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PART I     

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Committee is asked to note the contents of this report and consider any comments or 
recommendations it wishes to make to the Executive. 
 

1. PURPOSE 
 
To inform Members about proposed changes to the Council Tax Reduction (CTR) Scheme for 
2017-18 and the outcome of the public consultation exercise in relation to this. 

 
  
2. BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 The national council tax benefit scheme was abolished with effect from 1 April 2013 and 

replaced with locally agreed CTR schemes. Pensionable age claimants were protected 
but, from 1 April 2013, the extent of reduction for working age claimants could be 
determined locally. 

 
2.2 At the same time the budget for council tax reduction was cut by 10%. In Teignbridge 

our estimated spend for 2013-14 was £10m, requiring savings of £1m to be found 
(£100k for Teignbridge District Council, excluding County, Police, Fire, and parish 
precepts). 

 
2.3 Teignbridge worked in collaboration with the other Devon authorities to design and 

implement a locally devised framework within which each scheme was adapted to suit 
the individual requirements of respective authorities. It was agreed across the Devon 
authorities, including Devon County Council, Police and Fire, that each billing authority 
would strive to deliver a ‘cost-neutral’ scheme.  

 
2.4 Teignbridge achieved this in year 1(2013-14) by reducing the level of discount given to 

second homes and empty properties, and removing second adult rebate, supplemented 
by a central government transitional grant. The transitional grant was available in year 1 



 

 

only, and in year 2, to offset the loss of grant, Teignbridge introduced two new 
measures: a Band D restriction and a £6,000 capital limit. 

 
2.5 Teignbridge continues to pay claimants up to 100% of their council tax liability. This is at 

odds with the rest of Devon which restricts entitlement to a lower percentage of liability. 
This percentage varies from 70% to 80%. 

 
2.6 Working with the other Devon authorities we have reviewed our scheme year on year 

and have made changes as appropriate to reduce costs and to minimise the 
administrative burden. No changes were made in 2015-16 or 2016-17, however, in the 
report to Executive on 1 December 2015 I highlighted the possible need for future 
revisions to the scheme for 2017-18 to align with statutory changes to other welfare 
benefits. 

 
Proposals for 2017-18 
 
2.7 The Devon Benefit Officer’s Group, in consultation with Chief Finance Officers, is 

responsible for making recommendations on changes to the CTR Scheme. Having 
considered the position for 2017-18 it recommended that changes should be made to 
bring the scheme in line with the changes made by Central Government to Housing 
Benefit (HB) and Universal Credit (UC).  

 
2.8 These recommendations were considered by the Devon Local Government Steering 

Group (DLGSG) in April 2016 and it was agreed by all the Devon districts to submit the 
proposed changes to public consultation. There are 8 proposals, listed below: 
 

1. Remove the Family Premium for all new working age applicants  

2. Reduce backdating for new claims to 1 month. 

3. Base CTR on a set minimum income for self-employed earners after 1 year's self-
employment  

4. Reduce the period a person can be absent from Great Britain, and still receive CTR, 
to 4 weeks. 

5. Remove the 'work-related activity component' in the calculation of the current 
Scheme for new Employment and Support Allowance applicants. 

6. Limit the number of dependent children within the calculation for CTR to a maximum 
of two for third or subsequent children born after 1 April 2017  

7. Where someone is already paid UC (Carers Element) to look after someone with a 
disability, remove entitlement to the Severe Disability Premium. 

8. Remove the additional earnings disregard and apply the standard disregards 
irrespective of hours worked to those applicants also claiming UC. 

2.9 More information about these proposals is set out in Appendix A. 

2.10 NB. Proposal no.5 and no.6 have yet to be implemented in HB but regulations are 
expected before 1 April 2017. Recommendations for the final scheme will be revised to 
delay implementation if these proposals do not take effect as expected. 

  



 

 

Why is it important to align with HB and UC? 
 
2.11 Following the introduction of local CTR schemes, local authorities now have to 

administer three means-tested benefit/discount schemes: 
 

 CTR Scheme for working age claimants (rules determined locally) 

 CTR Scheme for pension age claimants (rules prescribed by Government) 

 HB Scheme (rules prescribed by Government) 
 
2.12 These schemes are administered by the same officers using the same software and 

administrative processes and whilst this situation continues it is sensible to keep the 
schemes aligned as closely as possible. This alignment helps keep administration costs 
down, keeps things simple for customers, and minimises risk of fraud and error.  

 
2.13 A number of the changes made by Central Government are designed to encourage 

people into work or to increase their hours of work. Incentivising people into work is one 
of the key principles of CTR schemes and the alignment with housing benefit and 
universal credit changes supports this principle. 

 

Consultation 
 
2.14 As required by the Local Government Finance Act 2012 we have consulted on the 

proposed changes and the outcome of the consultation is attached at Appendix B. 
 
2.15 The consultation was hosted by Devon County Council on behalf of all the Devon 

districts. In Teignbridge it ran for a 10 week period from 27 June to 4 September 2016 
and consisted of the following: 

 

 Flyers enclosed with council tax bills & benefit award letters 

 SMS messages sent to a random selection of council tax payers 

 Letters sent to self-employed claimant caseload plus a random selection of family 
households, and UC and Severe Disability Payment claimants. 

 Email sent to stakeholders/partners  

 Paper questionnaires sent to Residents’ panel 

 Promoted on Website, Twitter, Facebook & Yammer 
 
2.16 Teignbridge received 156 responses to the consultation.  
 
Table 1- number of responses received for each of the Devon districts 
 

Devon district Number of 
responses 

East Devon 250 

Exeter 79 

Mid-Devon 19 

North Devon 82 

South Hams 18 

Teignbridge 156 

Torridge 81 

West Devon 22 

 



 

 

Table 2- breakdown of questions asked with a summary of the responses 

Question 
Yes 
% 

No 
% 

Don’t 
Know 

% 

1 
Do you agree with the proposal to remove the Family Premium 
for all new working age applicants? 

61 24 15 

2 
Do you agree with the proposal to reduce backdating to 1 
month? 

66 25 9 

3 
Do you agree with the proposal to use a set minimum income 
floor for self-employed people after 1 year's self-employment? 

67 23 10 

4 
Do you agree with the proposal to reduce the period a person 
can be absent from Great Britain, and still receive Council Tax 
Reduction, to 4 weeks? 

84 11 5 

5 

Do you agree with the proposal to remove the element of Work 
Related Activity Component in the calculation of the current 
Scheme for new Employment and Support Allowance 
applicants? 

70 11 19 

6 
Do you agree with the proposal to Limit the number of 
dependent children within the calculation for CTR to a 
maximum of two? 

80 13 7 

7 

Do you agree with the proposal to, where someone is already 
paid UC (Carers Element) to look after someone with a 
disability, remove entitlement to the Severe Disability 
Premium? 

70 13 17 

8 

Do you agree with the proposal to remove the additional 
earnings disregard and apply the standard disregards 
irrespective of hours worked to those applicants also claiming 
UC 

71 9 20 

 Average % 71% 16% 13% 

 

 
What is your preferred option? 
 

 Introduce the 8 changes 
 Keep the scheme as it is now 
 Increase the level of council tax 
 Use Council savings 
 Find savings from cutting other Council Services 
 Other 

 
Rank 

 
 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

 
% 
 
 

22.44 
19.17 
16.26 
15.96 
15.71 
10.45 

 

 

 



 

 

Modelling of impacts 

2.17 We have modelled, where possible, the number of claimants that will potentially be 
affected by these changes and the financial impact on them. This comes with a health 
warning that these figures are estimated based on knowledge of our existing caseload 
and may not reflect the number and type of future claims. 

1. Removal of the Family Premium for all new working age applicants 

We estimate that around 330 new claimants would be affected by this proposal. On 
average each claimant would receive £3.20 per week less in CTR than they would 
otherwise have done. This would reduce the cost of the scheme by around £56K 
(£5K for Teignbridge) 

2. Reduce backdating for new claims to 1 month 

It is not possible to model as no data held but numbers likely to be minimal 

3. Base CTR on a set minimum income for self-employed earners after 1 year's 
self-employment 

This change will affect existing claimants and new claimants. There are currently 332 
self-employed claimants declaring an income that is zero or below the national 
minimum or living wage. These claimants could potentially be required to pay their 
council tax in full i,e, no CTR, The maximum possible reduction in overall scheme 
cost is around £350K (£33K for Teignbridge) but the actual amount is likely to be 
lower. 

4. Reduce the period a person can be absent from Great Britain, and still receive 
CTR, to 4 weeks 

We do not hold data on this but numbers are likely to be minimal 

5. Remove the 'work-related activity component' in the calculation of the current 
Scheme for new Employment and Support Allowance applicants 

This proposal has no financial impact. 

6. Limit the number of dependent children within the calculation for CTR to a 
maximum of two 

We estimate that around 99 new claims would be affected by this change. The 
maximum possible impact on CTR is £13.38 per week per extra child. Maximum 
potential reduction in cost of scheme is £62K (£6K for Teignbridge) but in reality this 
is likely to be much lower. 

7. Where someone is already paid UC (Carers Element) to look after someone 
with a disability, remove entitlement to the Severe Disability Premium 

This proposal has no financial impact. 

8. Remove the additional earnings disregard and apply the standard disregards 
irrespective of hours worked to those applicants also claiming UC 

Numbers are minimal at present as very few UC claimants but anyone affected 
would receive £3.42 per week less CTR than they would otherwise have done. 

2.18 More detail is available in the Business Impact Assessment which accompanies this 

report at Appendix C. 

 



 

 

Mitigation - Exceptional Hardship Scheme 

2.19 Our Scheme remains the most generous in Devon as we continue to pay up to 100% 
reduction for those on the lowest incomes. However, to mitigate against any hardships 
experienced as a result of these new changes it is proposed we adopt an Exceptional 
Hardship Policy which is already used by the Devon districts to provide support to 
claimants (sample attached at Appendix D). 

We already have discretionary powers to provide hardship payments to all council tax 
payers but the cost of this is borne by Teignbridge alone. The Exceptional Hardship 
Policy provides for a discretionary payment to be made to a claimant who receives less 
or no CTR as a result of changes to the scheme and for any cost to be shared equally by 
Teignbridge and its major preceptors. Preceptors are in agreement with this approach.  

 
3. MAIN IMPLICATIONS  
  
3.1 The implications that Members need to be aware of are as follows: 

 
Financial - Since the introduction of CTR we have seen a gradual reduction in spend but 
the scheme still costs £8.7m (at 1 October 2016) with £817K of this borne by 
Teignbridge. As part of this year’s budgetary process we are aware of financial 
pressures including increases in running costs and grants reducing or being withdrawn 
by 2020.  
 
Any CTR scheme reduces the income receivable and the loss is shared between the 
preceptors in proportion to their respective shares of the overall Council tax bill. As CTR 
is reducing, the cost to TDC is also reducing and is predicted to be approximately £0.8 
million going forward. 

 
Legal - Changes to the scheme must be approved by Full Council by 31 January 2017. 
Failure to approve changes by this date will leave the Council with no option but to 
continue with the current scheme, without the alignment to HB and UC. All Members 
should read the Business Impact Assessment in full before any decision is taken to 
adopt the proposed scheme. 

 
4. GROUPS TO BE CONSULTED 
 

We have consulted with major preceptors and the public, details of which are contained 
in the consultation report attached. 

 

5. TIME-SCALE 
 
5.1 The Executive will be asked to consider and agree proposals at its meeting on 6 

December 2016.  
 
5.2 Changes to the Council’s Council Tax Reduction Scheme must be adopted by Full 

Council by 31 January 2017.  
 

6. CONCLUSION 
 
6.1 The consultation has indicated high support for the 8 proposals, both as a package of 

changes and as individual elements. However it should be borne in mind that, despite a 



 

 

robust consultation process, this is based on a relatively low number of respondents, 
and only 30% of respondents are benefit claimants.  

 
6.2 The introduction of the proposed changes will avoid the burden of significant additional 

administration by aligning our local scheme with other welfare benefits. It will keep rules 
simple for claimants, minimise fraud and error, and continue to support work incentives, 
as well as reducing the overall cost of the CTR scheme. Claimants who experience 
hardship as a result of these changes will have their case considered on merits and may 
be awarded a ‘top up’ via the exceptional hardship policy.   

 
6.3 Members are asked for their views on these proposals so these can be considered by 

the Executive at their meeting on 6 December 2016. 
 

 

 

Tracey Hooper 
Revenue. Benefits and Fraud Manager 

Cllr Stuart Barker 
Portfolio-Holder for Assets and 
Resources 

 
Wards affected All 

Contact for any more information Tracey Hooper  

Background Papers (For Part I reports only) Council Tax Scheme 2016-17 
Vulnerability/Incentivising Work Statement 

Key Decision Y  

In Forward Plan Y  

In O&S Work Programme Y  

Community Impact Assessment attached: N 

Appendices attached: Appendix A – Summary of proposed changes 
Appendix B – Consultation Report 
Appendix C – Business Impact Assessment 
Appendix D – Exceptional Hardship Policy 

 

 

 



 
Proposed Changes to Council Tax 
Reduction Scheme for 2017-18 
 
None of these changes will affect pensioners 
 
 

 

The removal of Family Premium from 1st April 2017 for new claims will bring the 
Council Tax Reduction scheme in line with Housing Benefit. 

The Family Premium is part of how we assess the ‘needs’ (Applicable Amounts) of 
any claimant compared with their income. Family Premium is normally given when a 
claimant has at least one dependant child living with them. Removing the Family 
Premium will mean that when we assess a claimant’s needs it would not include the 
Family Premium (currently £17.45 per week). 

This change would not affect those on Universal Credit, Income Support, Income 
Related Employment and Support Allowance or Income Based Jobseeker’s 
Allowance. 

What does this change mean? 

It brings the working age Council Tax Reduction Scheme in line with Housing Benefit 
and the Pension Credit age Council Tax Reduction Scheme as these changes have 
already been made by Central Government. 

New claims from working age applicants (with children) may get less support through 
the Council Tax Reduction Scheme 

 

Currently claims for Council Tax Reduction from working age claimants can be 
backdated for up to 6 months where an applicant shows they could not claim at an 
earlier time. Central Government has reduced the period for Housing Benefit claims 
to 1 month. It is proposed that the Council Tax Reduction Scheme be aligned with 
the changes for Housing Benefit. 

What does this change mean? 

It is a simple alteration to the Scheme which should make it easier to understand 
when claiming Housing Benefit and Council Tax Reduction, as the rules will be the 
same. 

Proposal 1 – Removing the Family Premium for all new working age applicants. 
applicants. 

 

Proposal 2 - Reducing backdating for new claims to 1 month. 



New working age claimants may see a reduction in the amount of support they 
receive if they are unable to claim on time. 

 

In order to align Council Tax Reduction with Universal Credit, the Council proposes 
to assume a minimum level of income for those who are self-employed – this is 
known as the Minimum Income Floor. This amount would be in line with the National 
Living Wage or the National Minimum Wage (for under 25’s) for 35 hours worked per 
week. If someone who is self-employed earns less than this amount, we will take the 
Minimum Income Floor as an assumed level of income. Any income above the 
assumed Minimum Income Floor, would be taken into account based on the actual 
amount earned. 

