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UPDATE OF FRAUD ACTIVITY  

 
Purpose of Report 

The purpose of this report is to inform the Joint Committee of the Counter Fraud Activity 
the ARP is undertaking in order to protect the public purse against fraudulent benefit 
claims whilst ensuring those entitled to benefits receive their correct entitlement. , 

The current financial climate suggests that the Joint Committee members should be 
aware of the ongoing Counter Fraud activity being undertaken to both safeguard the tax 
payer and lead into the Government’s stated programme of Welfare Reform. 

 
Recommendations 
 

To note the content of this report.  

 
1. Background 
 

1.1. ARP is committed to preventing and detecting fraud. The Compliance team 
ensures that claims for Housing and Council Tax benefit are correct and in cases 
where there is suspected irregularity, a thorough investigation is undertaken in 
accordance with relevant legislation. Where appropriate, suspected offenders are 
dealt with in accordance with the ARP Prosecutions policy. The Compliance team 
also undertake investigations into suspected irregularity with claims to Council Tax 
discounts and exemptions and any areas of suspected internal fraud.  

 
1.2. This report details the work undertaken by the ARP Fraud and Visits Team during 

the period 2011/2012 in Countering Fraud against the public purse, compared to 
2010/2011.  

 
2. Performance  
 

2.1. Appendix A give details of the performance for each of the authorities within the 
partnership.  The performance is achieved through risk assessment of the referrals 
received.  

 
2.2. The predominant sources of referrals are; 

 

• Housing Benefit and Council Tax assessment officers 

• Data matching 

• Joint working – Police, DWP, Registered providers/Teams, Other LA departments 

• Whistle blowing 

• Fraud Hotline referrals 
 

2.3. Early verification of claims reduces overpayment whilst helping ensure that 
payment is made quickly to those legally entitled to benefit. A difficult line has to 
be drawn between making a quick payment to the honest majority, whilst at the 
outset making every effort to reduce fraud entering the system. Investigation is 
undertaken and visits made to customers where there is a suspicion of any 
irregularity in their claim, or there is a need for further validation to support the 
claim.  

 



2.4. ARP has an Officer trained and certified to conduct investigations into suspected 
Money Laundering, in accordance with the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 (POCA). 
Whilst unusual in a Benefits fraud team, this provides ARP with a greater armoury 
against those committing fraud. 

 
2.5. Visits also enable checks and reviews of older claims where there is suspicion of 

an irregularity later in the claim period. This is effective where it is not 
proportionate to conduct a full investigation. A home visit and review of the benefit 
claim can provide valuable additional information in support of the allegation, to 
subsequently justify full investigation.  

 
2.6. The officers who undertaken investigations and issue sanctions also notify the 

relevant authority’s communications team so that press releases can be made to 
the local press.  There has been limited success with this as the local press will 
often only print such cases where there are large amounts involved or there is 
space available for such details. 

 
2.7. Appendix B gives members some examples of very recent and current cases. 

 
3. Welfare Reform 
 

3.1 The Welfare Reform Act received Royal Assent on 08 March 2012. This Act is 
intended to reform the Welfare system which will include a reform of the way Benefit 
Fraud is investigated. 

 
3.2 It is intended that the reform of benefit fraud will bring together the combined 

expertise of the Welfare Benefit Fraud investigation work undertaken by DWP, Local 
Authorities and HMRC, by the creation of the Single Fraud Investigation Service 
(SFIS) 

 
3.3 It is intended that SFIS will be responsible for the investigation of all elements of 

fraud within the Welfare Benefits system. This will only include state benefits so Local 
Authorities will be responsible for investigation of alleged fraud within Localised 
Council Tax Support.  

 
3.4 On 30th April 2012, DWP (the lead authority for SFIS) publicised a paper detailing the 

high level design of SFIS. This document outlines the intentions for SFIS, which is 
due to be implemented with effect from April 2013. It is expected that the 
implementation of SFIS will significantly change the way in which benefit fraud is 
investigated, sanctioned and prosecuted. One of the key changes is likely to be the 
removal of authority for Local Authorities to prosecute Social Security benefit fraud 
offences.  

 
3.5 It has been confirmed that SFIS will have no capacity for investigation of matters 

other than welfare fraud. There will be no capacity for SFIS to investigate other areas 
that are currently investigated by LA Fraud teams or areas that have been 
highlighted as requiring further work to prevent and detect fraud. This includes the 
new Local Council Tax Support scheme and the various other areas that have been 
highlighted as highly at risk of fraud and error in the recent National Fraud Authority 
report.  

