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Section 1: Summary details

Directorate and Service
Area

Revenues and Benefits

What is being assessed
(e.g. name of policy,
procedure, project, service or
proposed service change).

Risk Based Verification Policy

Is this a new or existing
function or policy?

Existing

Summary of assessment

Briefly summarise the policy or
proposed service change.
Summarise possible impacts.
Does the proposal bias,
discriminate or unfairly
disadvantage individuals or
groups within the community?

(following completion of the
assessment).

Risk Based Verification is a method of applying different checks to new claims for Housing Benefit and
Council Tax Reduction according to the risk associated with these claims. The aim is to reduce the
burden on customers to provide excessive evidence and enable low risk claims to be assessed and
put into payment more quickly. Efforts can then be concentrated on those claims with a high-risk
category where there is an increased chance of fraud and error.

Completed By

Jacey Scott

Authorised By

Michael Furness

Date of Assessment

08.03.2024




Section 2: Detail of proposal

Context / Background

Briefly summarise the
background to the policy or
proposed service change,
including reasons for any
changes from previous versions.

Each new claim received is allocated a risk score in real time of low, medium or high. The evidence
requirements will differ based on the risk score assigned with high risk claims requiring greater
evidence to support the claims. The evidence requirements for each risk group are contained in the
Risk Based Verification Policy.

Proposals

Explain the detail of the
proposals, including why this has
been decided as the best course

of action.

Risk Based Verification is a method of applying different levels of checks to new claims for Housing
Benefit and Council Tax Reduction based on a risk profile. This approach is an effective way of improving
the time taken to assess claims for our customers, allows resources to be targeted and at the same time
helps to prevent fraud and error

Evidence / Intelligence

List and explain any data,
consultation outcomes, research
findings, feedback from service
users and stakeholders etc, that

When the original policy was proposed in 2017 consultation was carried out with officers and the policy was approved by the
S151 Officer (Director of Finance) and by members. Although no formal consultation took place with residents or
stakeholders the change was communicated, and the policy will be placed on the website.




supports your proposals and can
help to inform the judgements you
make about potential impact on
different individuals, communities
or groups and our ability to deliver
our climate commitments.

Alternatives considered /
rejected

Summarise any other approaches
that have been considered in
developing the policy or proposed
service change, and the reasons
why these were not adopted. This
could include reasons why doing
nothing is not an option.

As RBV is a voluntary scheme the alternative would be to not adopt the scheme and the verification process
would revert to the original DWP requirement for full evidence to be provided on all new claims. This
has been rejected as it is anticipated that the number of new claims received continue to increase
during the cost of living crisis and it will become increasingly difficult to meet the current level of
service if the verification requirements become more onerous. Without an RBV approach, all new
customers would have to provide the maximum level of documentary evidence. This would place a
greater burden on both claimants and the team assessing claims and result in slower claim
processing times.




Section 3: Impact Assessment - Protected Characteristics

Protected

Action owner*

Timescale and

L No - : o Any actions or mitigation : o
Characteristic Positive | Negative Description of Impact y . _g (*Job Title, monitoring
Impact to reduce negative impacts .

Organisation) arrangements
Age ] ]
Disability ] ]
Gendgr 0 O
Reassignment
Marriage & Civil . O
Partnership
Pregna.ncy & 0 0
Maternity
Race L] O
Sex L] O
Sexual
: . ]

Orientation B =
Reliai

el!glon or 0 O
Belief




Section 3: Impact Assessment - Additional Community Impacts

Additional \ A . tigati Action owner | Timescale and
: 0 " . L ) ny actions or mitigation o
community Positive | Negative Description of impact g i *Job Titl monitoring
impacts Impact to reduce negative impacts ( op |t.e, arrangements
Organisation) 9
Rural y 0 0
communities
Armed Forces O O
Carers O O
Areas of
. O O
deprivation




Section 3: Impact Assessment - Additional Wider Impacts

Additional

Action

Timescale and

Wider Impacts No . : . Any actions or mitigation owner* (*Job .
Positive | Negative | Description of Impact L . monitoring
Impact to reduce negative impacts | Title,
o arrangements
Organisation)

Other Council

. O O
Services
Providers O (]
Social Value ! 0 0

L If the Public Services (Social Value) Act 2012 applies to this proposal, please summarise here how you have considered how the contract might improve the economic,
social, and environmental well-being of the relevant area




Section 4: Review

Where bias, negative impact or disadvantage is identified, the proposal and/or implementation can be adapted or
changed; meaning there is a need for regular review. This review may also be needed to reflect additional data and
evidence for a fuller assessment (proportionate to the decision in question). Please state the agreed review timescale for
the identified impacts of the policy implementation or service change.

Review Date 08.03.2024

Person Responsible for | Jacey Scott
Review

Authorised By Michael Furness