The income would not apply for a designated start-up period of one year from the 
start of the business. Variations would apply to any person who is both employed 
and self-employed. 

What does this change mean? 

The treatment of income for self-employed claimants for Council Tax Reduction will 
be brought broadly into line with Universal Credit. 

It should encourage self-employed working age applicants to expand and develop 
their business. 

 

Within the current scheme, applicants can be temporarily absent from their homes 
for 13 weeks (or 52 weeks in certain cases) without it affecting the Council Tax 
Reduction. We propose reducing this to 4 weeks for absences outside Great Britain. 
This is in line with changes planned by Government to Housing Benefit and the 
Pensioner Age Council Tax Reduction Scheme 

There will be exceptions for certain occupations such as mariners and the armed 
forces. There is also provision for this to be extended to 8 weeks in specific 
circumstances, such as the death of a close relative. 

What does this change mean? 

The treatment of temporary absence will be brought into line with Housing Benefit 
and the Pensioner Age Council Tax Reduction Scheme to make it easier to 
understand for applicants, and improve efficiency in running the Scheme. 

Proposal 3 – Basing Council Tax Reduction on a set minimum income for 

self-employed earners after 1 year’s self-employment. 

Proposal 4 - Reducing the period a person can be absent from Great Britain 

and still receive Council Tax Reduction to 4 weeks. 



It is seen as fairer. If a person is absent from Great Britain for a period which is likely 
to exceed 4 weeks, their Council Tax Reduction will cease from when they leave the 
Country. They will need to re-apply on their return. 

 

From April 2017, all new applicants of Employment and Support Allowance (ESA)  

A person who falls within the Work Related Activity Group will no longer receive the 
work related activity component in either their ESA or within the calculation of 
Housing Benefit. 

A person who falls within the Work Related Activity Group, and currently receives 
this component, is someone who has limited capability to work due to limited 
physical and/or mental conditions, and that limitation is not reasonable to require 
them to undertake work. It is proposed that the Council Tax Reduction scheme is 
amended to reflect the changes in the ESA and Housing Benefit. 

What does this change mean? 

The treatment of ESA will be brought into line with Housing Benefit which avoids 
additional costs to the Council Tax Reduction Scheme. 

Persons currently receiving ESA will not receive less Council Tax Reduction. 

 

Within the current scheme, claimants who have children are normally awarded a 
dependant addition of £66.90 per child within the calculation of their needs 
(Applicable Amounts). There is currently no limit to the number of dependant children 
included in the calculation. 

It is proposed that the Council Tax Reduction Scheme is amended to reflect the 
changes in Housing Benefit and other Central Government Benefits. From April 2017 
(possibly later) Central Government will be limiting dependant additions in Universal 
Credit, Housing Benefit, and Tax Credits to a maximum of two children. This will only 
affect households who have a third or subsequent child born on or after 1st April 
2017. 

There will be exceptions, for example where there are multiple births after 1st April 
2017 (and the household is not already at their maximum of two dependants within 
the calculation) 

What does this change mean? 

Proposal 5 – Removing the ‘work-related activity component’ in the 
calculation of the current Scheme for new Employment and Support. 
Allowance applicants. 

Proposal 6 - Limiting the number of dependant children within the 

calculation for Council Tax Reduction to a maximum of two. 



Council Tax Reduction will be brought into line with Housing Benefit, Universal 
Credit, and Tax Credits to make the Scheme easier to understand using the same 
rules as other benefits, and reduce costs by improving efficiency. 

Claimants who have a third or subsequent child after 1st April 2017 (and are not 
exempt from the rules) may receive less Council Tax reduction than claimants who 
have more than two children born before 1st April 2017. 

 

Currently when another person is paid Carers Allowance to look after a Council Tax 
Reduction claimant, the Severe Disability Premium is not included when working out 
their needs (Applicable Amounts). The reason for this is that it avoids paying for the 
same care twice. This proposed change will align the scheme with Housing Benefit 
by treating persons who receive the Universal Credit (Carers Element) in the same 
way as anyone receiving Carers Allowance. 

What does this change mean? 

Council Tax Reduction will be brought into line with Housing Benefit to make the 
Scheme easier to understand using the same rules as other benefits, and reduce 
costs by improving efficiency. 

Persons cared for by somebody who receives the Universal Credit Carers Element 
will no longer receive the Severe Disability Premium when working out their needs. 

It will be fairer as we will be treating those receiving Universal Credit Carers Element 
in the same way as those receiving Carers Allowance. 

 

A standard disregard is applied if you have earnings. Currently there is an additional 
earnings disregard that can be applied if you work sufficient hours. This proposal will 
remove the additional earnings disregard irrespective of hours worked to those 
claimants on Universal Credit. 

What does this change mean? 

Removing the additional earnings disregard from the Council Tax Reduction 
calculation will simplify the administration of claims for those in receipt of Universal 
Credit. 

Proposal 7 – Removing the entitlement to the Severe Disability Premium 
where someone is already paid Universal Credit (Carers Element) to look 
after someone with a disability. 

 

Proposal 8 – Removing the additional earnings disregard and apply the 
standard disregards irrespective of hours worked to those applicants also 

claiming Universal Credit. 



Teignbridge District Council - Draft Council Tax 
Reduction Scheme 

 

1. Do you agree with the Proposal 1 to remove the Family Premium for all new working 
age applicants?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

60.53% 92 

2 No   
 

24.34% 37 

3 Don't know   
 

15.13% 23 

Analysis Mean: 1.55 Std. Deviation: 0.74 Satisfaction Rate: 27.3 

Variance: 0.55 Std. Error: 0.06   
 

answered 152 

skipped 4 

 
 

2. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Open-Ended Question 100.00% 27 

1 14/07/16 5:45PM 
ID: 41528746  

families with children must be supported. Keep the system as it is. 

2 15/07/16 12:57PM 
ID: 41569702  

Keep the family premium in place. 

3 15/07/16 4:27PM 
ID: 41574013  

To leave the situation as it is. I can't agree to anything which will reduce benefits to 
people in need. 

4 15/07/16 5:00PM 
ID: 41583257  

Sqeezing family income 

5 15/07/16 6:10PM 
ID: 41585658  

THERE MUST BE SOM INCENTIVE TO HELP PEOPLE TO WORK 

6 15/07/16 8:38PM 
ID: 41589259  

An increase in Council Tax to everyone else in Teignbridge to cover the additional 
cost 

7 17/07/16 9:18PM 
ID: 41650193  

Keep it the same as for existing applicants as the new claimants will be 
disadvantaged. If you need to reduce other claimants money you could try pensioners 
who are on AA and receive single person disability benefit as from my experience 
they never spend all the weekly money they are allocated. 

8 18/07/16 12:02PM 
ID: 41676005  

Increase charges on the higher band properties to cover the less well off 

9 18/07/16 7:47PM 
ID: 41711503  

No change. Stop rewarding people for having children they cannot afford & penalising 
the childless couples who cannot even afford a house. 

10 18/07/16 11:40PM 
ID: 41719085  

Keep status quo 

11 20/07/16 10:35AM 
ID: 41781608  

Stay with things as they were. 

12 26/07/16 1:20PM 
ID: 42027394  

because there have been so many cuts, housing benefit in this case being the most 
notable that if you take away that amount of money families will struggle to survive, 
not sure why you need to even ask this 
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2. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

13 29/07/16 9:30AM 
ID: 42167522  

Families with dependents on low income need support and reducing their CTR by 
removing the family premium will penalise them unfairly. 

14 29/07/16 11:35AM 
ID: 42176150  

Leave it as it is. 

15 31/07/16 2:31PM 
ID: 42258995  

continue to pay it as families have higher costs. 

16 02/08/16 5:42PM 
ID: 42363925  

I'm a single parent who works and has one child why should this Benefit be taken 
away from me. Perhaps look at capping like tax credits they get less or no help after 
the 3rd child 

17 06/08/16 11:24AM 
ID: 42521873  

Add this premium onto total amount of benefit 

18 06/08/16 12:05PM 
ID: 42521882  

An alternative would be a reduction in the amount given under the current system. 
Gradual reduction over a period of the government (perhaps 4 years) rather than an 
outright removal. 

19 15/08/16 5:32PM 
ID: 42839782  

Keep it the way it is 

20 16/08/16 9:44AM 
ID: 42862977  

Council should consider each individual case and not type cast individuals in the 
same sector 

21 18/08/16 12:06PM 
ID: 42952476  

KEEP THE SCHEME AS IT IS NOW 

22 18/08/16 3:31PM 
ID: 42962798  

I cant think of an alternative. 

23 23/08/16 1:03PM 
ID: 43123241  

Everything pertinent/circumstances should be judged. 

24 23/08/16 3:00PM 
ID: 43132398  

Keep this as it is. Families with children should not be penalised as this affects the 
children and causes parents to make cut backs in the only areas they can in their 
budget - such as food allowances. Leading to even unhealthier choices for their 
growing families. 

25 25/08/16 12:58PM 
ID: 43245275  

Greater efficiency at Forde House 

26 26/08/16 2:39PM 
ID: 43303268  

So yet again, homeowners who go to work on low wages, who do not get high rents 
paid for them and who have to find the money for household repairs rather than 
simply calling their landlords, are going to be the hardest hit!  
 
If my boiler breaks I have to find £3,000, my friend in rented has her rent paid as she 
is currently unemployed, if she needs a new boiler she simply calls her landlord. I also 
have to pay a mortgage and all on minimum wage, I have a young child and will now 
lose the Family Element of my Council Tax benefit and your page warns me that I will 
pay more as I am not claiming a relevant benefit as I am working. 

27 31/08/16 11:20AM 
ID: 43451891  

Each case needs looking at as everyone is different. 

 

  
answered 27 

skipped 129 
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3. Do you agree with the Proposal 2 to reduce the backdating to 1 month?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

66.45% 101 

2 No   
 

25.00% 38 

3 Don't know   
 

8.55% 13 

Analysis Mean: 1.42 Std. Deviation: 0.64 Satisfaction Rate: 21.05 

Variance: 0.41 Std. Error: 0.05   
 

answered 152 

skipped 4 

 
 

4. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Open-Ended Question 100.00% 33 

1 14/07/16 5:45PM 
ID: 41528746  

pay them for the start of the need for benefit if the reason for not claiming is genuine. 

2 15/07/16 12:46PM 
ID: 41569289  

3 months but not 1 month - that is too strict. 

3 15/07/16 4:27PM 
ID: 41574013  

Leave the situation as it is. Make savings elsewhere; increase car parking charges or 
increase council tax - I would be quite happy to pay increased council tax if I could be 
sure the additional money would go to those most in need. 

4 15/07/16 6:10PM 
ID: 41585658  

IT TAKES MORE THAN A MONTH TO GET ALL THE PAPERWORK IN PLACE AND 
GET TE FORM IN THE FIRST PLACE, THAT IS IF YOU CAN GET SOMEBODY TO 
ANSWER THE PHONE. 

5 15/07/16 8:09PM 
ID: 41587362  

Many people try and muddle through on whatever money and savings they have, as 
many people find having to apply for Benefits a sign of failure, and try to avoid having 
to claim at all costs. The claim period should be extended to 12 months, because 
even six months can be far too short a time for people to admit, or even realize, that 
the wheels have fallen off. One month is equitable to showing someone the finger, in 
my book. 

6 15/07/16 8:38PM 
ID: 41589259  

An increase in council tax across everyone in Teignbridge to cover the costs. This is 
only fair - it's not OK to penalise people just for being poor. 

7 15/07/16 10:10PM 
ID: 41591820  

The claim should cover the whole period of a claimant's entitlement and be backdated 
accordingly without time limit. 

8 16/07/16 9:43AM 
ID: 41603405  

A pro-rata payment. Less for 6 months ago, slightly more for 5 months ago etc. 

9 17/07/16 9:18PM 
ID: 41650193  

The backdating should be no less than pensioners is three months otherwise its 
discriminatory. 

10 18/07/16 12:02PM 
ID: 41676005  

Keep it the same as many back office errors often occur that create delays and are of 
no fault of people, some do not know they are even entitled to it, until they are already 
in financial hard ship. So I would say 1 month after they have initially received 
housing benefit forms but should always be dated back to when there is evidence to 
back up any change in circumstances. 

11 18/07/16 6:42PM 
ID: 41708407  

If it is due to being hospitalised, then I think they should have an extension. However, 
if it is due to laziness or forgetfulness then No. 

12 18/07/16 7:47PM 
ID: 41711503  

Teach people to be dynamic in claiming benefits, stop rewarding laziness. 
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4. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

13 18/07/16 8:37PM 
ID: 41712935  

Giving some discretion over the time limit 

14 19/07/16 3:37PM 
ID: 41752197  

The status quo. 

15 20/07/16 10:35AM 
ID: 41781608  

Stay with the 6 month backdating period. 

16 24/07/16 9:39PM 
ID: 41952517  

Phased approach 3 months reducing to 1 month after 2 years 

17 26/07/16 1:20PM 
ID: 42027394  

I don’t, just think you should stop finding ways to take money from people who can ill 
afford to lose money and who may not know how the benefit system works, thus they 
claim months down the line, whilst really struggling to survive. benefits are there to 
help those with the necessities of life, not a luxury and anyone who claims are poor. 

18 27/07/16 12:44AM 
ID: 42051987  

In the event of a crisis - 1 month is too short, Six months is too long. Compromise at 
two months. 

19 28/07/16 2:18PM 
ID: 42125415  

I feel that vulnerable people are often disorganised and if a support agency has 
identified that benefits were available then backdating for 6 months is reasonable. 

20 29/07/16 9:30AM 
ID: 42167522  

Makes the scheme less flexible and could cause more admin cost to council if 
customers cannot afford extra arrears caused by shorter backdate. 

21 29/07/16 11:35AM 
ID: 42176150  

Leave it as it is. 

22 02/08/16 9:32AM 
ID: 42334028  

Limit to 6 months 

23 02/08/16 11:45AM 
ID: 42343454  

Keep the backdate to 6 months, as these people clearly cannot pay their Council tax 
and need all the help they can get 

24 06/08/16 12:05PM 
ID: 42521882  

This requires a case by case initiative where the proposal is still used, but for 
'unforeseen circumstances' or occurrences that are deemed acceptable, applicants 
can apply for further backdating. 

25 15/08/16 5:32PM 
ID: 42839782  

I think you should go for the middle ground of 3 months 

26 16/08/16 9:44AM 
ID: 42862977  

Councils are quick to deduct .They should consider each claimant first - not deduct 
first then reimburse. 
The claimant should not suffer immediately. Not wait to be reimbursed 

27 18/08/16 12:06PM 
ID: 42952476  

KEEP THE SCHEME AS IT IS NOW 

28 21/08/16 3:28PM 
ID: 43047014  

An interim period for one year of three months 

29 23/08/16 1:03PM 
ID: 43123241  

Compromise 3 months 

30 23/08/16 4:20PM 
ID: 43109734  

I think all backdating requests should be done on a case-by-case basis, and if 
someone has circumstances that meant they couldn't claim earlier this could be 
backdated to more than a month, but only depending on special circumstances. 

