
had originally been drawn-down by the Committee for scrutiny as a Key 
Decision by Cabinet in the published Regulation Notice for July 2014 [Min. 
No. 9 refers]. 

The Committee had noted at that time the substantial investment the provision 
of the new cricket pavilion in Hesketh Park represented for the Council, and 
had expressed a wish to see measurable outcomes for that investment in 
terms of youth development and benefits to the wider Dartford community. 
The Committee had added the topic to its rolling Work Plan with a view to 
receiving a future update report, once the new pavilion building was 
completed and the facility up and running.

The Chairman invited the Policy & Corporate Support Manager (P&CSM) to 
update the Committee regarding the return the Council had achieved on its 
substantial investment to date, following completion of the pavilion building in 
April/May 2015 and its initial 12 months of operation by DCC. In addition to 
identifying measureable benefits for youth and the wider Dartford community, 
the Chairman asked how the investment in the new Pavilion had met the 
relevant Objectives in the Council’s Corporate Plan.

The P&CSM advised the Committee that the aim of the Grant Funding of £1M 
to build the new Cricket Pavilion in Hesketh Park was part of the Council’s 
Community Facilities Programme for 2014-15. The old cricket pavilion in 
Hesketh Park had fallen into such a state of dis-repair as to be considered no 
longer ‘fit for purpose’ and had been restricting the development of Dartford 
Cricket Club (DCC) as a consequence. The new facility had allowed DCC to 
expand its sporting potential and play a fuller role in support of a number of 
Health & Wellbeing initiatives across the Borough, including those to combat 
obesity which was above the Kent average in Dartford. 

The DCC Chairman added that the Council’s decision to provide Grant 
Funding to build the new cricket pavilion in Hesketh Park was not simply a 
case of improving an existing facility to make it better; it was a completely new 
facility. The old cricket pavilion had degenerated to the extent that parts of it 
were unsafe and the building as a whole ‘unfit for purpose’. He estimated that 
in a further 5 years the old pavilion would have fallen into complete disrepair 
and that without the Council’s intervention of Grant Funding to build a new 
cricket pavilion, Dartford Cricket Club would have ceased to exist.
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The Committee Chairman asked what measures had been put in place with 
the local population to encourage participation in the expanded facilities 
available at the new Cricket Pavilion and whether the Council had set DCC 
any targets for that public participation, in terms of figures for each 
programme of activity or sport. 
The P&CSM referred Members to the Club’s ‘Community Use Information’ 
sheet tabled for the Committee’s consideration that evening. The Sheet 
provided brief Quantative metrics plus a Qualitative commentary on the first 
12 months of the new pavilion’s operation by DCC since April/May 2015. He 
reminded Members that the Council owned the new cricket pavilion and had 
helped support the Club through the provisions of the current tenancy 
agreement [lease] with the Council. The Club was a tenant of a Council 
property; it was not providing a service to the Council so ‘targets’ were not 
appropriate and did not apply to the current lease arrangements. However, 
the Club was developing outreach programmes in the local community 
(including with Dartford Football Club in Princes Park) and those programmes 
were beginning to achieve health benefits for participating residents and the 
new Pavilion had engendered an improved sense of community in the area.

The Chairman suggested that the Council’s allocation of such a substantial 
sum of Council Tax payer’s monies to build the new Cricket Pavilion in 
Hesketh Park should be subject to transparent Member scrutiny; and that 
clear and demonstrable outcomes for that investment should be measured in 
terms of a tangible improvement in the health and wellbeing of the wider 
Dartford community, in addition to meeting Objectives in the Council’s 
Corporate Plan.

The P&CSM advised Members that the new Pavilion in Hesketh Park had not 
been constructed as a gift to Dartford Cricket Club. It was a Council asset 
which would increase in value over the years, in addition to earning income 
through continued leasing arrangements. With regard to tangible benefits from 
the Council's investment; the intention of Cabinet was to allow DCC, with its 
expertise in the sporting field, to lead on the development and range of 
activities that Dartford residents could participate in at the new Pavilion 
facility. He added; that there was no comparison to be drawn between the 
Council’s leasing arrangements with DCC for the new Pavilion and the 
Council’s (separate) commercial arrangements with Dartford Football Club 
(DFC) in Princes Park. DFC did provide a service to the Council which was 
appropriately governed by the terms of a Service Level Agreement (SLA) with 
DFC, which included targets to be met by the football club. 

