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DRAFT BUDGET STATEMENT 2017 (P.109/2016): FIFTH AMENDMENT 

____________ 

PAGE 2 – 

After paragraph (d) insert the following new paragraph – 

“(d) to agree that the estimate of income from taxation during 2018 and 

subsequent years shall be increased by removing the additional 

personal tax allowances awarded to co-habiting couples with one 

child or more and to direct the Minister for Treasury and Resources 

to bring forward the necessary changes to the Income Tax (Jersey) 

Law 1961 for consideration by the Assembly during 2017;”. 
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REPORT 

 

The Draft Budget Statement for 2017 (P.109/2016) (pages 15-16) starts a process of 

aligning the treatment of tax allowances/thresholds for marginal rate taxpayers who are 

within the band of married or co-habiting assessments. 
 
Although this is a welcome start there is a forgotten piece of the puzzle. 
 
Our current system of allowances and thresholds do not really hold up to many policies 

that may be in place across the States and when digging deeper into the logic behind 

many of these well intentioned measures it would appear to create a disparity in what is 

trying to be achieved and what is actually happening. 
 
This is a minor amendment to what is a complex system. 
 
Without the results of an appropriate assessment of the workings behind the personal 

tax system against the provisions for income support to protect low-income households, 

incentivize to work and economic growth it is difficult to make any significant moves 

to aligning policy and ensuring the correct balance to support household independence.  
 
The purpose of the amendment is to take action (albeit small) on the principle of 

fairness. The Strategic Plan 2015–18 sets out on page 8, ‘1.1 Sound and sustainable 

public finances’ (see Appendix 1) the desired outcome that taxation should be low, 

broad, simple and fair. 
 
An example of the current system assuming comparable incomes and circumstances – 
 

Married with 1 child at school age – Persons A & B 

Income £50,000 

Exemption threshold £23,000 

Child Allowance £3,000 

Partners Allowance £4,500 

£50,000 – £30,500 = £19,500 

26% of £19,500 = £5,070 

 

Co-habiting or Common-in-law with 1 child at school age – Persons C & D 

Person C with 1 child Person D (partner of Person C) 

Income  £30,000 Income  £20,000 

Exemption Threshold  £14,350 Exemption Threshold  £14,350 

Child allowance  £3,000  

Additional Personal 

Allowance  

£4,500  

£30,000 – £21,850  = £8,150 £20,000 – £14,350 = £5,650 

26% of £8,150  = £2,119 26% of £5,650 = £1,469 

Total owed in tax £3,588  

  

http://www.statesassembly.gov.je/AssemblyPropositions/2016/P.109-2016%20COMPLETE.pdf
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In this particular scenario, being married requires an additional liability of £1,482 of 

tax. 

 

By this example you will see that living as a married couple compared to couples 

cohabiting in equivalent circumstances, pay more tax just by the fact they have a 

marriage certificate and no other reason.  

 

As already stated, there are well-intentioned reasons for having an additional personal 

allowance and it specifically states on the gov.je website (see Appendix 2) under the 

tax allowances and reliefs as a single parent allowance. 

 

If we return to the consistency in policy-making and creating fairness within the system, 

there is an issue when you try to apply the same logic to that of income support. 

 

Under income support rules (see Appendix 3) there is a requirement to notify the Social 

Security Department when there is a change in circumstances. One of these 

circumstances is when you have a partner living with you. The purpose of this is to 

ensure the household is not receiving money equivalent to a household who would not 

have that extra income from a partner. Claimants are penalized for not adhering to these 

rules and sanctions or even legal action may be taken. 

 

However, under the remit of tax, although it states this is a single parent allowance it 

can in fact be claimed when living with a partner and therefore creating a disparity in 

policy being applied consistently across the States. 

 

The provision provided under the standard rate of 20 means 20 is already being phased 

out during this term of office due to the adoption of the budget 2016. 

 

The consequences of approving this amendment would be equivalent to those 

cohabiting couples getting married. Just by being married should not mean that more 

tax should be paid. We have to be cognisant of the fact that individuals will make the 

right choice for them and their family. If marriage is the right route for them, they should 

not be financially penalised for that choice equally, if cohabiting couples never wish to 

get married advantages in tax relief should not be available.  

 

Financial and manpower implications 

 

Increase in revenue and potential to require further information being requested via the 

tax assessment to ensure compliance. 
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APPENDIX 1 
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APPENDIX 2 
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APPENDIX 3 
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