31 24/08/16 10:19PM 
ID: 43207793  

Reduce backdated claims to 3 months - there are often good reasons why people 
don't claim straight away and 1 month isn't long enough 

32 25/08/16 6:51PM 
ID: 43266247  

3 months max 

33 31/08/16 11:20AM 
ID: 43451891  

Don't think one rule for all.  
Self employment has no set wage. 
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4. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

  
answered 33 

skipped 123 

 
 

5. Do you agree with the Proposal 3 to use a set Minimum Income Floor for self-
employed earners after 1 year’s self-employment?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

66.67% 102 

2 No   
 

22.88% 35 

3 Don't know   
 

10.46% 16 

Analysis Mean: 1.44 Std. Deviation: 0.67 Satisfaction Rate: 21.9 

Variance: 0.46 Std. Error: 0.05   
 

answered 153 

skipped 3 

 
 

6. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Open-Ended Question 100.00% 33 

1 14/07/16 6:38PM 
ID: 41530797  

no idea 

2 15/07/16 12:48PM 
ID: 41568959  

I think rather than encouraging people to expand/develop their businesses, this may 
have the opposite effect. It is better, surely, to assume the income as the same level 
the person would be awarded JSA - if you assume the national living wage amount 
which is higher than JSA, people may see the loss of their CTR as a deterrent and 
choose to give up their business rather than carrying on to try and develop. 

3 15/07/16 12:57PM 
ID: 41569702  

Keep calculating Council Tax reduction on basis of actual income, rather than a 
benchmark arbitrarily chosen by wealthy political elites. 

4 15/07/16 4:06PM 
ID: 41580011  

Pass I'm not a government economist at the risk of being flippant. However starting a 
new business and running a small business takes years of effort and I can perceive 
that by assuming minimum wage levels this may actually discourage self employed 
people to work harder to lift themselves out of poverty. - since it sets a goal to either 
aim for or a finishing post to enable people to STAY on benefits. - I would suggest 
that this Minimum Income Floor is ONLY used for initial claims where trading 
accounts of one year cannot be viewed - ie for new business self employed. And any 
subsequent claim is reviewed on an annual basis based on trading accounts. 

5 15/07/16 4:21PM 
ID: 41580991  

Incentives to expand business should be through support and help not through 
coercion which this amounts to. 

6 15/07/16 4:27PM 
ID: 41574013  

I don't see the need for setting an assumed minimum level of earning. See previous 
comments. 

7 15/07/16 8:09PM 
ID: 41587362  

All the different terms used have left me confused, and boggle-eyed. Credit should be 
given based on actual income, not what secure earners think claimants might be able 
to earn in the future. 
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6. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

8 15/07/16 8:38PM 
ID: 41589259  

This is outrageous! You must base things in actuals not some other figure. In order to 
fund this you must raise everyone else's Council Tax. 

9 15/07/16 10:10PM 
ID: 41591820  

It should be based on actual income otherwise it is discriminatory. Businesses are run 
with a view to profit but profit is not guaranteed and still less can it be guaranteed to a 
given level. There may be periods of loss of profitability and individuals should be 
helped and encouraged accordingly. Your proposal is economically illiterate and will 
discourage business set ups. 

10 16/07/16 12:23AM 
ID: 41595081  

I think that more than one year should be allowed. " years seems reasonable. I can 
take a long time to build up a self employed business. 

11 16/07/16 7:36AM 
ID: 41601224  

they should supply evidence on a quarterly basis of their income, a forecast should be 
set at start and amended every quarter accordingly 

12 17/07/16 7:37PM 
ID: 41648111  

Assess people on their actual income, not on an assumed figure. 

13 17/07/16 9:18PM 
ID: 41650193  

If the self employed person is unable to earn the equivalent of the minimum wage 
then they should not be penalised for it. 

14 17/07/16 10:24PM 
ID: 41652424  

Should be based on the income, regardless of employment status 

15 18/07/16 12:02PM 
ID: 41676005  

I would increase to two years as a small business/self employed is generally 
considered to make or break in the first 2 years and putting a financial penalty in half 
way through year 1 could break a small business/self employed person. Meaning you 
would have to increase costs. 

16 18/07/16 7:47PM 
ID: 41711503  

My self employed partner works flat out and will not reach the living wage target. I 
work flat out at a school and do not earn enough to meet living wage targets. Stop 
penalising hard workers and rewarding scrounges! 

17 19/07/16 3:37PM 
ID: 41752197  

The status quo. 

18 20/07/16 10:35AM 
ID: 41781608  

Stay with previous system. 

19 26/07/16 1:20PM 
ID: 42027394  

I am self employed, and it is well known a lot of self employed people work long hours 
and are paid a low wage, you are assuming quite a lot with that proposal, there is no 
guarantee that they will earn what they need to meet that standard. Again, if they are 
claiming, they are poor 

20 27/07/16 12:44AM 
ID: 42051987  

Self employed income can be absurdly small. The true state of any business is 
already known through tax returns - there is no need to duplicate effort or make 
nonsense of the tax return by making anything up, 

21 28/07/16 10:13AM 
ID: 42112378  

Use the current scheme. 

22 28/07/16 2:22PM 
ID: 42124426  

Some self-employed folk will not achieve (earnings) at the minimum income level. 

23 28/07/16 7:29PM 
ID: 42140623  

a lot of people on tax credits and self employed do not earn the minimum wage ! and 
cannot work harder to been in more income, if it's not possible to do this, if you could 
you wouldn't need tax credits start with very worried about this ! 

24 29/07/16 11:35AM 
ID: 42176150  

Use the actual income figures. 

25 03/08/16 12:00PM 
ID: 42393189  

a lower minimum floor £100-£150 

26 06/08/16 11:24AM 
ID: 42521873  

This will put many self employed people into hardship, 1 year is a very short time to 
have to be earning the minimum wage. 
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6. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

27 18/08/16 12:06PM 
ID: 42952476  

KEEP THE SCHEME AS IT IS NOW 

28 18/08/16 3:31PM 
ID: 42962798  

It should be kept as it is. People are not going to be able to afford to pay their council 
tax and that will result in you sending people to court/bailiffs. 

29 23/08/16 3:00PM 
ID: 43132398  

I agree that broadly this should be the case (i.e. assumed income after a year). 
However, if the applicant is making great progress with their business but hasn't quite 
reached this level I feel it should be assessed on an individual basis and the applicant 
(if making good progress) should be allowed another 6 months to a year to get up to 
the minimum income threshold. 

30 24/08/16 10:19PM 
ID: 43207793  

It should be based on National minimum wage for over 25s too (not living wage) 

31 25/08/16 12:58PM 
ID: 43245275  

Universal Credit is a failed initiative for use as a comparison. Moreover Teignbridge 
Council has no right, legally or otherwise, to make any assumptions about what a self 
employed person is earning. 

32 31/08/16 11:20AM 
ID: 43451891  

Don't think one rule for all. 
Self employment has no set wage 

33 01/09/16 9:30PM 
ID: 43533321  

Base your calculations on the applicants tax return in the same way working tax 
credits currently do. 

 

  
answered 33 

skipped 123 

 
 

7. Do you agree with the Proposal 4 to reduce the period a person can be absent from 
Great Britain, and still receive Council Tax Reduction to 4 weeks?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

84.11% 127 

2 No   
 

11.26% 17 

3 Don't know   
 

4.64% 7 

Analysis Mean: 1.21 Std. Deviation: 0.51 Satisfaction Rate: 10.26 

Variance: 0.26 Std. Error: 0.04   
 

answered 151 

skipped 5 

 
 

8. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Open-Ended Question 100.00% 18 

1 15/07/16 12:46PM 
ID: 41569289  

What about old people that go overseas for months in winter? It should not be a 
blanket 4 weeks They are not using council's services so why should they pay for 
them when they are not here? Keep it at 13 weeks. 

2 15/07/16 1:22PM 
ID: 41571154  

The length of time should be 12 weeks as certain residents could be absent for that 
period due to other commitments 
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8. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

A compromise could be 8 weeks or notice in writing setting out the absence given 
before they go 

3 15/07/16 2:35PM 
ID: 41574525  

If someone is out of the country then they are not putting demands on the council 
services, eg no rubbish collection, not using the libraries, public toilets etc. There 
should therefore be a no use reduction applied. 

4 15/07/16 4:06PM 
ID: 41580011  

Discriminates against Northern Irish... change the wording Great Britain to either 
United Kingdom and agree. 

5 15/07/16 5:43PM 
ID: 41584432  

If a person can afford to spent 4 weeks or more abroad they can also pay the full 
Council Tax 

6 15/07/16 8:09PM 
ID: 41587362  

If a claimant is absent from their home by choice for more than 1 working week, the 
related amount of Benefit / Credit should be cut proportionately. 

7 15/07/16 10:10PM 
ID: 41591820  

To assess the reasons for being abroad on a sensible basis rather than assume every 
foreign trip is a holiday. The individual might be on a business trip, for example. 

8 16/07/16 9:43AM 
ID: 41603405  

That proposal is too black & white.  
What about someone that is going on a 'once in a lifetime' holiday of 3 or 4 months? 
Or someone that is going abroad for a temporary work opportunity or volunteering? 
I agree with the principle of what you are trying to achieve but I think there would 
need to be more flexibility with genuine travellers as opposed to those seeking the 
sun for the winter. 

9 16/07/16 1:09PM 
ID: 41608039  

10 to 12 weeks 

10 18/07/16 6:42PM 
ID: 41708407  

It depends on circumstances. Some people have to be abroad for medical reasons, 
and therefore may need the reduction. 

11 19/07/16 3:37PM 
ID: 41752197  

The status quo. 

12 20/07/16 10:35AM 
ID: 41781608  

Stay with 13 week absence. 

13 24/07/16 9:39PM 
ID: 41952517  

Again phased approach over 2 years 

14 26/07/16 1:20PM 
ID: 42027394  

if someones relative is abroad and dies or is ill, and the person needs to go and sort 
things out, it may take more than 4 weeks, if this is the new proposal, exceptions 
need to be made. 

15 29/07/16 10:07AM 
ID: 42169705  

Homeowners shouldn't be penalised for time away from their home, in the same way 
as customers who rent.  
Propose no change to the current 13/52 week temporary absence rules for CTS, HB 
to reduce to 4wks. Therefore in the case of a joint claimant HB would cease after 4 
weeks but CTS would continue up to 13 weeks. 

16 29/07/16 11:35AM 
ID: 42176150  

Leave it as it is. 

17 06/08/16 12:05PM 
ID: 42521882  

four weeks sounds reasonable but if they are for instance delayed by an ash cloud or 
a family member being stuck in hospital overseas , i dont think they should be 
penalised under those circumstances . 

18 21/08/16 3:28PM 
ID: 43047014  

Not clear is a total for the year? Again reduce over a period of time! 

 

  
answered 18 

skipped 138 
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9. Do you agree with the Proposal 5 – To remove the element of Work Related Activity 
Component for the calculation of the current Scheme for the new Employment and 
Support Allowance applicants?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

69.74% 106 

2 No   
 

11.18% 17 

3 Don't know   
 

19.08% 29 

Analysis Mean: 1.49 Std. Deviation: 0.79 Satisfaction Rate: 24.67 

Variance: 0.63 Std. Error: 0.06   
 

answered 152 

skipped 4 

 
 

10. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Open-Ended Question 100.00% 12 

1 14/07/16 5:45PM 
ID: 41528746  

pay ill people properly as before. Sickness is not a choice and can happen to anyone. 

2 14/07/16 6:38PM 
ID: 41530797  

I do not know, but if I had to pay council tax I would be pretty much broke. I get ESA 
work related and it is the only money I get apart from housing benefit it is all I have to 
live on for bills, food and everything else. 

3 15/07/16 12:48PM 
ID: 41568959  

I disagree with this constant wearing away of disabled peoples' benefits. Whilst i can 
see that administratively it makes sense to align with HB, it doesn't make it right. 
Locally we should do all we can to help those who are acknowledged as disabled, by 
the very fact they get ESA and continue with this component. 

4 15/07/16 8:09PM 
ID: 41587362  

C T R should be based on income received by the claimant, whatever the source, not 
another Government's Departmental criteria 

5 17/07/16 7:37PM 
ID: 41648111  

Keep things as they are - any person who is too ill to work needs to receive adequate 
support. 

6 17/07/16 8:23PM 
ID: 41649356  

Leave as is 

7 17/07/16 9:18PM 
ID: 41650193  

It sounds as though those with a disability will be disadvantaged, again there are 
savings to be made with pensioners related additional benefits, people with 
disabilities should be treated no differently to other groups. 

8 27/07/16 12:44AM 
ID: 42051987  

I would want to know what a "Work Related Activity Group" is before making any 
change. Google can't help with "Work Related Activity Group". 

9 28/07/16 2:18PM 
ID: 42125415  

The explanation is confusing but if the proposal is to reduce benefits from those who 
have a disability then I am not in agreement. 

10 06/08/16 11:24AM 
ID: 42521873  

Don't do it, as these people are already struggling and from next year new applicants 
will be on same rate as JSA with limited capacity for earning. 

11 09/08/16 1:10PM 
ID: 42598961  

Sorry, this is too difficult to understand. 

12 11/08/16 11:17PM 
ID: 42703156  

To be the same as it is now. People who have a disability are penalised anyway 
through not being able to earn and also usually have additional expenses because of 
their disability 

 

  
answered 12 

skipped 144 
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11. Do you agree with the Proposal 6 – To limit the number of dependant children 
within the calculation for Council Tax Reduction to a maximum of 2?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

79.47% 120 

2 No   
 

13.25% 20 

3 Don't know   
 

7.28% 11 

Analysis Mean: 1.28 Std. Deviation: 0.59 Satisfaction Rate: 13.91 

Variance: 0.35 Std. Error: 0.05   
 

answered 151 

skipped 5 

 
 

12. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Open-Ended Question 100.00% 17 

1 15/07/16 4:21PM 
ID: 41580991  

I don't. This is one that could have significant social impact - a top heavy age profile in 
future, increased abortion rate, stigmatisation of larger families. It assumes that 
everyone in need of help has always known they will need it and that everyone's 
circumstances are the same. Social manipulation, as in e.g. China's one child policy, 
is known to have disastrous consequences. This isn't that far away. 

2 15/07/16 4:27PM 
ID: 41574013  

This is a disgraceful proposal and smacks of something the Chinese might be doing 
to their people. Increase my council tax to ensure this proposal is dropped. 

3 15/07/16 8:09PM 
ID: 41587362  

Multiple births should be the only allowed exception to the "two maximum" capping. 

4 15/07/16 8:38PM 
ID: 41589259  

This is inequitable. To cover costs you must raise Council Tax for everyone else. 

5 15/07/16 10:10PM 
ID: 41591820  

To base the calculation on the basis of the actual number of children. Base things on 
the facts. A number of these changes are just mean spirited and based on a refusal to 
assess each claim on its merits. 

6 17/07/16 7:37PM 
ID: 41648111  

Keep things as they are. As a society we should not penalise children for their 
parents' beliefs/ mistakes/ inadequacies.  