In response to specific questions from Members the P&CSM and the 
Chairman of DCC confirmed the following points:

 DCC proposed to continue to grow the Schools Programme to meet 
demand, in the second year of operation in the new Pavilion;

 Through the continued provision of facilities for the Afro-
Caribbean/Asian centred cricket team at Hesketh Park, it was hoped 
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to develop a Jamaican exchange programme, with Dartford players 
visiting the Caribbean and Jamaican players visiting DCC;

 Regular community bookings for the new improved Pavilion facilities 
had increased in the first 12 months of operation in comparison to 
bookings for the old pavilion; 

 The Club would be submitting a revised proposal to the Council for the 
erection of smaller and fewer advertising hoardings in Hesketh Park 
for consideration by the appropriate Council Committee [DTOC];

 DCC continued to make the new Pavilion facilities available to 
members of Dartford Road Runners and to Dartford Cycle Club during 
the Winter months.

The Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Events, Leisure and Heritage advised the 
Committee that the general aim of Cabinet (in terms of a return on the 
Council’s investment in the new pavilion) was to increase the number of boys 
and girls using the new facilities year on year. No specific targets had been 
set for DCC [as tenant] regarding numbers of participants or type and variety 
of community initiatives it proposed. However, anecdotal evidence relayed to 
Councillors and Officers who regularly visited the Park and new pavilion was 
positive, and indicated that the Council was already receiving a strong return 
on its investment in the provision of a new cricket pavilion in Hesketh Park.

The P&CSM confirmed that; whilst no targets had been set with DCC, the 
Council’s Leisure & Communities Officer continued to hold regular meetings 
with the Club as they acclimatised to the new Pavilion building and took 
forward their various programmes for greater community involvement in the 
new Hesketh Park facilities. The Club with their sporting expertise had taken 
the lead in the development of a community programme of activities for 
Hesketh Park, with the Leisure & Communities Officer providing the 
‘monitoring’ role for the Council, through his regular meetings with Club 
officials. 

The Chairman thanked the Cabinet Portfolio Holder and the P&CSM for their 
comments and further detailed background in support of the Council’s 
investment in the new Pavilion in Hesketh Park. However, he expressed his 
continued dissatisfaction over the lack of measureable outcomes for the 
Council’s significant investment in the new Pavilion; both in terms of increased 
community benefit and in meeting the Objectives of the Council’s Corporate 
Plan. 

There were no targets in place with the Club regarding their proposals to 
develop a community programme using the new Pavilion facilities; no 
mechanisms to drive forward and measure the development of the Club’s 
proposed community programme and no discernible checks on delivery of the 
project. There was regular contact between the Club and the Council, but no 
concerted monitoring and analysis of what the Club had achieved to date or 
proposed for the future, in terms of youth development and enhancing the 
health and well-being of the wider community.
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The Chairman acknowledged that the Council’s arrangements with DCC as 
tenant of the new pavilion in Hesketh Park, differed from the commercial 
arrangements the Council held, separately, with DFC for the management of 
the facilities in Princes Park; or with HQ Theatres Ltd. for the management of 
The Orchard Theatre, Dartford. However; he also noted that Cabinet, in taking 
its decision to fund the provision of a new Pavilion in Hesketh Park [Cabinet 
Min. Nos 7 and 14 [EXEMPT] and report of 14 June 2014 refer] had linked 
that significant  investment to achieving outcomes in terms of Corporate Plan 
Objectives [HW2 – increased opportunities for participation in sporting, 
cultural and leisure activities]. 

The Chairman also accepted that it was for the Club [as tenant] in 
consultation with Council Officers and ultimately Cabinet; to decide the nature 
and extent of those discernible outcomes in terms of meeting the Council’s 
Corporate Objectives. However, he also maintained that it was the role of the 
Scrutiny Committee to ensure that the delivery of discernible outcomes on the 
Council’s investment was undertaken in a transparent manner, and that those 
outcomes were clear, measureable, and related to the Council’s Corporate 
Objectives. 