 
3.6 ARP will need to consider how the host authorities wish to approach the investigation 

of alleged fraudulent claims within the means tested Localised Council Tax Support 
scheme and the other areas of suggested investigation as identified by the National 
Fraud Authority.  

 
Lead Contact Officer: 
Name/Post Lucy Burt Fraud and Visits Team Manager 
Telephone: 01842 756451 
Email: lucy.burt@angliarevenues.gov.uk 
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APPENDIX A 

 
 

Definitions 
 
Sanction – Formal outcome of a successful investigation resulting in a 

conclusion as set out below. 
 
Caution –  A warning, given in certain circumstances, as an alternative to 

prosecution, to a person who has committed an offence (NOT 
a Police caution). The caution is recorded on the records of the 
LA and DWP for 5 years. A check would be conducted in the 
event of a similar investigation. A 2nd Caution would not be 
offered and it would be more likely that a prosecution would be 
instigated in a 2nd benefit fraud offence, where there was a 
previous caution recorded within the last 5 years.  

 
Administrative Penalty -  An Administrative Penalty (Ad-Pen) is a financial penalty, 

which can be offered as an alternative to prosecution where 
there has been no previous sanction of any form, for example, 
Caution, Ad-Pen or prosecution. The Ad-pen is administered 
on behalf of the Secretary Of State and is set at 30% of the 
total of overpaid benefit in the case.  The Ad-pen is recorded 
on the records of the LA and DWP for 5 years. A check would 
be conducted in the event of a similar investigation. A 2nd Ad-
pen would not be offered and it would be more likely that a 
prosecution would be instigated in a 2nd benefit fraud offence, 
where there was a previous Caution or Ad-pen recorded within 
the last 5 years. 

 
Prosecution -   Prosecution of an offender, within the Criminal Justice System, 

for an alleged offence.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
Appendix B 

 
4. Examples of Current or Recent Significant Cases 

 
4.1. An ongoing case into an alleged fraudulent claim for Housing and Council Tax benefit 

has involved a joint operation with the Police where a search warrant was executed 
at the claim address. This facilitated a full search of the claim address and linked 
surrounding properties. This search resulted in the seizure of important 
documentation that would not have been identified by any other investigative means. 
Enquiries in this case are ongoing.  

 
4.2. A recent successful prosecution was publicised in both the local and national 

newspapers. A customer was prosecuted for failing to notify a change in her 
circumstances, namely that her partner was resident with her at the claim address. 
She had been overpaid Income Support, Housing benefit and Council Tax benefit 
totalling in excess of £21,000. DWP Solicitors had declined to prosecute so the case 
was referred to the Local Authority agent solicitors. The case was successfully 
prosecuted and the offender was ordered to undertake 180 hours unpaid work. The 
key factor in the prosecution was evidence obtained from Facebook in which the 
offender openly publicised that she was living together and in a full time relationship 
with her partner.  

 
4.3. An example of vigilance and accuracy on the part of an assessment officer has 

enabled a fraudulent benefit claim to be identified from the outset, without incurring 
an overpayment of benefit. An assessment officer noticed an irregularity with a 
benefit claim on initial assessment. An investigation was subsequently launched 
which identified that the customer had a further bank account that had not been 
declared. The customer was offered an Official Caution but declined to accept this. 
As a result, the case was referred and dealt with by way of Prosecution. The 
customer entered a not guilty plea and opted for trial. She was found guilty and 
sentenced by way of £200 fine for each of the two offences and ordered to pay £400 
towards prosecution costs. The customer subsequently appealed against the 
conviction but was unsuccessful in this appeal. As a result she was ordered to pay an 
additional £500 towards prosecution costs.  

 
4.4. A successful prosecution has resulted in the offender being sentenced to 8 weeks in 

custody. The investigation identified that the customer had failed to declare that he 
had undertaken paid employment. Enquiries revealed that the customer had a 
previous conviction for a similar offence. Magistrates ordered the customer to be 
interviewed by the Probation Service. During that interview the customer advised the 
Probation Officer that he would not comply if he was sentenced to undertake unpaid 
work. As a result, the Magistrates dealt with the case by way of custodial sentence.   

 
4.5. A Proceeds of Crime Act confiscation order has just been awarded against a 

claimant convicted of a benefit fraud offence. The order includes a stipulation that the 
offender must pay £1958.19 to East Cambridgeshire District Council for benefit he 
received as a result of the fraudulent claim.  

 