7 18/07/16 12:02PM 
ID: 41676005  

4 

8 20/07/16 10:35AM 
ID: 41781608  

Stay with previous system. 

9 20/07/16 4:33PM 
ID: 41801513  

I do not envisage a change to the current arrangement. 

10 24/07/16 9:39PM 
ID: 41952517  

Phased to 2 children over say 3 years. 

11 26/07/16 1:20PM 
ID: 42027394  

so, if someone has more than 2 children they will be penalized for this, and they as a 
family will have less to live on. The rate of poverty is soaring in this country as is food 
banks and homelessness, this will only contribute to it.as will most of the other cuts 
you are proposing. 

12 29/07/16 9:30AM 
ID: 42167522  

It seems unfair to limit families. 
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12. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

13 31/07/16 5:39PM 
ID: 42263260  

support for the additional children - more than the three - should not be cash but 
vouchers for food or for sure start or nursery schooling payments 

14 03/08/16 12:00PM 
ID: 42393189  

have a maximum of 4 children 

15 06/08/16 12:05PM 
ID: 42521882  

Again, a case by case initiative should be used where the proposal is still used, but 
applicants can apply for beyond the two children if a circumstance is deemed 
acceptable or unavoidable. 

16 15/08/16 5:32PM 
ID: 42839782  

i think 3 would be a fairer number 

17 25/08/16 12:58PM 
ID: 43245275  

Teignbridge Council has right to set a limit on the number of children in a qualifying 
household. Make cuts within the staff benefits at Forde House. 

 

  
answered 17 

skipped 139 

 
 

13. Do you agree with the Proposal 7 – Where someone is already paid Universal Credit 
(Carers Element) to look after someone with a disability, to remove entitlement to the 
Severe Disability Premium?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

69.54% 105 

2 No   
 

13.25% 20 

3 Don't know   
 

17.22% 26 

Analysis Mean: 1.48 Std. Deviation: 0.77 Satisfaction Rate: 23.84 

Variance: 0.59 Std. Error: 0.06   
 

answered 151 

skipped 5 

 
 

14. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Open-Ended Question 100.00% 15 

1 15/07/16 12:46PM 
ID: 41569289  

People in carer positions already suffer enough, they need maximum help, Leave the 
reduction benefit in place. 

2 15/07/16 2:41PM 
ID: 41575299  

Not sure 

3 15/07/16 4:21PM 
ID: 41580991  

That all carers allowances be assessed on the basis of individual need of the cared 
for. 

4 15/07/16 8:09PM 
ID: 41587362  

Council Tax is charged on a property, not individuals, so the gross income of 
residents in any property should be the guiding factor. 

5 18/07/16 6:42PM 
ID: 41708407  

Have no idea. 
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14. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

6 19/07/16 3:37PM 
ID: 41752197  

The status quo. 

7 20/07/16 10:35AM 
ID: 41781608  

Stay with previous system. 

8 26/07/16 1:20PM 
ID: 42027394  

Carers and those being cared for have been at the end of cuts for the last year or 
more, leading to stress, suicide and low living standards..with this you are proposing 
another cut? 

9 27/07/16 12:44AM 
ID: 42051987  

The exceptional care allowance could be removed if the carer retained the right to 
make exceptional claims. The essence of the 'carer' is that are showing exceptional 
integrity and this integrity should be respected. 

10 29/07/16 9:30AM 
ID: 42167522  

It is another back door change to penalise those with disabilities. 

11 29/07/16 11:35AM 
ID: 42176150  

Leave it as it is. 

12 06/08/16 11:24AM 
ID: 42521873  

Don't do it as it will cause hardship 

13 06/08/16 12:05PM 
ID: 42521882  

The only alternative should be to offer that money - maybe a reduced amount - under 
a new scheme that has a more targeted aim. Many of those that will claim this benefit 
would suffer if that money was to be taken. The government can not be assumed 
based on statistics to be providing an acceptable level of care components on it's 
own. 

14 18/08/16 12:06PM 
ID: 42952476  

KEEP THE SCHEME THE SAME 

15 23/08/16 1:03PM 
ID: 43123241  

Carers are saving the country millions,stop knocking them. 

 

  
answered 15 

skipped 141 

 
 

15. Do you agree with the Proposal 8 – To remove the additional earnings disregard 
and apply the standard disregards irrespective of hours worked to those applicants 
also claiming Universal Credit?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

70.59% 108 

2 No   
 

9.15% 14 

3 Don't know   
 

20.26% 31 

Analysis Mean: 1.5 Std. Deviation: 0.81 Satisfaction Rate: 24.84 

Variance: 0.66 Std. Error: 0.07   
 

answered 153 

skipped 3 
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16. If you disagree, what alternative do you propose?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Open-Ended Question 100.00% 12 

1 15/07/16 4:27PM 
ID: 41574013  

Far from stopping the additional earnings disregard it should be increased to allow 
low paid workers to earn a decent wage - not minimum wage pay. Pay for it by 
increasing council tax. 

2 15/07/16 8:09PM 
ID: 41587362  

CTR should be given whenever household income is lower than whatever threshold is 
extant. 

3 15/07/16 10:10PM 
ID: 41591820  

Assess the claim on the basis of the facts. 

4 19/07/16 3:37PM 
ID: 41752197  

The status quo. 

5 20/07/16 10:35AM 
ID: 41781608  

Stay with the previous system. 

6 26/07/16 1:20PM 
ID: 42027394  

this is more of a dont know, if you are on benefits then you should be able to live, but 
if you are working then that should not be disregarded, however will this put people off 
from doing part time work to gain experience and possibly more hours? Which would 
lead to them coming off of benefits. That i think is something that needs more thought 

7 27/07/16 12:44AM 
ID: 42051987  

You would have to phrase the question in plain English before I would accept any 
change being made. 

8 28/07/16 10:13AM 
ID: 42112378  

keep the current scheme 

9 29/07/16 11:35AM 
ID: 42176150  

Leave it as it is. 

10 11/08/16 11:17PM 
ID: 42703156  

None keep it as it is. My concern is that all of these proposals will reduce the amount 
of income for people who are already struggling to pay their bills on a day to day living 
basis. Many proposals deal with people who have a disability. Saying that it will make 
procedures more efficient is another way of reducing benefits of the people who most 
need them. 

11 15/08/16 5:32PM 
ID: 42839782  

Should be kept the way it is 

12 18/08/16 12:06PM 
ID: 42952476  

KEEP THE SCHEME THE SAME AS IT IS NOW 

 

  
answered 12 

skipped 144 

 
 

17. Our preferred option is to adopt the changes proposed above, which options do 
you think we should consider?  

  Yes No Don’t know 
Response 

Total 

Introduce the 8 changes proposed 
61.2% 
(85) 

27.3% 
(38) 

11.5% 
(16) 

139 

Keep the Scheme as it is now 
22.0% 
(22) 

64.0% 
(64) 

14.0% 
(14) 

100 

Increase the level of Council Tax 
26.0% 
(27) 

65.4% 
(68) 

8.7% 
(9) 

104 
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17. Our preferred option is to adopt the changes proposed above, which options do 
you think we should consider?  

  Yes No Don’t know 
Response 

Total 

Find savings from cutting other Council Services 
33.0% 
(33) 

57.0% 
(57) 

10.0% 
(10) 

100 

Use Council savings 
38.9% 
(42) 

46.3% 
(50) 

14.8% 
(16) 

108 

Other 
37.5% 
(27) 

25.0% 
(18) 

37.5% 
(27) 

72 

 
answered 152 

skipped 4 

If other, please use the space below to tell us what other options you would like us to consider: (29) 

1 15/07/16 12:57PM 
ID: 41569702  

Introduce some of the changes proposed, but not all. 

2 15/07/16 1:22PM 
ID: 41571154  

Some I agree with others not so 

3 15/07/16 2:35PM 
ID: 41574525  

As indicated in my reply I think that only 7 of the 8 proposals should be implemented 

4 15/07/16 4:06PM 
ID: 41580011  

Stop wasting tax payers money on vanity events like BBC Radio One big weekend as 
Teignbridge can ill afford a £34,000 loss. Review benefits so people who contribute to 
the local economy and community get support but those who refuse work, help or 
community assistance are penalised. Far too many benefit claimants are demonised 
by the Anne Marie Morris's of this world as scroungers and lay abouts when most in 
reality are decent people who have just have illnesses, impairment or a lack of the 
necessary skills and support to do the decent days work to keep them off benefits. 
Whilst I recognise a government remit to save money and Teignbridge's falling central 
government support there is a real risk the wrong people will be penalised to make up 
the shortfall. 

5 15/07/16 4:27PM 
ID: 41574013  

Increase car parking charges by a substantial amount. Ignore the howls of protest 
from retailers. 

6 15/07/16 4:54PM 
ID: 41582994  

None of this affects my family,and I know little or nothing about any benefits,never 
having claimed any! 

7 15/07/16 5:43PM 
ID: 41584432  

Cut benefits further. People should become more self-sufficient and not rely on 
benefits and hand-outs. 

8 15/07/16 8:09PM 
ID: 41587362  

Most people on low incomes are not there voluntarily. Council Tax Reduction should 
reflect the degree to which average households are prepared to assist those less 
fortunate than themselves, subject to review, based on a Regional expected minimum 
earning level as determined by the Council, not just to fall in line with Government 
policy. It is hard enough already for people to dig themselves out of the mire, and 
linking this Benefit to fluctuating benefits elsewhere creates just another for the 
ladder. For the purposes of answering this questionnaire, I have assumed that " 
increase the level of council tax" refers to average households, not claimants ? 

9 16/07/16 12:23AM 
ID: 41595081  

As a single householder and pensioner I pay 25% less council tax. I would be willing 
to give up my discount in order to support people in greater need. I recognise that this 
would not be a popular move! 

10 16/07/16 9:43AM 
ID: 41603405  

I don't understand all of the changes you have proposed and one of them I think is too 
severe. 
Therefore when I say 'yes' to the proposed changes I am not saying yes to ALL of 
them or to them as they stand. 

11 17/07/16 7:37PM 
ID: 41648111  

Implement a freeze on unnecessary spending, e.g. consultancy fees for ambitious 
projects that are not realistically going to happen in the current climate. 

12 18/07/16 12:02PM 
ID: 41676005  

Stop wasting hundred of thousands on pop concerts etc that have little benefit to the 
district 
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17. Our preferred option is to adopt the changes proposed above, which options do 
you think we should consider?  

  Yes No Don’t know 
Response 

Total 

13 18/07/16 11:40PM 
ID: 41719085  

Reduce fees paid to Councillors 

14 19/07/16 3:47PM 
ID: 41752675  

Increasing car-parking charges should be used to fund the council - you SHOULD 
make a profit on it. Keep the car parks clean, safe, modern and convenient (electric 
charge points, air/water) and the extra cost will be more appreciated. 

15 20/07/16 4:33PM 
ID: 41801513  

Save as I have previously stated, introduce the 7 other changes proposed 

16 28/07/16 3:16PM 
ID: 42129151  

introduce changes 2-8  
but I don't understand change 1 

17 29/07/16 11:35AM 
ID: 42176150  

I agree with proposal 2. Talking of Council savings - How about not using taxpayers 
money on business gambles such as the music festival. 

18 31/07/16 5:39PM 
ID: 42263260  

council should only have reserves to cover unforeseen emergencies It should not 
invest to earn income as the borrower is then getting a portion of the return instead of 
the borrowing council 

19 02/08/16 11:45AM 
ID: 42343454  

Introduce the 7 changes and keep the backdated CTas 

20 02/08/16 5:42PM 
ID: 42363925  

You should not be penalising people like myself who do work and target the 
unemployed to get them so work and cap families like tax credits have 

21 03/08/16 12:00PM 
ID: 42393189  

allow some of the proposed changes but not all. 

22 06/08/16 12:05PM 
ID: 42521882  

Try to avoid setting rules that cannot be challenged. Some cases will not fall into 
these and must be considered by a human. I'd imagine that this is already part of the 
current scheme and wanted to make sure the new proposals still hold flexibility. 

23 11/08/16 11:17PM 
ID: 42703156  

Don't plan to help run a pop concert which results in a deficit for Teignbridge when 
most of the profits go elsewhere. Lobby the government for the unfairness of some of 
the new systems for people with a disability 

24 18/08/16 3:31PM 
ID: 42962798  

I dont think it is right that pensioners are exempt from this or anything else for that 
matter. They get increases in their pensions every year but working people and 
especially those with children have had everything frozen for years. Very unfair! 

25 23/08/16 3:00PM 
ID: 43132398  

I think the scheme should be changed as detailed with exception to the family 
premium (1st article) which should remain to support families with children and the 
self employed minimum wage ceiling which should be implemented with the ability to 
extend this for 6-12 months longer to those who are doing well but 'not quite there' 
with their business after the initial 12 months. 

26 24/08/16 2:58PM 
ID: 43187220  

Aim to reduce council provided services. Allow the free market to provide services 
people are prepared to pay for. 

27 24/08/16 10:19PM 
ID: 43207793  

See my feedback on changes to some of the 8 proposals and use council savings to 
fund these 

28 01/09/16 9:30PM 
ID: 43533321  

Standardise financial criteria across all government services by using a model such 
as the one currently used by the tax self-assessment department. This is clear, 
straightforward, doesn't get bogged down in tiny increments & allows for averaging 
over the year thereby reducing constant re-calculations & the corresponding 
paperwork. 

29 02/09/16 4:33PM 
ID: 43567005  

I think the people who will be affected by these cuts need to have a say and increase 
income tax for the wealthy 
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Matrix Charts 
 

17.1. Introduce the 8 changes proposed 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

61.2% 85 

2 No   
 

27.3% 38 

3 Don’t know   
 

11.5% 16 

Analysis Mean: 1.5 Std. Deviation: 0.69 Satisfaction Rate: 25.18 

Variance: 0.48 Std. Error: 0.06   
 

answered 139 

 

17.2. Keep the Scheme as it is now 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

22.0% 22 

2 No   
 

64.0% 64 

3 Don’t know   
 

14.0% 14 

Analysis Mean: 1.92 Std. Deviation: 0.59 Satisfaction Rate: 46 

Variance: 0.35 Std. Error: 0.06   
 

answered 100 

 

17.3. Increase the level of Council Tax 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

26.0% 27 

2 No   
 

65.4% 68 

3 Don’t know   
 

8.7% 9 

Analysis Mean: 1.83 Std. Deviation: 0.56 Satisfaction Rate: 41.35 

Variance: 0.32 Std. Error: 0.06   
 

answered 104 

 

17.4. Find savings from cutting other Council Services 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

33.0% 33 

2 No   
 

57.0% 57 

3 Don’t know   
 

10.0% 10 

Analysis Mean: 1.77 Std. Deviation: 0.61 Satisfaction Rate: 38.5 

Variance: 0.38 Std. Error: 0.06   
 

answered 100 

 

17.5. Use Council savings 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

38.9% 42 

2 No   
 

46.3% 50 

3 Don’t know   
 

14.8% 16 



17.5. Use Council savings 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

Analysis Mean: 1.76 Std. Deviation: 0.69 Satisfaction Rate: 37.96 

Variance: 0.48 Std. Error: 0.07   
 

answered 108 

 

17.6. Other 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

37.5% 27 

2 No   
 

25.0% 18 

3 Don’t know   
 

37.5% 27 

Analysis Mean: 2 Std. Deviation: 0.87 Satisfaction Rate: 50 

Variance: 0.75 Std. Error: 0.1   
 

answered 72 

 

18. Which is your preferred option? (Choose order of preference ranking from 1 to 6 
with 1 being your most preferred option and 6 your least)  

Item 
Total 

Score 1 
Overall 
Rank 

Introduce the 8 changes proposed 726 1 

Keep the Scheme as it is now 620 2 

Increase the level of Council Tax 526 3 

Use Council savings 516 4 

Find savings from cutting other Council Services 508 5 

Other 338 6 

1 Score is a weighted calculation. Items ranked first are valued higher than the following ranks, 
the score is a sum of all weighted rank counts. 

answered 154 

skipped 2 

If other, please use the space below to tell us what other options you would like us to consider. (29) 

1 15/07/16 12:48PM 
ID: 41568959  

I don't hink the option should be to include all 8 changes, should be option to only 
introduce some and raise CT or use savings to pay for the rest. 