In subsequent discussion of the Chairman’s proposals for clear and 
measureable outcomes on the Council’s investment in the provision of a new 
pavilion in Hesketh Park, Members made the following suggestions: 

 To record the number of resident’s [broken down by age and gender] 
undertaking healthy activity at the new pavilion facilities in the 2ND year 
of its operation by DCC (as tenant);

 To monitor the continued performance of DCC in providing community 
activity and health and well-being programmes at the new pavilion and 
to measure that provision as a proportion of the Council’s overall 
provision to Dartford residents;

 To gauge the contribution that the provision of a new cricket pavilion by 
the Council in Hesketh Park has made to reducing obesity levels in the 
Borough. 

The Chairman thanked Committee Members for their suggestions and the 
Cabinet Portfolio Holder and the Policy & Corporate Support Manager 
(P&CSM) for their attendance and input to the discussion. 

He proposed that the Committee refer its concerns and suggestions for clear 
and measurable outcomes to Cabinet for consideration and appropriate 
response, that the Committee re-visit the topic in light of that Cabinet 
response and that a further update report be submitted by Officers to the 
Committee following a further 12 months of operation of the new pavilion 
facility by Dartford Cricket Club (as tenant).

RESOLVED:
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1. That the Committee’s concerns and proposals [as detailed above] 
regarding the need for clear and measureable outcomes in respect of 
the Council’s significant investment of capital funding for the provision 
of a new cricket pavilion in Hesketh Park, Dartford; be referred to 
Cabinet for consideration and appropriate response;

2. That Officers, in consultation with representatives of Dartford Cricket 
Club (DCC), submit a comprehensive update report to a future meeting 
of the Committee, following completion of a further 12 months of 
operation of the new pavilion facilities by DCC [as tenant];

3. That the update report includes details of how DCC’s [continued] 
programme of community activities and initiatives in the period under 
review have contributed, inter alia, to the achievement of relevant 
Objectives in the Council’s Corporate Plan. 

9. DISPOSAL OF DARTFORD HOUSEHOLD WASTE - PRESENTATION BY 
KENT COUNTY COUNCIL 

The Chairman renewed his welcome to the Waste and Parks Manager and 
invited his guests from KCC to make their presentation.

David Beaver, Head of Waste Management and Business Services, KCC 
outlined for the Committee, the overall structure in place in Kent for the 
collection and disposal of household waste. 

KCC held the statutory role of Waste Disposal Authority (WDA) for Kent and 
held the overall responsibility for waste policy and implementation for the 
County. The Kent Resource Partnership (KRP) was the administrative body 
set up to achieve common goals for waste disposal and recycling and, where 
possible, affect economies of scale of operation. The success of the KRP was 
dependent on good co-operation and close working with the individual Kent 
District and Borough Councils in their roles as Waste Collection Authorities 
(WCAs). To help individual Councils achieve collective goals for waste 
collection, the KRP had formed three Project Groups for East, Mid and West 
Kent. The East and Mid Kent Project Groups shared a single contract for the 
collection and disposal of waste for all their Districts and Borough Councils, 
which generated significant economies of operation. It was hoped that a 
single contract for the West Kent Project Group of authorities might also be 
possible in the future. Targets for re-cycling varied across Kent authorities but 
all Kent Councils shared a common strategy to increase re-cycling and further 
reduce the levels of waste going to land–fill sites.

HWRCs and WTSs – Pepperhill Facility

Household Waste and Re-cycling Plants (HWRCs) were for use by residents 
in addition to their local authority collection; Waste Transfer Stations (WTSs) 
were used by local authorities’ to dispose of waste collected from households. 



SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

TUESDAY 13 SEPTEMBER 2016

8

The Pepperhill facility on the A2 operated both as a HWRC and a WTS and 
was used jointly by Dartford and Gravesham Councils and residents of both 
Boroughs. The HWRC operation at Pepperhill had now reached its full 
capacity, leading to frustrating delays in vehicle turnaround times for both 
Councils and residents alike. Contributing factors for the recent delays 
included:

 New/additional use by the Ebbsfleet Garden Development;
 Dartford vehicles currently double-tipping due to a separate tip for 

glass collected at the kerbside;
 Gravesham Direct Labour Organisation (DLO) use caged vehicles 

which required manual unloading;
 Mechanical breakdowns of loading/unloading vehicles.

The KCC contract time for the turnaround of Council vehicles was 25 minutes 
on site, measured from weighbridge to weighbridge. Recent trials conducted 
on Dartford vehicles based on a single tip and an average glass element had 
produced improved turnaround times. Joint discussions between the new 
Pepperhill Operations Manager and the Dartford and Gravesham Waste 
Managers were scheduled for later in September, to agree an improved 
service provision. 

Re-cycling

Kent’s major re-cycling centre was the Allington Incinerator plant where the 
County currently held a contract until 2030. The Allington facility retained a 
capacity to incinerate domestic waste and continued to dispose of white 
goods under a Government funded scheme with contributions from 
manufacturers. This saved individual authorities and KCC significant 
transportation costs. Composting of green waste was good e.g. Crayford plant 
and the percentage of Kent waste processed to land-fill sites was the lowest 
in the U.K. under 5%.

Challenges

Members were advised of the challenges that faced Kent in the continued 
disposal of its waste. Income derived from the re-cycling of other materials at 
the Allington facility had dropped since 2015 reflecting falling prices in the 
commodities market in the preceding year. This translated into a drop in re-
cycling ‘credits’ distributed by KCC to Kent District and Borough authorities. 
The machination of collected waste into Refuse Derived Fuel pallets (RDFs) 
for export to mainland Europe was also experiencing market pressures. 
Kent’s existing clients for RDFs could now source cheaper supplies from 
within mainland Europe and there was a growing need to re-negotiate the 
current contracts within the finite overall budget for Kent. The UK’s Brexit 
decision was a further complication, with both the nature of future waste 
legislation and the long-term relationship with Europe unknown in the short-
term.  
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Kent Waste Disposal Strategy (KWDS)

Hannah Allard, Waste Business Development Manager, KCC stressed the 
importance of a joint KWDS across Kent and the key role to be played by 
individual Borough and District Councils in helping to formulate a common 
disposal strategy with synergies and dovetailing between individual 
authorities.

In May 2016 the KCC Environment and Transport Cabinet Committee had 
approved a draft Strategy document and timeline:

July – September 2016: live Consultation

October – November 2016: Consultation analysis and final strategy

February 2017: Implementation/action plan produced to meet outcomes with 
further consultation where required.

The key driver for the new Strategy was the need to do more with less funding 
and resources, in the face of projected rises in population and housing in the 
period 2015-2031. 

KCC’s main focus in the new Strategy was the West Kent Project Group, with 
Dartford predicted to have the largest projected rise in population in the period 
under review of 39% - double the Kent District average. Addressing the 
current capacity issues at the Pepperhill facility would form part of the new 
Strategy and would be taken forward in open dialogue between KCC and 
Dartford and Gravesham Councils.  

In a subsequent Q&A session with Members the following points were 
confirmed by KCC Officers and the Council’s Waste & Parks Manager:

 The issues at the Pepperhill facility were being addressed by KCC 
together with the operating contractor FCC and the Dartford and 
Gravesham Waste Managers. The principal issue was one of capacity 
rather than the operation of the facility. The current management 
contract with FCC for the Pepperhill facility was due to run until 2035. 
KCC would continue to work with FCC and both Councils to address 
the growing capacity issue at Pepperhill and formulate a plan going 
forward;

 Replacing Pepperhill with a larger facility was a capital investment that 
KCC could not make in the current fiscal climate. No central 
government funding was available and no Section 106 provision in 
place. KCC were in talks with the Ebbsfleet Development Corporation 
over a possible fiscal contribution, given the increased usage of the 
Pepperhill facility by Garden City residents;