2 15/07/16 12:57PM 
ID: 41569702  

Introduce some of the changes proposed, but not all. 

3 15/07/16 1:22PM 
ID: 41571154  

I am concerned that doing the changes could cause hardship there has to be a 
balance. One size does not always fit all 

4 15/07/16 2:35PM 
ID: 41574525  

As per question 10 only 7 of the 8 should be implemented 

5 15/07/16 8:09PM 
ID: 41587362  

For the purposes of answering this questionnaire, I have assumed that " increase the 
level of council tax" refers to average households, not claimants ? 

6 15/07/16 10:10PM 
ID: 41591820  

Anything is better than these petty minded and mean spirited proposals 

7 17/07/16 7:37PM 
ID: 41648111  

Implement a freeze on unnecessary spending, e.g. consultancy fees for ambitious 
projects that are not realistically going to happen in the current climate. 

8 17/07/16 8:27PM 
ID: 41649198  

Under the heading of "other" - I strongly believe that it is ALWAYS possible to make 
some financial gain by getting best value for money. I also appreciate that the money 
so saved could be difficult to negotiate and may only realise small savings. 
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18. Which is your preferred option? (Choose order of preference ranking from 1 to 6 
with 1 being your most preferred option and 6 your least)  

Item 
Total 

Score 1 
Overall 
Rank 

9 18/07/16 7:47PM 
ID: 41711503  

Adopt some of the schemes, the ones that don't reward selfishness and inability to 
think about the consequences of having children 

10 18/07/16 9:26PM 
ID: 41714615  

I've no idea - choice 1 seems so firmly logical and desirable I would consider any 
others as listed unacceptable 

11 19/07/16 3:47PM 
ID: 41752675  

Increasing car-parking charges should be used to fund the council - you SHOULD 
make a profit on it. Keep the car parks clean, safe, modern and convenient (electric 
charge points, air/water) and the extra cost will be more appreciated. 

12 20/07/16 4:33PM 
ID: 41801513  

Save as I have previously stated, introduce the 7 other changes proposed. I see no 
need to penalise parents with additional children, as we need to maintain the birth 
rate to sustain the future. 

13 27/07/16 12:44AM 
ID: 42051987  

Keep all services but cut wages by 5% at the lowest level up to 50% at the highest 
level. Any difference make up from savings. This is the rainy day for which those 
savings were set aside. Any income from savings is either negligible or risky. 

14 28/07/16 2:18PM 
ID: 42125415  

Introduce some of the changes proposed and increase council tax for the remaining 
gap. 

15 28/07/16 3:12PM 
ID: 42128953  

Not any 

16 28/07/16 3:16PM 
ID: 42129151  

introduce changes 2-8  
but I don't understand change 1 

17 29/07/16 11:35AM 
ID: 42176150  

Keep it as it is now , except for proposal II 

18 02/08/16 11:45AM 
ID: 42343454  

As above keep 7 of the proposed changes 

19 06/08/16 11:24AM 
ID: 42521873  

Increase Council Tax for second home owners & holiday homes 

20 16/08/16 9:23AM 
ID: 42862690  

Not sufficient knowledge 

21 18/08/16 3:31PM 
ID: 42962798  

Start charging pensioners. 

22 19/08/16 1:56PM 
ID: 43000748  

Keeping it as fair as possible for low wage earners and the most vulnerable yet 
encouraging health & Wealth creation would seem fairest ( Although I know this will 
be a challenge). 

23 23/08/16 1:03PM 
ID: 43123241  

Try to find other ways of bringing in more money to help the town. 

24 23/08/16 4:20PM 
ID: 43109734  

Only introduce some of the changes 

25 24/08/16 10:19PM 
ID: 43207793  

See above 

26 25/08/16 12:58PM 
ID: 43245275  

Do NOT consider removing Council Tax Support for those living alone in a larger 
Band E and above property. Such people are not necessarily well off and can be 
under great pressure to survive. Especially if they live a remote rural area with few 
Council services. The only obvious one being refuse removal. 

27 31/08/16 11:11AM 
ID: 43451547  

I think people who have twins on second birth (or more) all are counted as second 
birth and the limit extended. 

28 01/09/16 9:30PM 
ID: 43533321  

Streamlining the system & aligning it with other services is fine as long as the people 
most in need are not made to suffer. The current proposals seem to be following the 
central government policy of cutting help for those most in need with the argument of 
necessary streamlining due to national poverty. It seems to me that if the nation is in 
poverty then now is the perfect time for the rich 'leaders' of our society to stand up & 
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18. Which is your preferred option? (Choose order of preference ranking from 1 to 6 
with 1 being your most preferred option and 6 your least)  

Item 
Total 

Score 1 
Overall 
Rank 

show fair play by using their riches to stabilise our economy. 
If they will not do it voluntarily then perhaps they should be reminded of their 
obligations by raising their taxes. In this case a raise in council tax for the highest 
bands to cover the support of those at the bottom. 

29 02/09/16 4:33PM 
ID: 43567005  

I do not have a preferred option if it means people losing money who can ill afford 

 

 
 

19. If you have any further comments to make regarding the Council Tax Reduction 
scheme, that you haven't had opportunity to raise elsewhere, please use the space 
below.  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Open-Ended Question 100.00% 25 

1 15/07/16 2:28PM 
ID: 41574725  

 
Don't think anyone should pay any form of reduced council tax, the tax is on the 
property not the people that live in the property; the tax level should therefore be 
appropriate to the property and no reduction scheme required. 

2 15/07/16 4:27PM 
ID: 41574013  

The poor are in a desperate plight in this country. We should be increasing their 
benefits, not finding mean spirited ways of reducing them. We are one of the richest 
nations in the world and can easily afford to help those in need. Any councillor 
supporting these proposals should hang their head in shame. 

3 15/07/16 4:42PM 
ID: 41582285  

All benefits should be treated as a safety net not a way of life in most cases 

4 15/07/16 8:09PM 
ID: 41587362  

I'm still befuddled by Council Speak ; I find it a shame that statements cannot be 
given in simple plain English, and just add the proviso, at the start and finish, that 
these are given as generalizations , and certain cases may mean other qualifications 
may either count for against claimants. 

5 16/07/16 12:23AM 
ID: 41595081  

Question 11 - the preference list doesn't work 

6 16/07/16 8:45AM 
ID: 41602394  

It must be better for persons to be in work than out of work. No out of work person, 
who is judged able to work, should be better off on benefits. 

7 17/07/16 6:01PM 
ID: 41646289  

All of these changes are likely to mean increased costs for low income residents. 
If these changes are introduced there needs to be a doubling of effort to help families 
budget. I would like to seethe Council work with HA's on this. 

8 17/07/16 8:27PM 
ID: 41649198  

I am aware that the Police charge has recently increased but we have seen little 
results so far. 
I assume you are in contact with the Police & Crime Commissioner to ensure the 
extra charge is well spent. 

9 20/07/16 10:35AM 
ID: 41781608  

It seems to me that the 8 proposals are mostly taking away rights and money from a 
section of the population that is financially already in a difficult situation. It is being 
proposed because it will make administration of the scheme easier. I do not think that 
this is an ethically sound reason. 

10 26/07/16 1:20PM 
ID: 42027394  

you already have enough people living in poor conditions and on low income, you will 
be creating more of a problem with crime,social issues and addictions, also the next 
generation will grow up in need. Short term cuts do not solve long term problems 

11 28/07/16 2:22PM 
ID: 42124426  

Given that most of the proposed changes are to affect new claimants (folk who are 
not yet claiming), I imagine the proposals are unlikely to meet much opposition! (My 
own responses to the questionnaire were selfish, as I simply cannot afford any 
changes to my existing claim, but I really pity future / young families trying to make 
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19. If you have any further comments to make regarding the Council Tax Reduction 
scheme, that you haven't had opportunity to raise elsewhere, please use the space 
below.  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

ends meet). 
 
Particularly amusing is the first sentence of this questionnaire that stresses that none 
of the proposed changes will affect pensioners. Given the ONS statistic of 1 in 6 
pensioners (1.7 million in total) now living in millionaire households, I can't help but 
feel this legislation amounts to discrimination against younger people that ought to be 
challengeable in, say, a European Court. Oh, sorry, I forgot about the Brexit vote! 

12 29/07/16 9:30AM 
ID: 42167522  

Teignbridge should support those with families and disabilities and several of the 
proposed 8 changes do not do that. Teignbridge is better than that is it not ? 

13 29/07/16 11:19AM 
ID: 42175197  

The whole Council tax system is wrong. Far too many adults pay none at all - it falls to 
the householders. 
Five adults in house yet only one council tax. Accept for the householder the rest get 
all services free. 
There must be households like this in the TDC area. 
What is needed is local income tax. HMRC have all our details , they only need to 
charge us 2p or whatever to be diverted to local good. 

14 29/07/16 11:35AM 
ID: 42176150  

I would like to say that for all the fuss of not having any money, the council seems 
able to find money for its " pet " schemes . I am of course referring to the use of 
taxpayers money for promoting a musice festival £100,000! 
Not much sign of money shortage there - to make it worse they have finished up 
losing £ 49,000 
This is an absolute disgrace by the council, and council leader Mr Christopher's - 
should now consider his position and resign. 
To make matters worse he has told the Mid Devon A - that he is adamant that he has 
done the "right thing "  
Don't talk to me about the council having no money. 

15 02/08/16 9:32AM 
ID: 42334028  

If someone can afford to buy a property , they can afford to pay council tax - at the 
moment other council tax payers have to balance budget - Pay more!! 

16 03/08/16 12:00PM 
ID: 42393189  

I think we should apply what other council schemes are where even if they would be 
ent to maximum on our scheme they should still have a small percentage they have to 
contribute towards. 

17 06/08/16 11:24AM 
ID: 42521873  

I currently receive Council tax support. I am aged 60years old woman, self employed 
(in my first year). I have limited capacity to work, due to physical health problems eg 
arthritis which is age related, but do not qualify for ESA, but have to continue working 
as my State Pension Age has been put back twice until I'm 66. 
If the minimum income floor is applied to me next year and I lose my Council Tax 
Support, I will be in severe financial hardship. The result will be that I'll be forced to 
sell my (small) home to release equity and move into a Park Home or caravan. Why is 
there not some recognition of the fact that over 60's may not be able to work to the 
same capacity? There should be some over 60 supplement in the benefit system, 
including Council Tax, for men & women. 
Many Councils around the country, including East Devon District Council, are 
supporting the Women Against State Pension Inequality Campaign, which is calling 
on the government for transitional payments for women. This should be reflected in 
support for people over 60. 
 
Any further cuts to Council tax support to "streamline", "bring into line with Universal 
Credit", "encourage people to gain employment", "encourage people to expand 
businesses" are just a euphemism for implementing government austerity cuts to 
vulnerable people. 

18 06/08/16 12:05PM 
ID: 42521882  

Consider rewriting this survey as it is not presented in a way accessible to the 
average layperson. 

19 09/08/16 1:10PM 
ID: 42598961  

This is very difficult to comment on. Lack of knowledge/understanding of benefit 
system is the reason here. My gut feeling to a lot of this, is that the most vulnerable in 
society could well be penalised and there might have to be more calls on 
foodbanks/support systems. 
I do understand the need to trim budgets and live within means and I think TDC does 
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19. If you have any further comments to make regarding the Council Tax Reduction 
scheme, that you haven't had opportunity to raise elsewhere, please use the space 
below.  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

the best it can, but we must be careful not to ignore pressures of modern life and the 
consequences this has on the mental health of the population. 

20 16/08/16 9:44AM 
ID: 42862977  

Council should consider every individuals need first. Not cut the reduction straight 
away. 
The claimant then suffers immediately. 
Effecting additional pressures. Waiting ages to be reimbursed . This is additional 
anxiety which the claimant does not want. 
Each claimant should be considered immediately - not add to their pressures.  
More paper work done. 
Then months of re-imbursement - out of order  
not by Teignbridge District Council 

21 18/08/16 3:31PM 
ID: 42962798  

A lot of people are struggling and higher council tax bills will push some people to 
their limit. If the Government stopped letting too many people in from abroad they 
might actually have some money for their own people. 

22 21/08/16 3:28PM 
ID: 43047014  

While I agree with most of your targeted changes, families on low incomes need to be 
protected or new problems will be created which in turn could cost the council more. 

23 24/08/16 2:58PM 
ID: 43187220  

1) Change the name of this scheme!  
It does not reduce the amount of council tax paid by the majority of households. 
 
It is really a "Council Tax Benefit scheme for low income" 
 
2) For each proposed change, specify (or at least estimate) the cost (or saving) for 
the council's budget (aka the tax payer) 

24 31/08/16 11:20AM 
ID: 43451891  

If they can afford more than 2 children , they should be able to pay. 
As an older person , I am very grateful for all the help I receive. 
Thank you. 

25 01/09/16 9:30PM 
ID: 43533321  

I totally agree with the need to streamline how services are administered & to try & 
standardise financial assessment criteria as much as possible. 
I know this can be done without hurting those most in need & if done properly ought to 
help them more in fact. 
I know that giving people enough to live rather than survive makes a huge difference 
to their lives & will, in the long run, cost less & result in a better society for us all 
because people who can live, develop. Whilst those who survive, just survive. 
 
I don't believe I will see such changes without a change of government which is a 
shame because these issues are way beyond party politics out in the hazy, forgotten 
realm of policies for people instead of corporations & shareholders.  
 
I think you should try hard to make sure no-one gets less benefit from any changes. 

 

  
answered 25 

skipped 131 

 
 

20. Are you completing this questionnaire as:  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 A resident of Teignbridge   
 

98.04% 150 

2 
An organisation (please write the 
organisation you are representing 
in box below) 

  
 

0.65% 1 
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20. Are you completing this questionnaire as:  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

3 
A voluntary/community group 
(please write the group you are 
representing in box below) 

   0.00% 0 

4 A business    0.00% 0 

5 A Landlord   
 

1.31% 2 

6 Other (please specify):   
 

0.65% 1 

Analysis Mean: 1.1 Std. Deviation: 0.61 Satisfaction Rate: 1.83 

Variance: 0.37 Std. Error: 0.05   
 

answered 153 

skipped 3 

Other (please specify): (1) 

1 02/08/16 10:54AM 
ID: 42340277  

An employee of Teignbridge District Council 

 

If you are representing an organisation or group please write who you are representing (1) 

1 03/08/16 12:00PM 
ID: 42393189  

teignbridge employee 

 

 
 

21. Do you pay your Council tax to Teignbridge District Council?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

96.03% 145 

2 No   
 

3.97% 6 

Analysis Mean: 1.04 Std. Deviation: 0.2 Satisfaction Rate: 3.97 

Variance: 0.04 Std. Error: 0.02   
 

answered 151 

skipped 5 

 

22. Are you, or someone in your household, getting a Council Tax Reduction at this 
time?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

29.80% 45 

2 No   
 

66.23% 100 

3 Don't know/Not sure   
 

3.97% 6 

Analysis Mean: 1.74 Std. Deviation: 0.52 Satisfaction Rate: 37.09 

Variance: 0.27 Std. Error: 0.04   
 

answered 151 

skipped 5 
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23. What is your sex?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Male   
 

50.66% 77 

2 Female   
 

47.37% 72 

3 Transgender    0.00% 0 

4 Prefer not to say   
 

1.97% 3 

5 Other (please specify):    0.00% 0 

Analysis Mean: 1.53 Std. Deviation: 0.61 Satisfaction Rate: 13.32 

Variance: 0.37 Std. Error: 0.05   
 

answered 152 

skipped 4 

Other (please specify): (0) 

No answers found. 

 

24. Age  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Under 18    0.00% 0 

2 18-24    0.00% 0 

3 25-34   
 

5.26% 8 

4 35-44   
 

9.87% 15 

5 45-54   
 

21.71% 33 

6 55-64   
 

21.05% 32 

7 65-74   
 

26.32% 40 

8 75-84   
 

11.18% 17 

9 85+   
 

2.63% 4 

10 Prefer not to say   
 

1.97% 3 

Analysis Mean: 6.07 Std. Deviation: 1.53 Satisfaction Rate: 56.36 

Variance: 2.34 Std. Error: 0.12   
 

answered 152 

skipped 4 

 

25. Disability: Are your day to day activities limited because of a health problem or 
disability which has lasted, or is expected to last, at least 12 months?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

25.17% 38 

2 No   
 

70.20% 106 

3 Don't know/Not sure   
 

0.66% 1 

4 Prefer not to say   
 

3.97% 6 

Analysis Mean: 1.83 Std. Deviation: 0.62 Satisfaction Rate: 27.81 

Variance: 0.39 Std. Error: 0.05   
 

answered 151 

skipped 5 



 

26. Are you currently:  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Single   
 

39.47% 60 

2 Sharing a home as part of a couple   
 

60.53% 92 

Analysis Mean: 1.61 Std. Deviation: 0.49 Satisfaction Rate: 60.53 

Variance: 0.24 Std. Error: 0.04   
 

answered 152 

skipped 4 

 

27. How many children?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 None   
 

62.59% 92 

2 1 to 2   
 

30.61% 45 

3 3 to 4   
 

6.80% 10 

4 5 or more    0.00% 0 

Analysis Mean: 1.44 Std. Deviation: 0.62 Satisfaction Rate: 14.74 

Variance: 0.38 Std. Error: 0.05   
 

answered 147 

skipped 9 

 

28. Are you a carer?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

10.88% 16 

2 No   
 

89.12% 131 

Analysis Mean: 1.89 Std. Deviation: 0.31 Satisfaction Rate: 89.12 

Variance: 0.1 Std. Error: 0.03   
 

answered 147 

skipped 9 

 

29. Which of these would best describe your current status  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Employed part-time   
 

13.33% 20 

2 Employed full-time   
 

21.33% 32 

3 Self employed part-time   
 

1.33% 2 

4 Self employed full-time   
 

6.67% 10 

5 Unemployed   
 

2.00% 3 

6 Permanently sick/disabled   
 

6.67% 10 

7 Retired from work   
 

44.00% 66 

8 Doing something else   
 

4.67% 7 



29. Which of these would best describe your current status  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

Analysis Mean: 4.82 Std. Deviation: 2.53 Satisfaction Rate: 54.57 

Variance: 6.39 Std. Error: 0.21   
 

answered 150 

skipped 6 

 

30. Ethnic Origin: What is your ethnic group?(please select the option that best 
describes you)  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Asian or Asian British    0.00% 0 

2 Black or Black British   
 

0.67% 1 

3 Chinese    0.00% 0 

4 Gypsy or Traveller    0.00% 0 

5 
Mixed heritage or multiple ethnic 
groups 

  
 

1.34% 2 

6 White British   
 

89.93% 134 

7 White Other   
 

4.70% 7 

8 
Other ethnic origin (please 
describe): 

  
 

3.36% 5 

Analysis Mean: 6.07 Std. Deviation: 0.54 Satisfaction Rate: 72.48 

Variance: 0.3 Std. Error: 0.04   
 

answered 149 

skipped 7 

Other ethnic origin (please describe): (5) 

1 15/07/16 10:10PM 
ID: 41591820  

Mixed European origins including British 

2 26/07/16 12:54PM 
ID: 42026554  

White English 

3 16/08/16 9:10AM 
ID: 42862259  

White Irish 

4 16/08/16 9:15AM 
ID: 42862400  

English 

5 24/08/16 2:58PM 
ID: 43187220  

mind your own business. 
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Appendix A – Additional Correspondence 
 

 

Letter from Low Incomes Tax Reform Group 
 
 

Proposed changes to the Council Tax Reduction Scheme – Teignbridge 
District Council 

Response from the Low Incomes Tax Reform Group (LITRG) 
 

1 Comments 

1.1 We welcome the opportunity to respond to this consultation on proposed changes to 

the Council Tax Reduction Scheme (CTRS)  

1.2 Our comments relate to the proposed change in relation to the self-employed – to 

introduce a minimum income floor after a 12 month start-up period. The rationale for 

this is to align with Universal Credit.  

1.3 During the passage of the Welfare Reform Bill and following publication of the 

Universal Credit main regulations, we made numerous representations to 

Government about the treatment of self-employed claimants under Universal Credit.  

1.4 Although some concessions were introduced as a result of our representations, we 

believe that there are still many flaws in the design that will discourage people from 

taking up self-employment but perhaps none as harsh as the Minimum Income Floor. 

The MIF not only affects those who are not earning at a certain level month to 

month, but it also impacts unfairly on self-employed earners who happen to have a 

big business expense in one particular month (such as an insurance premium) or 

who hit an unexpected problem in their business (such as flooding or the loss of a 

major client. The MIF also gives a reduced level of support for those self-employed 

people with normally fluctuating incomes from one assessment period to the next by 

comparison to an employed person (to whom the MIF does not apply) who earns the 

same as the self-employed person over a year. 

1.5 We therefore strongly oppose the introduction of the MIF into the council tax 

reduction scheme system.  

1.6 However, if the proposal goes ahead, it is important that safeguards are included to 

match those that are in Universal Credit. In particular, the MIF in Universal Credit 

only applies to people who are in the ‘all-work’ requirements group. Claimants who 

are in the other three groups (no work-related requirements, work-focused interview 

group or work preparation group) are exempt from the MIF. In addition, the MIF will 



not be set at 35 hours x National Living Wage for everyone – some people may only 

be required to work 16 hours and so their MIF would be set lower1.  

1.7 No mention is made in any of the consultation documents of the exception from the 

MIF available in Universal Credit for these groups. The rationale behind the 

exception is that some claimants are unable, because of their circumstances, to work 

35 hours a week.  

1.8 If this proposal goes ahead without a similar exception it will most certainly have a 

disproportionate impact on disabled claimants, carers and those with children under 

the age of 5.  

1.9 We would also like to highlight another issue in relation to the MIF and that is how it 

is calculated. The current Universal Credit Regulations set the MIF by taking the 

relevant number of hours x national living wage with a deduction for notional tax and 

national insurance (equal to that which an employed person would pay on those 

earnings). It is important that some acknowledgement of tax and national insurance 

is given if the MIF is to be introduced into the CTRS.  

1.10 When calculating employed and self-employed earnings under Universal Credit, 

claimants can deduct any pension contributions made to a registered pension 

scheme when calculating their net income. Their Universal Credit is then calculated 

based on this net amount.  

1.11 However, when calculating the MIF, no account is made for pension contributions in 

the Universal Credit legislation. There is simply no rationale for this disparity 

between the employed and self-employed and we would urge the Council to 

consider calculating the MIF after the deduction of tax, national insurance and 

pension contributions.  

1.12 Consider the following example – Jemma is a single parent with two children. She 

works 35 hours a week as an administrator earning the national living wage and her 

net income (after tax and NI) is £1006 a month.  Jemma is entitled to £430.72 a 

month in Universal Credit.  Jemma decides to contribute £200 a month to a pension 

scheme. Her UC increases to £560.72 a month. Sandra is also a single parent with 

two children. She works 35 hours a week as a self-employed virtual office assistant 

so that she can work around her children’s school hours. Sandra has fairly stable 

income from self-employment and her net income (after tax and NI) is also £1006 a 

month and she also receives UC of £430.72. Sandra decides to contribute £200 a 

month to a pension scheme, however she continues to receive £430.72 a month UC 

because her income is now less than the minimum income floor and so she is 

treated as earning the minimum income floor (which, allowing for notional tax and NI, 

is £1006 a month for 2016/17). Jemma therefore receives £130 a month more in UC 

                                            
1 See Regulation 62 SI 376/2013 – Universal Credit Regulations 2013 



support than Sandra despite them both working the same number of hours, earning 

the same amount and making the same pension contributions.  

1.13 We are happy to discuss any of these points further and to provide any further 

information to aid the consultation process.   

2 About Us 

2.1 The Low Incomes Tax Reform Group (LITRG) is an initiative of the Chartered 

Institute of Taxation (CIOT) to give a voice to the unrepresented. Since 1998 LITRG 

has been working to improve the policy and processes of the tax, tax credits and 

associated welfare systems for the benefit of those on low incomes. Everything we 

do is aimed at improving the tax and benefits experience of low income workers, 

pensioners, migrants, students, disabled people and carers. 

2.2 LITRG works extensively with HM Revenue &Customs (HMRC) and other 

government departments, commenting on proposals and putting forward our own 

ideas for improving the system. Too often the tax and related welfare laws and 

administrative systems are not designed with the low-income user in mind and this 

often makes life difficult for those we try to help. 

2.3 The CIOT is a charity and the leading professional body in the United Kingdom 

concerned solely with taxation. The CIOT’s primary purpose is to promote education 

and study of the administration and practice of taxation. One of the key aims is to 

achieve a better, more efficient, tax system for all affected by it – taxpayers, advisers 

and the authorities. 

 
 

 



 
 

 
 
 
Ref No: CTR/TMH/2017-18 

Proposal: Council Tax Reduction Scheme (CTR) 

     

 
Business Impact Assessment 

 
Conducted by:       Tracey Hooper                                 Date:   November 2016 
 

Aims of the Proposal 
 
 
Background 
Following abolition of the national Council Tax Benefit (CTB) scheme with effect from 31 March 2013, 
Teignbridge adopted a local Council Tax Reduction (CTR) scheme. This scheme retained the essential 
features of the means-tested CTB scheme so it aligned with the prescribed CTR scheme for 
pensioners and the Housing Benefit (HB) scheme. 
 
 At the same time that CTB was abolished, funding was cut by 10% and Teignbridge had to consider 
whether or not to pass on this cut in funding to claimants.  Following a consultation exercise 
Teignbridge resolved to protect its most vulnerable residents and offset the loss of funding by making 
changes to council tax discounts on empty properties and second homes, supplemented by a 
transitional grant from government. Together with the abolition of second adult rebate, these measures 
offset the loss in funding and meant that the majority of claimants were protected from the cut in 
funding. 

 
Further cuts followed in 2014-15, including the loss of transitional grant and Teignbridge had to 
consider further changes to the level of support provided to residents in order to reduce the overall cost 
of the scheme. Teignbridge consulted on the following changes: 
 

1. Limit the amount of CTR to a Band D property 
2. Reduce the savings limit to £6,000 
3. Introduce a minimum council tax payment 

 
After considering the consultation responses on these options members resolved to adopt the first two 
options but not the third. 
 
NB. These changes affect working age claimants only; the scheme for pensioners is prescribed 
nationally with entitlement protected at current levels.  
 
Teignbridge’s scheme was re-adopted in 2015-16 and 2016-17 with no change to the level of support 
provided to claimants. 
 
An Equality Impact Assessment of the move to local schemes was undertaken at a national level by 
the Department for Communities and Local Government. The report is available here 
 
 

Is this a review of an existing BIA?         N 
Is this a new proposal and a new BIA?   Y 
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Proposed CTR Scheme for 2017-18 
We are proposing to make eight changes to our scheme to bring it in line with central government 
changes to Housing Benefit (HB) and Universal Credit (UC) .These changes are listed below: 
 

1. Remove the Family Premium for all new working age applicants  

2. Reduce backdating for new claims to 1 month (previously 6 months) 

3. Base CTR on a set minimum income for self-employed earners after 1 year's self-employment  

4. Reduce the period a person can be absent from Great Britain, and still receive CTR, to 4 weeks 
(previously 13 weeks, or 52 in certain circumstances). 

5. Remove the 'work-related activity component' in the calculation of the current Scheme for new 
Employment and Support Allowance applicants. 

6. Limit the number of dependant children within the calculation for CTR to a maximum of two for 
third or subsequent children born after 1 April 2017  

7. Where another person is already paid UC (Carers Element) to look after someone with a 
disability, remove entitlement to the Severe Disability Premium. 

8. Remove the additional earnings disregard and apply the standard disregards irrespective of 
hours worked to those applicants also claiming UC. 

 

Environment impacts 
The proposal indicates no environmental impacts.  

 

Value and financial impacts 
The proposal indicates the following financial impacts. 

 

 

Please score 

 

Jobs or training opportunities 0 

Business investment within the area 0 

Tourism 0 

The supply or quality of housing 0 

Access to services and benefits -1 

Reduce cost or increase income +1 

Increase capital receipts/funding 0 

 
 

Financial impact on Teignbridge District Council 
The grant allocation for CTR is no longer separately identified on an annual basis and it is for billing 
authorities to determine the level of support to provide. The cost of the scheme is shared between the 
preceptors (County, Police and Fire) in proportion to their respective shares of the overall council tax 
bill. The total cost of the scheme this year is £8.7m with £817K of this borne by Teignbridge.  This 
represents the annual cost (taken at 1 October) but will be adjusted for daily changes as we progress 
through the financial year 

+3 � 0 � -3 
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The introduction of the eight proposals will reduce the cost of the scheme for 2017-18. It is impossible 
to predict future demand so we can only estimate the likely reduction which we believe will be up to 
£452K (£41.6K for Teignbridge). An indication of reduction in spend for each of these proposals is 
shown in the table below. These figures come with a health warning as they are purely predictions 
based on knowledge of our existing caseload1, and only then on those characteristics held within our 
database. 
 