 As and when the Paramount Park project progressed, KCC in 
conjunction with the District and Borough Council’s would develop a 
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strategic waste strategy for the increased capacity issues for 
Pepperhill;

 KCC favoured the single collection methodology for the collection of 
household waste which made it easier for residents and had less 
impact on community infra-structures. Kent was better placed than 
most counties in adopting a common single collection specification 
across the County and it was hoped that this would encourage future 
industry invest in Kent’s waste management operation;

 The Brexit vote had caused uncertainty over the future management of 
the waste disposal industry the U.K. It was not clear whether European 
standards for waste management would be retained or new U.K. 
standards applied. European targets for the period 2020 to 2030 were 
10% for landfill [Kent already met this] and 65% for re-cycling. KCC’s 
contract with the Allington re-processing plant was due to end in 2030 
but a new plant at Sittingbourne due to open in 2019 would increase 
capacity in the sector;

 KCC had no statutory responsibility to collect trade waste and was 
aware that this was a contributory factor leading to increased incidents 
of fly-tipping which was a criminal activity. KCC, in conjunction with 
affected Borough(s) was addressing the issue through the ‘Fly-Tipping 
Working Group’ and prosecuting offenders where possible. 

The Chairman thanked his KCC guests for updating the Committee and 
looked forward to viewing KCC’s final Municipal Waste Strategy document in 
due course.

He also encouraged all Dartford Councillors, particularly the County Members, 
to lobby KCC for the construction for a new and expanded HWRC and WTS 
facility at the current Pepperhill site.  

10. LOCAL SCHEME OF SUPPORT FOR COUNCIL TAX (DRAW-DOWN) 

Members received as background in the agenda papers [pages 17-66] the 
Cabinet report and appendices of 2 June 2016, which set out the progress 
made to date on the review of the Council Tax Reduction Scheme, in liaison 
with other Kent authorities. The report to Cabinet had presented for approval 
a draft consultation document; detailing potential modifications to Dartford’s 
current approved local Council Tax Reduction Scheme. 

Cabinet resolved on 2 June [Cabinet Min. No. 7 refers] to give the Strategic 
Director (Internal Services) delegated authority to publish the consultation 
document on the Council’s website together with a Customer Access Review 
(CAR) document for public response, and a further report should be 
presented to Cabinet in light of that public response. 

The Strategic Director (Internal Services) advised Members that the public 
consultation exercise had concluded the previous week [10 September 2016] 
and that the results were now available to share with the Committee. Given 
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the complex nature of the issue, Members were reminded of the background 
to the Government’s introduction of the Council Tax Reduction Scheme, 
together with detailed reasons for the proposed changes to the Council’s 
current approved local Scheme:

 The Council Tax Reduction Scheme replaced Council Tax Benefits in 
2013;

 Government regulations protected pensioners under the new 
arrangements which would only affect working age claimants;

 Each Council set its own local Scheme for council tax reduction under 
the new arrangements but within an overall central government funding 
envelope;

 Dartford had consulted other Kent Districts in formulating its local 
Scheme to ensure that it could be delivered within available 
Government  funding;

 The Council proposed that working age claimants now have to pay at 
least 18.5% of their council tax bill equating to an 18.5% reduction in 
the maximum entitlement for working age applicants;

 Dartford (in company with other District authorities) only retained 11% 
of council tax collected, with the majority going to the major preceptors 
Kent County Council, Kent Fire & Rescue Service and Kent Police 
respectively; 

 In recognition of this the major preceptors collectively paid each District 
in Kent £125K p.a. as an administrative fee towards the cost of their 
local Council Tax Reduction Schemes under a 3 year agreement now 
extended for a further year to March 2018; with the provision that 
Districts undertook a full review of their current local schemes;

 Together with other Kent Districts, the Council’s local scheme was 
focussed on the protection of the vulnerable and encouraging working 
age claimants into employment;

 The number of working and pension age claimants in Dartford had 
fallen by approximately 1,000 in the period March 2013 to March 2016 
[6,830 down to 5,871]. However, corresponding reductions in the 
Revenue Support Grant (RSG) since March 2013 had left insufficient 
Government funding to support the local scheme in Dartford;

 At present; the Council funded the cost of working age discounts in the 
local Scheme by some £310K p.a. (based on a 100% collection rate of 
council tax which, in reality, was only 84.6%). With reductions in 
Government grant funding set to continue, the current scheme had to 
be reviewed to ensure its financial viability and the Council’s ability to 
protect the most vulnerable. Options to retain the current scheme were 
limited to either raising the council tax or finding further savings from 
within other Council budgets. Doing nothing was not an option and the 
current Scheme had to be reviewed;

 Kent’s major preceptors were also keen for District Council’s to reduce 
the cost of their local schemes, but the greater the discounts the less 
council tax was collected. The major preceptors could not insist on 
particular provisions in local schemes, but they could remove their 
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administrative grant leaving the Council to find further savings of £125K 
per annum;

 Such further savings would almost certainly require staffing reductions 
in the Revenue and Benefits team resulting in a negative impact on 
council tax collection rates, placing the Council under even greater 
fiscal pressure.

Dartford together with other Kent Districts had worked with a consultant to 
produce amendments to the current local scheme and published the resultant 
CTRS Consultation document and Customer Access Review following 
Cabinet approval on 2 June 2016 for a period of 12 weeks [Cabinet Min. No. 7 
refers]. The Council also wrote separately to all working age claimants 
advising them of the web link to the Council documents, in addition to offering 
a hard copy of the consultation. All of the Council’s registered social landlords 
were also contacted and advised of the potential changes and consultation 
exercise.

The response to the 12 week consultation had been poor. From a total of 
3,594 recorded working age claimants [as at 31 March 2016] only 82 had 
responded to the survey published on the Council’s website, with a further 14 
hard copy returns. This poor response was in line with the equally low 
response received by the Council when the current Scheme was set and 
working age claimants were asked to contribute to a local Scheme for the first 
time. It appeared that, despite the best efforts of Officers to simplify the 
questionnaire as far as possible; the document was too lengthy or 
complicated for the vast majority of Dartford claimants to complete or that 
claimants were simply not interested in responding. 

The Strategic Director (Internal Services) advised that, given the very low 
response; it was difficult to judge whether the replies received, reflected a 
majority view for all working age claimants or only those that had responded.  
She referred Members to the Questionnaire document [Agenda p.37/56] and 
advised that the Council assumed that it would be taking forward a mixture of 
the proposed options. Principal points that had arisen from Officers’ analysis 
of the responses received from working aged claimants revealed the 
following:

 The majority of respondents recognised that there should be a Scheme 
to provide support to the most vulnerable;

 Option 1: that working age claimants pay 20% of their council tax [up 
from the current 18.5% contribution] - equating to a drop in the current 
discount from 81.5% to 80%. In making the 20% contribution proposal 
the Council were aware of the critical 25% ‘tipping point’ for increased 
contributions, whereby the additional revenue generated would be 
offset by increased collection costs for the Council. KCC had proposed 
a 25% contribution from working age claimants but the Council had 
discounted the suggestion for Dartford’s local Scheme. Responses 
received to the 20% contribution proposal from working age claimants 
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showed that 49% were against, 40% in favour and 11% undecided. 
Respondents in favour thought the 1.5% increase equating to £0.27 
per week on average the fairest option. Respondents against felt the 
increase to 20% would impact adversely on those working age 
claimants already struggling with the 18.5% level of contribution; 

 Option 2: this looked to remove the extra allowance to claimants that 
had at least 1 dependent child living with them, to bring the current 
Scheme into line with changes to Housing Benefits, and would result in 
a loss of £3.49 per week to affected households. 46% of respondents 
were against this option, 32% in favour and 22% undecided. 
Respondents against Option 2 felt children would be adversely 
affected. Respondents in favour felt those children were already in 
receipt of sufficient additional benefits;

 Option 3: looked at reducing backdated claims for benefit from 6 
months down to 1 month which Officers judged would have minimal 
impact on most claimants. 52% of respondents were in favour of this 
option with 32% against and 16% undecided. Most respondents felt the 
reduced timescale to make a claim reasonable, but some had 
commented on the length of time taken to process a claim and the 
amount of information required to be collated by respondents in 
support of claims;