 Proposal 

Maximum 
estimated 
cost 
reduction 

Maximum 
estimated 
cost 
reduction 
for 
Teignbridge 

1 Remove the Family Premium for all new working age applicants  £56K £5K 

2 Reduce backdating for new claims to 1 month 
No data held but minimal cost 

implication 

3 
Base CTR on a set minimum income for self-employed earners 
after 1 year's self-employment  

 

£334K £31K 

4 
Reduce the period a person can be absent from Great Britain, and 
still receive CTR, to 4 weeks 

No data but minimal cost 
implications 

5 
Remove the 'work-related activity component' in the calculation of 
the current Scheme for new Employment and Support Allowance 
applicants 

No financial impact just 
alignment with HB and 

Employment and Support 
Allowance  

6 
Limit the number of dependant children within the calculation for 
CTR to a maximum of two for third or subsequent children born 
after 1 April 2017 

£62K £6K 

7 
Where someone is already paid UC (Carers Element) to look after 
someone with a disability, remove entitlement to the Severe 
Disability Premium 

No financial impact just 
alignment with HB  

8 

Remove the additional earnings disregard and apply the standard 
disregards irrespective of hours worked to those applicants also 
claiming UC 

 

No data held but very few UC 
claimants anticipated for 

2017-18 

 

 
Financial impact on Teignbridge claimants 
Pensioners are protected from any changes to the scheme so these proposals will affect claimants of 
working age only. Our current CTR caseload is 9,197 made up of 4,310 working age claimants (46.9%) 
and 4,887 pensioner claimants (53.1%). Spend on working age is £4,050,052 (45.5%) and on 
pensioners  £4,844,911 (54.5%) taken at 14 November 2016. 
 
It is worth noting that, with the exception of the minimum income floor which will affect existing 
claimants, all other proposed changes will affect new claimants only or those which have a future 
change in circumstances after 2017-18 e.g. a third or additional child. The impact of each of the 
proposals is analysed in turn below. It should be borne in mind that claimants could potentially be 
affected by more than one of the proposals. 
 
1 Data extracted November 2016 
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Proposal 1 – Remove the family premium 
 
This proposal will apply to new claimants after 1 April 2017 and will align our scheme with changes 
made to the prescribed HB scheme. 
 
This change alters the means test and removes the additional allowance given to households with 
dependant children. These households will still receive more support than households without children 
but whereas current claimants have an allowance of £17.45 family premium resulting in up to an 
additional £3.49 per week, new claimants will not receive this. Where a claimant’s weekly income is 
less than £17.44 below their applicable amount* they will lose less than £3.49 from their CTR award. 
Where income is more than £17.45 below the applicable amount, the removal of family premium will 
not reduce the award.  
 
Persons on passported claims e.g. UC, income support etc. will not be affected by this change. 
‘Passported’ people generally being the most in need. Households which are awarded disability 
premium or a carers premium are less likely than other households to be financially affected by this 
change. 
 
Based on number of claims received last year and composition of our current caseload, we estimate 
that around 330 new claims are likely to be affected in 2017-18. These new claims will be calculated 
using the revised means test so will not include the family premium.  
 
*An applicable amount is a standard national figure which the Government believes reflects the basic living needs of an applicant and 

their family.  

 
The table below illustrates the potential effect: 
 

Proposal 1 
Estimated no. of 
new claimants 
potentially affected 

Maximum 
estimated cost 
reduction 

Maximum weekly 
reduction that 
would no longer 
apply 

Couples with dependant 
children 

134 £22,295 £3.49 

Female lone parents 190 £31,945 £3.49 
Male lone parents 9 £1,423 £3.49 
Total estimate 333 £55,662  £3.49 

 
Of the 333 estimated claims, based on current caseload composition, these are likely to include around 
22 cases with carers premium and 48 with disability premium or a severe disability premium or 
disabled child premium. These premiums provide additional support for these households. 
 

Proposal 2 – Reduce backdating to one month 
 
This proposal will apply to new claimants only and will reduce the maximum period a claim can be 
backdated from six months until one month. This change will align CTR with changes to the prescribed 
HB scheme. 
 
 A backdated request is made at the time a claim is submitted and can be allowed for a variety of 
reasons. As such, this change will not impact on any one group in particular. We estimate we receive 
fewer than 60 backdated requests per year for a period exceeding one month There will be no financial 
impact on the ongoing weekly CTR award, just the amount allowed for any backdated period.  
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Proposal 3 – Introduce a minimum income for self-employed claimants 
 
This proposal will apply to both existing and new claimants after one year of self-employment.  This 
change will align our scheme with UC which assumes a notional income for self-employed claimants 
equal to 35 hours work at the National Living Wage or National Minimum Wage depending on age. 
 
As this change will affect existing caseload we have been able to undertake a much more accurate 
analysis of the impact. The following calculations have assumed all self employed people will have a 
minimum income of £232.38 per week. This is 35 hours at National Living Wage less Tax and NI. 
 
We currently have 396 self-employed cases in our caseload which would be affected by this change. 
Of these, 317 will be taken out of CTR altogether. This would reduce total costs by £333,525 (£30.7K 
for Teignbridge) per year, at an average reduction in CTR of £842 per year per case (£16.15 per week 
per case). 
 

Yearly Amount of CTR loss for those affected 

Amount Number Affected 
£1 - £200 22   (5.6%) 

£201 - £400 32   (8.1%) 
£401 - £600 47   (11.9%) 
£601 - £800 56   (14.1%) 

£801 - £1000 113   (28.5%) 
£1001 - £1200 67   (16.9%) 
£1201 - £1400 38   (9.6%) 
£1401 - £1600 13   (3.3%) 
£1601 - £1706 8   (2.0%) 

Total 396 

 
Demographics of Self-Employed Claims Affected and All Working Age CTS Claimants 

 

Gender Self-Employed Claims Affected All Working Age CTS 

Single  - Male 53   (13.4%) 840   (19.5%) 
Single - Female 42   (10.6%) 844   (19.6%) 

Couple 20   (5.0%) 341   (7.9%) 
Lone Parent - Male 16   (4.0%) 82   (1.9%) 

Lone Parent - Female 144   (36.4%) 1393   (32.3%) 
Couple with children 121   (30.6%) 810   (18.8%) 

Total 396 4310 

 
 

Number of Children Self-Employed Claims Affected All Working Age CTS 

0 115   (29.0%) 2025   (47.0%) 
1 118   (29.8%) 923   (21.4%) 
2 102   (25.8%) 792   (18.4%) 
3 47   (11.9%) 405   (9.4%) 
4 9   (2.3%) 107   (2.4%) 
5 4   (1.0%) 43   (1.0%) 
6 1   (0.3%) 11   (0.3%) 
7 0   (0.0%) 2   (0.05%) 
8 0   (0.0%) 1   (0.02%) 
9 0   (0.0%) 1   (0.02%) 
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Total 396 4310 
 
 

Age Self-Employed Claims Affected All Working Age CTS 

18 - 24 4   (1.0%) 277   (6.4%) 
25 - 29 34   (8.6%) 463   (10.7%) 
30 - 44 181   (45.7%) 1527   (35.4%) 
45 - 59 155   (39.1%) 1660   (38.5%) 
60 - 64 22   (5.6%) 383   (8.9%) 
Total 396 4310 

 
 

Council Tax Band Self-Employed Claims Affected All Working Age CTS 

A 62   (15.7%) 1307   (30.3%) 
B 152   (38.4%) 1805   (41.9%) 
C 112   (28.3%) 850   (19.7%) 
D 47   (11.9%) 235   (5.5%) 

E   (limited to D) 16   (4.0%) 83   (1.9%) 
F   (limited to D) 5   (1.3%) 22   (0.5%) 
G   (limited to D) 2   (0.5%) 8   (0.2%) 
H   (limited to D) 0   (0.0%) 0   (0.0%) 

Total 396 4310 

 
 

Disability and Carer 
premiums 

No. affected All Working Age CTS 

Disability Premium / Severe 
Disability Premium 

33   (8.3%) 228 (5.3%) 

Disabled Child Premium 25   (6.3%) 122   (2.8%) 
Carer Premium 25   (6.3%) 137 (3.2%) 

NB: Many claims are in at least 2 of these 3 categories, ie the 3 categories should not be added together. 

 
This change is not replicated within HB but is considered to be an important feature within UC to 
incentivise the self-employed on low to nil incomes to expand their business and increase their hours 
of work and earnings. This measure has been introduced by a number of local authorities across the 
country and feedback from them indicates that those affected have adapted well to this change 
 

Proposal 4 – Reduce the period a person can be absent from Great Britain 
 
This proposal will reduce the period claimants can be absent from their homes from 13 weeks (52 in 
certain circumstances) to 4 weeks.  There will be exceptions for certain occupations such as mariners 
and the armed forces. There is also provision for this to be extended to 8 weeks in specific 
circumstances, such as the death of a close relative. 
 
This is in line with changes to Housing Benefit and the Pensioner Age CTR scheme. 
Claimants affected would see their CTR cease from the date they left the country and they would need 
to re-apply on their return. 
 
We do not hold any data on these cases and are therefore unable to model the impact.  
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Proposal 5 – Remove the work related activity component for new Employment and Support 
Allowance (ESA) applicants 
 
This proposal is in line with changes planned by government to HB and the Pensioner Age CTR 
scheme and will ensure the calculation for CTR takes into account the fact that the ‘work-related 
activity component’ will no longer exist. This component is an allowance within the ESA calculation for 
persons deemed capable for work-related activity. The Government intends to remove this allowance 
for new claimants. 
 
This change will avoid additional costs to the CTR scheme. NB. Persons currently receiving ESA will 
be affected.  
 

Proposal 6 – Limit the number of dependant children within the calculation for CTR 
 
This proposal will reflect the changes proposed by government to HB and other central government 
benefits.  
 
From April 2017 (possibly later) central government will be limiting dependant additions in UC, HB, and 
Tax Credits to a maximum of two children. This will only affect households who have a third or 
subsequent child born on or after 1st April 2017. There will be exceptions, for example where there are 
multiple births after 1st April 2017 (and the household is not already at their maximum of two 
dependants within the calculation). 
 
Within the current scheme, claimants who have children are normally awarded a dependant addition of 
£66.90 per child within the calculation of their needs (Applicable Amounts). There is currently no limit to 
the number of dependant children included in the calculation.  An additional £66.90 is awarded per 
each child born up to a maximum 100% CTR. 
 
We have no data on the number of claimants having a third or subsequent child in any given year so it 
is very difficult to estimate numbers affected. This is compounded by the fact that the government’s 
changes may influence future behaviour. We do not know whether this is likely, or to what extent. 
Based on our current caseload composition we can estimate, but not place reliance on, the following 
potential impact: 
 

Proposal 6 

Estimated no. of 
claimants 
potentially 
affected 

Maximum 
estimated cost 
reduction 

Maximum 
weekly 
reduction that 
would no longer 
apply 

Couples with 3 or more children 66 £44,273 
£13.38 per 

additional child 
Female lone parents 32 £17,494 “ 
Male lone parents 1 £344 “ 
Total estimate 99 £62,111  £13.38 

 
Of the 99 estimated claims, based on current caseload composition, these are likely to include around 
13 cases with carers premium and 22 with disability premium or a severe disability premium or 
disabled child premium. These premiums provide additional support for these households. 
 
NB. The Government is currently considering a range of exemptions that we will mirror so actual 
numbers may be lower. 
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Proposal 7- Remove the entitlement to the Severe Disability Premium where someone else is 
already paid UC (Carers Element) 
 
This proposed change would align our scheme with Central Government changes to HB. 
 
Currently when another person is paid Carers Allowance to look after a CTR claimant, the Severe 
Disability Premium payment is disregarded when working out their financial needs. The reason for this 
is that it avoids paying for the same care twice. This proposed change will ensure that people who 
receive UC (Carers Element) will be treated in the same way as someone receiving Carers Allowance.  
This does not disadvantage claimants as those affected would not have received a severe disability 
premium under the previous rules before UC was introduced. 
 
No financial impact. 
 

Proposal 8 – Remove the additional earnings disregard for claimants on UC 
 
This proposal will align with UC  
 
Currently an additional amount of earnings can be disregarded if a customer is working sufficient 
hours. This additional disregard doesn’t exist in UC. This proposal would align with UC by removing the 
additional disregard from CTR for working customers who receive UC. The standard earnings 
disregard will still apply.  
 
Removing the additional earnings disregard from the CTR calculation will simplify the administration of 
claims for those in receipt of UC. 
 

Social impacts and duties 

The proposal indicates the following social impacts. 

 

 

Please score 

 

Age Children (Under 16) – 16% 0 

 Young (16-24) – 9.6% -1 

 Working age (25-59) – 43% -3 

 Older (60+) - 31% -1 

Men – 48% -1 

Women – 52% -3 

Transgender – c1% 0 

BAME (Black, Asian, minority ethnic) – 4% -1 

LGB (lesbian, gay, bisexual) – c. 5% 0 

Marriage and Civil Partnership - 52% 0 

Religion and belief (or none) - 72% 0 

Disabilities – 21% -1 

Pregnancy and Maternity b n/a -1 

+3 � 0 � -3 
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Rural – 27% 0 

Economic Deprivation – 21.8% -2 

* Bold = ‘Protected characteristics’ 

 

Have representatives of those likely to be affected by the proposal been consulted?      Y 

Are there ongoing plans to monitor the impact of the proposals?      Y 

Are there any relevant Human Rights considerations?      N 
 
 

Protected characteristics impact 
It is anticipated that anyone who receives CTR who is of working age, or is the partner of someone 
who is, could potentially be affected by these proposals. Some would be more affected than others – 
we identified the following groups:- 
 

− Those in a lower socio-economic position 

− Families with children 

− Lone parents 

− Carers 

− Full-time and part-time workers/self-employed 

− Single people and childless couples 
 
Specifically, we address the protected characteristics under the Equality Act 2010:- 
 

− Young People 
will be affected indirectly by reduced CTR for families.  

Working Age People 

Changes to the scheme only impact on working age population. Pensioners are protected from 
changes made to local schemes as their entitlement is assessed under the prescribed national 
CTR scheme.  

− Older People  
The Teignbridge scheme does not affect people of pension credit age unless they are the 
partner of a working age claimant. Pensioners are protected from changes made to local 
schemes as their entitlement is assessed under the prescribed national CTR scheme.  

− Men  
The scheme does not differentiate on gender. 

− Women 
The scheme does not intend to differentiate on gender, however it has been identified that 
single parents will be adversely affected and a significant proportion of single parents are 
women. There is also a disproportionate amount of women claiming CTR to that of the 
population at large. 

− Transgender 
The scheme does not differentiate on gender. 

− BAME 
The scheme does not differentiate on race but it is possible that proposal 4 which limits the 
amount of time spent away from Great Britain could disproportionately affect ethnic minority 
groups. 
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− LGB 
The scheme does not differentiate on sexuality 

− Married/Civil partnership 
The scheme does not differentiate on those households who are married or in a civil 
partnership. 