 Option 4: proposed setting a minimum level of income for those who 
professed to be self- employed following 12 months of such activity. 
39% of respondents were against this option, 28% in favour and 33% 
undecided. The proposal was aimed at those claimants who professed 
to be self-employed to avoid demonstrating to Job Centres that they 
were actively seeking work and then subsequently claiming to have 
earned little or no income from their self-employment activities. The 
minimum level of earnings to be set for such claimants after 12 months 
professed self-employment would be a minimum level of income in line 
with the National Living Wage based on a 35 hour week. However, 
respondents felt that this Option did not sufficiently allow for the 
fluctuations in income experienced by the self-employed or the 
problems they may encounter in trying to expand their businesses;

 Option 5: proposed reducing the period a person may be absent from 
the United Kingdom and still claim a discount from 13 weeks to 4 
weeks. There was a resounding 76% acceptance for this Option from 
respondents;

 Option 6: looked to reduce the capital limit for claiming a discount from 
£16K to £6K and on current records would only affect 39 claimants in 
the Borough and was a measure that was expected to be applied 
across Kent. However, 46% of Dartford respondents had opposed the 
measure believing that it was too low and would discourage residents 
to save. 41% of respondents supported the proposal;

 Option 7: proposed standardising the non-dependent deduction to £10 
to help simply the current measures. 44% of respondents opposed this 
option, 30% were in favour and 26% were undecided. The proposal 
would impact on 343 current claimants and result in a weekly loss of 
£5.12;
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 Option 8: suggested taking into account Child Maintenance paid to a 
claimant or partner in assessing their income level and any subsequent 
discounted rate for council tax. KCC had expressed concerns over this 
Dartford proposal. 43% of respondents were against the proposal, 40% 
in favour and 17% undecided. Those opposing the proposal expressed 
the concern that child maintenance was paid in support of a child and 
should not therefore form part of calculation to set a council tax 
reduction;

 Option 9: similarly proposed to include any Child Benefit payments to 
claimants or partners in the calculation of a council tax reduction. The 
responses to this option were 54% against, 35% in favour and 11% 
undecided. KCC had not supported this option either, as it went against 
their strategic objectives of helping children and young people to get 
the best start in life, and those respondents who had also opposed it 
did so on the same grounds that Child Benefit was to support that child, 
and should not be used to pay ;

 Option 10: proposed restricting the maximum level of council tax 
reduction to the equivalent of a Band D property, on the basis that if a 
claimant lived in a larger property they should receive less discount. 
KCC had proposed setting the level at Band C [based on average 
property value] but the Council had consulted on the basis of Band D. 
33% of responds opposed the Option, 42% were in favour and 25% 
remained undecided. Respondents who had opposed the Option 
suggested that some claimants had no choice over where they lived 
and that those claimants with larger families required a larger property 
and risked being disadvantaged as a consequence. 

Members were advised that the responses received to the other four Options 
were in the majority supportive and that the next step for Officers was to 
consider the results of the consultation, carry out a revision of the current 
Customer Access Review document and submit a further report to Cabinet in 
due course.

The Chairman said that the Council’s current Customer Access Review 
document required revision. In particular, it did not take note of existing 
Department for Work & Pensions (DWP) evidence that a disproportionate 
number of females claimed council tax discounts due to being in lower income 
brackets than males claiming similar discounts. He also expressed his 
concern that the Council’s proposed changes to their current local Scheme 
would have a disproportionate impact on disabled claimants. Responses to 
the consultation document would inform the Council’s policy going forward but 
the response to date had been poor. 

The Chairman felt that the Questionnaire should have been made clearer to 
respondents, in particular that a mixture of proposed Options could be 
adopted and that it was not a straight choice between e.g. Option 1 and 
Option 2.
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Other Members expressed concerns that the Council’s proposals for their 
local Scheme should:

 Not impact adversely on children in claimant households;
 Make greater allowance for the disadvantaged circumstances of 

women;
 Not adversely impact single male parents;
 Allow for a school fees element in the calculation of upper limits of 

Child Maintenance;
 Continue to target and meet resident need;
 Recognise the need for there to be a start-up period for self-employed 

claimants;
 Not discourage claimants from saving
 Recognise and allow for cases of exceptional hardship within an 

agreed timescale;
 Contain an element of risk management in the case of the major Kent 

preceptors withdrawing their support. 