− Religion 
The scheme does not differentiate on religious grounds. 

− Disabilities 
The scheme may affect those members of the disabled community who are in receipt of CTR. 
However our scheme already provides, and will continue to provide, the following additional 
protections for this group: 

· A disregard of Disability Living Allowance (DLA), Personal Independence Payments (PIP) 
and Attendance Allowance (AA) from the CTR calculation 

· Disability premiums for disabled children and claimants and partners which increase 
entitlement to CTR 

· No non-dependant deductions are made for claimants and partners in receipt of DLA 
care,  daily living component of PIP or AA 

· A carers premium for claimants and partners who receive Carers Allowance 

− Pregnancy/Maternity 
The scheme will affect pregnant households where they give birth to a third or subsequent child 
after 1st April 2017 and they are not already receiving 100% CTR. Anyone receiving less than 
100% CTR will not see any increase in their CTR entitlement as a result of increasing the size of 
their family.  

- Rural 
The scheme will not impact on members of the rural community in any particular aspect 

- Economic Deprivation 

The fact that applicants receiving CTR meet the means testing criteria puts them within the 
lowest earning brackets in Teignbridge. The scheme will therefore directly affect residents who 
are currently economically deprived. However, those on the very lowest incomes and on 
passported claims will continue to receive 100% reduction. In addition, the council has 
discretionary powers and is proposing to introduce an Exceptional Hardship Policy that can 
directly assist those in ‘exceptional need’. 

Protections in the existing council tax reduction scheme 

The Council Tax Reduction Scheme exists as a local scheme to provide assistance to low income 
taxpayers. It is a robust and complex system and, as it is currently based on the now obsolete Council 
Tax Benefit Scheme, it has protections for vulnerable groups built in. 
 
The structure of the means test ensures that vulnerable groups are recognised and protected. This 
works in the following ways: 
 

− Personal allowances are higher for families with children 

− Additional premiums for disabled household members and carers 

− Income disregards for certain disability benefits, child benefit and child maintenance 

− Earned income disregards; higher rates apply for full time work, disabled workers, certain part-
time emergency workers and single parent workers 

− Childcare costs disregard for workers with children 

− Local disregard of War Pension income 
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The local scheme maintains the protections and work incentives that have been refined over many 
years. 
 

Extra support for claimants (Mitigation) 

Our Scheme, which continues to pay up to 100% reduction for those on the lowest incomes, remains 
the most generous in Devon. However, these changes will increase the amount of council tax payable 
for a number of new and existing claimants, and in some cases this may cause hardship. To mitigate 
the potential impacts of these changes it is proposed we adopt an Exceptional Hardship Policy which is 
already used by the Devon districts to good effect to provide additional support to claimants. 

This approach provides for a case to be considered on its merits and ensures those in greatest need 
receive the most support. This is considered preferable to introducing a ‘blanket-policy’ of discounts 
which does not take individual circumstances into account and cannot therefore be adequately 
targeted at those experiencing exceptional need. 

We will monitor and measure the impact of these changes going forward. We take a sensitive but pro-
active approach to council tax debt recovery and try to quickly identify any taxpayer experiencing 
difficulty paying their council tax in order to provide timely support. We recognise that some taxpayers 
are reluctant to engage or seek help when they fall into debt and because of this we supplement the 
issue of statutory notices with text messages and outbound telephone calls to encourage taxpayers to 
seek help and find solutions. This may be via the exceptional hardship scheme and/or, money 
management and budgeting advice. 

 
Duties 
Under the Equality Act 2010 s.149 the Council must annually publish what actions we have taken in 
response to our 3 equality duties.  
 
This proposal contributes to the duties in the following ways: 
1) The elimination of discrimination, harassment, victimisation and other prohibited conduct by ….. 

It does not contribute positively to this objective 

2) The advancement of equality of opportunity by …....... 

It does not contribute positively to this objective 

3) The fostering of good relations between people by …........... 

It does not contribute positively to this objective 

 

. Managers’ evaluation 
 

� No major change required.  

 

� Adjustments have been made to better advance equality. 

 

� Continue despite having identified some potential for adverse impacts.  

(Please detail your justification here.)  

 

� Cease the proposal. It shows actual or potential unlawful discrimination. 
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Recommended Actions 
The CTR Scheme must be formally adopted each year and any proposed changes subject to public 
consultation. In conjunction with the Devon Benefit Officers Group we will continue to review the 
scheme each year and consider the impacts of any future proposed changes. 

 

Sign Off 

 

Service 
Manager 

 

BID 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Date the BIA should be  

reviewed/renewed  

 

 

Date:  14.11.16 Signed Tracey Hooper 

Date 15.11.2016 Signed   Kay O’Flaherty 

Date: Annually 
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Example  Exceptional Hardship Policy   3 

1.0  Background 

1.1 An Exceptional Hardship Policy has been created by the Council to assist persons who 
have applied for Council Tax Reduction and who are facing ‘exceptional hardship’. This 
policy aims to provide further assistance where an applicant is in receipt of Council 
Tax Reduction but the level of support being paid by the Council does not meet their 
full Council Tax liability. 

1.2 Every customer who is entitled to Council Tax Reduction, or who loses their 
entitlement because of changes made to the scheme, and who has a shortfall is 
entitled to make a claim for help in the form of an Exceptional Hardship payment. 

1.3 The main features of the policy are as follows: 

 Exceptional Hardship payments are discretionary; 

 The policy will be operated by the Revenues and Benefits section on behalf of the 
Council; 

 Exceptional Hardship falls within S13A 1 A of the Local Government Finance Act 
1992 and forms part of the Council Tax Reduction scheme; 

 Exceptional Hardship payments will only be available from 1st April 2017 and will 
not be available for any other debt other than outstanding Council Tax; 

 Council Tax Reduction must be in payment, or would have been but for changes 
made to the scheme, within the week in which an Exceptional Hardship payment 
is awarded 

 Where an Exceptional Hardship Payment is requested for a previous period, 
Exceptional Hardship must have been proven to have existed throughout the 
whole of the period requested;  

 All applicants will be expected to engage with the Council and undertake the full 
application process. Failure to do so will mean that no payment will be made. 

 

2.0  Exceptional Hardship and Equalities 

2.1 The creation of an Exceptional Hardship Policy facility meets the Council’s obligations 
under the Equality Act 2010. 

2.2 The Council recognises the importance of protecting our most vulnerable customers 
and also the impact of the changes imposed by the removal of Council Tax Benefit by 
Central Government. This policy has been created to ensure that a level of protection 
and support is available to those applicants most in need. It should be noted that an 
Exceptional Hardship Policy is intended to help in cases of extreme financial hardship 
and not support a lifestyle or lifestyle choice. Whilst the definition ‘Exceptional 
Hardship’ is not exactly defined by this policy, it is accepted that changes to the level 
of support generally will cause financial hardship and any payment made will be at the 
total discretion of the Council and only for those cases in exceptional need.  
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3.0  Purpose of this policy 

3.1 The purpose of this policy is to specify how the Council will operate the scheme, to 
detail the application process and indicate a number of factors, which will be 
considered when deciding if an Exceptional Hardship payment can be made. 

3.2 Each case will be treated on its own merits and all applicants will be treated fairly and 
equally in relation to both accessibility and the decision- making process.  

 

4.0 The Exceptional Hardship Process 

4.1 As part of the process of applying for additional support, all applicants must be willing 
to: 

a. Make a separate application for assistance; 

b. Provide full details of their income and expenditure; 

c. Where a person is self-employed or a director of a private limited company, 
provide details of their business including business accounts; 

d. Accept assistance from either the Council or third parties such as the CAB or 
similar organisations to enable them to manage their finances more effectively 
including the termination of non essential expenditure;  

e. Make potential changes in payment methods and arrangements where it will 
aid budgeting and financial management; 

f. Assist the Council to minimise liability by ensuring that all discounts, 
exemptions and reductions are properly granted; and 

g. Maximise their income through the application for other welfare benefits, 
cancellation of non-essential contracts and outgoings and identifying the most 
economical tariffs for the supply of utilities and services generally. 

 

4.2 Through the operation of this policy the Council will look to 

 Allow a short period of time for someone to adjust to unforeseen short-term 
circumstances and to enable them to “bridge the gap” during this time, whilst the 
applicant seeks alternative solutions; 

 Provide support to households in managing their finances; 

 Help applicants through personal crises and difficult events that affect their 
finances; 

 Prevent exceptional hardship; 

 Support financially vulnerable young people in the financial transition to adult life 

 Help those applicants who are trying to help themselves financially; and 

 Encourage and support people to obtain and sustain employment. 
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An Exceptional Hardship payment is generally a short-term award whilst the customer 
seeks alternative solutions. However, longer term awards may be considered 
appropriate in certain circumstances. 

4.3 Exceptional Hardship payments will not be awarded for the following circumstances: 

 Where the full Council Tax liability is being met by Council Tax Reduction; 

 For any other reason, other than to reduce Council Tax liability; 

 Where the Council considers that there are unnecessary expenses/debts etc and 
that the applicant has not taken reasonable steps to reduce these; 

 To pay for any arrears of Council Tax Reduction caused through the failure of the 
applicant to notify changes in circumstances in a timely manner or where the 
applicant has failed to act correctly or honestly; or 

 To cover previous years Council Tax arrears 

 A shortfall caused by a Department for Work and Pensions sanction or suspension 
that has been applied because the customer has turned down 
work/interview/training opportunities. 

 

5.0  Awarding an Exceptional Hardship Payment 

5.1 The Council will decide whether or not to make an Exceptional Hardship award, and 
how much any award might be.  

5.2 When making this decision the Council will consider: 

 The shortfall between Council Tax Reduction and Council Tax liability; 

 Whether the applicant has engaged with the Exceptional Hardship process; 

 The personal circumstances, age and medical circumstances (including ill health 
and disabilities) of the applicant, their partner any dependants and any other 
occupants of the applicant’s home; 

 The difficulty experienced by the applicant, which prohibits them from being able 
to meet their Council Tax liability, and the length of time this difficulty will exist; 

 Steps taken by the customer to claim other welfare benefits 

 The income and expenditure of the applicant, their partner and any dependants 
or other occupants of the applicant’s home; 

 How reasonable expenditure exceeds income; 

 In the case of a self-employed applicant, whether they are in gainful employment; 

 All income received by the applicant, their partner and any member of their 
household irrespective of whether the income may fall to be disregarded under 
the Council Tax Reduction scheme; 

 Any savings or capital that might be held by the applicant, their partner and any 
member of their household irrespective of whether the capital may fall to be 
disregarded under the Council Tax Reduction scheme; 
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 Other debts outstanding for the applicant and their partner;  

 Whether the customer has already accessed or is in the process of engaging 
assistance with budgeting and financial/debt management advice 

 The exceptional nature of the applicant and/or their family’s circumstances that 
impact on finances; and 

 The length of time they have lived in the property;  

5.3 The above list is not exhaustive and other relevant factors and special circumstances 
will be  considered. 

5.4 An award of Exceptional Hardship does not guarantee that a further award will be 
made at a later date, even if the applicant’s circumstances have not changed. 

5.5 An Exceptional Hardship payment may be less than the difference between the 
Council Tax liability and the amount of Council Tax Reduction paid.  

 

6.0  Publicity  

6.1 The Council will make a copy of this policy available for inspection and it will be 
published on the Council’s website. 

 

7.0  Making a Claim 

7.1 A claim for an Exceptional Hardship payment will be accepted in whatever format it is 
made. This may be in writing, by email, face to face or over the telephone.  

7.2 An application can be made by the applicant, a third party authorised by the claimant 
to do so, or advocate.  Applications may also be made by referral from Council staff or 
from an advice/support agency. 

7.3 Following the initial claim the Applicant may be asked to complete a form detailing 
their income and expenditure for the decision-making process to begin and the 
Council may ask for additional information to support the application. 

7.4 The application form must be fully completed and supporting information or 
evidence provided, as reasonably requested by the Council.  The form must be 
returned within one calendar month of its issue. 

 

8.0  Changes in circumstances 

8.1 The Council may revise an award of Exceptional Hardship where the applicant’s 
circumstances have changed, particularly where this increases or reduces their 
Council Tax Reduction entitlement. 

 

9.0 Duties of the applicant and the applicant’s household 

9.1 A person claiming an Exceptional Hardship payment is required to: 

 Provide the Council with such information as it may require to make a decision; 
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 Tell the Council of any changes in circumstances that may be relevant to their 
award; and 

 Provide the Council with such other information as it may require in connection 
with their claim.  

 

10.0 The award and duration of an Exceptional Hardship Payment 

10.1 Both the amount and the duration of the award are determined at the discretion of 
the Council, and will be done so on the basis of the evidence supplied and the 
circumstances of the claim. 

10.2 The start date of the award will usually be the date of receipt of the application, 
although it may be possible to backdate this award based on the individual 
circumstances of the case.  

10.3 The maximum length of the award will not exceed the end of the financial year in 
which the award is given. 

 

11.0 Payment 

11.0 Any Exceptional Hardship payment will be made direct onto the customer’s Council 
Tax account, thereby reducing the amount of Council Tax payable. 

 

12.0 Overpaid Exceptional Hardship Payments 

12.1 Overpaid Exceptional Hardship payments will generally be recovered directly from the 
applicant’s council tax account, thus increasing the amount of council tax due and 
payable. 

 

13.0  Notification of an award 

13.1 The Council will notify the outcome of each application for Exceptional Hardship 
payment in writing, setting out the reason for the decision and the applicant’s right to 
appeal the decision. 

 

14.0 Appeals 

14.1 Exceptional Hardship payment decisions are subject to the same statutory appeal 
process as decisions on the main Council Tax Reduction Scheme.  It the applicant is 
not happy with the decision taken by the Council he/she can appeal the decision. 

14.2 The applicant must submit the appeal in writing within two months of the date of the 
notification letter informing the original decision. The appeal must set out the grounds 
on which the applicant believes the decision to be wrong. 

14.3 An officer other than the original decision-maker will review the application and 
consider whether the original decision should be changed.  
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14.4 The outcome of the appeal will be notified in writing setting out reasons for changing 
the original decision or for upholding the original decision. 

14.5 If the Council fails to respond within two months, or the applicant still believes the 
decision is wrong, they can appeal directly to the Valuation Tribunal  

 

15.0 Fraud 

15.1 The Council is committed to protect public funds and ensure funds are awarded to the 
people who are rightfully entitled to them. 

15.2 An applicant who tries to fraudulently claim an Exceptional Hardship payment by 
falsely  declaring their circumstances, providing a false statement or evidence in 
support of their application, may have committed an offence under The Fraud Act 
2006.  

15.3 Where the Council suspects that such a fraud may have been committed, this matter 
will be  investigated as appropriate and may lead to criminal proceedings being 
instigated. 

 

16.0 Complaints 

16.1 The Council’s ‘Comments and Complaints Procedure’ (available on the Council’s 
website) will be applied in the event of any complaint received about this policy. 

 

17.0 Policy Review 

17.1 This policy will be reviewed on a regular basis and updated as appropriate to ensure 
it remains fit for purpose.  However, a review may take place sooner should there be 
any significant changes in legislation or Council policy. 

 

 