The Strategic Director (Internal Services) acknowledged the Chairman’s 
concerns and that of Members, and confirmed that the current Customer 
Access Review (CAR) document would be subject to re-modelling, prior to 
being re-submitted to Cabinet. 

In response to further concerns from the Chairman and Members of his Group 
the Strategic Director (Internal Services) confirmed that:

 The contribution made by major Kent preceptors was subject to regular 
review, including addressing KCC concerns over the 25% ‘tipping point’ 
factor, whereby the additional revenue collected became subject to 
increased recovery costs for District Councils and a consequent drop in 
council tax revenue being transferred to the major preceptors;

 The major Kent preceptors were under no obligation to continue to pay 
each District Council a £125K p.a. as an administrative fee towards the 
cost of collecting and remitting council tax revenue to them;

 Should the major preceptors withdraw their fiscal support to Boroughs 
Districts; in the case of Dartford, a 2% increase in Council Tax would 
not meet the subsequent fiscal short-fall;

 Cases of exceptional resident hardship would be subject to an 
exceptional financial hardship fund for which a policy would need to be 
agreed;

 Any [upward] revision to Business Rates and the positive addition they 
might make to Council finances in general, and the need to identify less 
savings as a consequence; including proposed Options for a revised 
local Scheme of Support for Council Tax; would be assessed and 
reviewed on an annual basis;

 The Council, together with other Kent District authorities and the 
appointed consultant, would continue to liaise and seek Kent-wide 
solutions for local Schemes of Support for Council Tax and apply those 
agreed solutions to the Dartford model.



SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

TUESDAY 13 SEPTEMBER 2016

16

  
The Chairman thanked the Strategic Director (Internal Services) for her 
comprehensive update to the Committee and looked forward to viewing the 
revised report and appendices to Cabinet in due course.

11. SCRUTINY COMMITTEE ANNUAL REPORT 2015-16 

The Chairman thanked the Committee Co-ordinator for compiling the 
Committee’s Annual Report for the preceding 2015-16 municipal year and 
recommended that it be submitted to the General Assembly of the Council for 
approval.

RESOLVED:

1. That the Committee’s Annual Report for 2015-16 recording it’s work in 
that municipal cycle be submitted to the General Assembly of the 
Council for approval.

12. SCRUTINY COMMITTEE WORK PROGRAMME 2016-17 

The report asked Members to identify topics for inclusion in the Committee’s 
Work Programme for the 2016-17 municipal year and to approve the initial 
draft Work Plan attached as Appendix A to the report. 

The Chairman thanked the Committee Co-ordinator for his report and draft 
Work Plan which detailed the stock items the Committee considered on an 
annual basis each year. He sought suggestions from Members for further 
topics to include in the Committee’s Work Programme for 2016-17 and 
encouraged all Members to make use of the Draw-Down facility available for 
every meeting, to consider topics on an ad-hoc basis, with the prior 
agreement of the Managing Director. 

The Chairman said that he had discerned a continuous improvement in the 
quality of the Committee’s Work Programme during the 2015-16 municipal 
cycle. He felt greater value had been obtained through the Committee’s 
concentration on pre-implementation work in relation to Cabinet and Key 
decisions, prior to presentation to the General Assembly of the Council for 
approval and implementation. This had in turn generated beneficial outcomes 
for both the Council and the residents of Dartford.

RESOLVED:

1. That the draft Work Plan (attached at Appendix A to the report) be 
approved;

2. That the Committee review its Work Plan at each subsequent meeting 
in the 2016-17 municipal cycle, adding new topics as appropriate and 
re-scheduling existing items as necessary.
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The meeting closed at 9.55 pm

Councillor J S Hawkes
CHAIRMAN


