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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 fraud. 

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. 

 
 

1. Background 
 
 

1.1. This report details the work undertaken by the ARP Fraud and Visits Team during 
the period 2012/2013 in Countering Fraud against the public purse, compared to 
2011/2012.  

 
1.2. This report will also detail progress that is being made in identifying and pursuing 

other areas of fraud on behalf of the host authorities.  
 
 
2. Performance  
 
 

2.1. Appendix A gives details of the performance for each of the authorities within the 
partnership for 2011/2012 compared to 2012/2013. (Appendix B gives definitions 
of some of the terms used within this report).  

 
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. 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.  

 



2.5. 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. 

 
2.6. Appendix C gives members some examples of very recent and current cases. 

 
3. Other areas of Counter fraud activity 
 

3.1 As was previously reported to Joint Committee, ARP has a Counter Fraud resource 
that can be utilised by the host authorities to assist them in meeting the aims and 
targets of the National Fraud Authorities strategy for reducing fraud within Local 
Government. 

 
3.2 Joint liaison has been initiated with the Housing team of Breckland Council. This has 

enabled a closer working arrangement by the two teams. It is intended that this joint 
working will assist the Housing team in cleansing their existing data set and will also 
enable more data exchange and effective use of customer information and therefore 
service provision for future customers.  

 
3.3 It is intended that this joint working and data sharing can be duplicated across the 

other host authorities Housing teams.  
 

3.4 It is also intended to pursue and consider the creation of a data hub to centralise the 
records of Local Authority data. This would enable efficient and timely data matching 
of local authority data at an interdepartmental level and also enable proactive review 
of existing data sets. This would identify potential fraudulent activity and would also 
enable a cleansing of existing data. Again this assists the host authorities in meeting 
the aims of the NFA report and also assists in reducing fraud, error and losses, by 
utlising existing resources.  

 
3.5 On successful implementation of a data hub at Local Authority level, this can be 

considered to be implemented at County level, to include other organisations. This 
will enable cross boundary counter fraud activity.  

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



Appendix A  
Sanctions 2011/2012 compared to 2012/2013, per authority  
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Forest Heath; No significant change.   
   
Breckland; There is a slight increase in the total number of sanctions. There have been some specific joint working cases with DWP that have been 
more complex and labour intensive than usual and were ongoing but are now concluded.   
 
East Cambridgeshire; There is a slight reduction. There have been 3 complex cases, 1 working with the Police and 2 working with DWP. These 
cases are labour intensive and are ongoing.  
 
St Edmundsbury; No significant change.  



 
APPENDIX B 

 
 

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 C 

 
4. Examples of Current or Recent Significant Cases 

 
 
4.1 Miss C had a claim for benefit that was correct and in payment on the basis that she was 

in receipt of sick pay. She failed to notify a change in her circumstances when she 
returned to full time work. A data match identified the case. Enquiries were made and 
Miss C attended an interview under caution. Following that interview she emailed a copy 
of the letter she claimed to have submitted at the time of the change as notification. An 
examination of the metadata of that letter by the investigating officer revealed that it was 
created after the date of the change in her circumstances and the number of pages and 
paragraphs in the original letter did not match that in the letter that was submitted. This 
revealed that she had in fact amended a letter she had saved on her hard drive and 
submitted this, in an attempt to provide evidence that she had done what was required of 
her at the time. As a result of the submission of this false document following interview, 
the case was referred for prosecution. The examination of the metadata was revealed to 
the defence and Miss C subsequently entered a guilty plea to the offence. She was 
sentenced by way of 12 month community supervision order and ordered to undertake 
120 hours unpaid work in the local community.  

 
4.2 Ms S had a claim for housing benefit and subsequently provided change of address 

documents to support her move to a new address. Ms S dishonestly produced a false 
tenancy agreement stating that her rent liability was £675 when in fact the true rental 
liability was £500. Ms S failed to attend any interviews so the case was prosecuted. Ms S 
had been summonsed but had failed to attend a number of previous court appearances. 
In her attempts to avoid Court, she had provided a drs certificate stating that she was 
unfit to attend Court. Enquiries revealed that this was a false document and had not 
been created by the dr by which it purported to have been signed, therefore Ms S had 
committed an offence against the conditions of her bail.  Ms S was arrested by Police in 
Hertfordshire. She appeared at Court for this Housing Benefit offence and also for similar 
Housing Benefit Fraud offences for Kings Lynn and West Norfolk District Council and 
one Police offence of producing an altered doctor’s certificate to magistrates (Producing 
False Instrument – Section 1 Forgery and Counterfeiting Act 1992 – During court 
proceedings for Breckland Council). Ms S also pleaded guilty to 3 Bail Act offences of 
falling to answer bail. The Magistrates deemed that Ms S posed a significant risk of 
failing to return to Court so she was remanded in custody to reappear at Kings Lynn 
Magistrates Court for sentence at 10am Friday 24th May 2013.  

 
4.3 Mr F was prosecuted for making a false statement to obtain benefit. He had made a 

claim stating that he had rent liability when in fact, he was resident in a property that was 
owned by his partner. The case was dealt with jointly with Suffolk Police as Mr F was 
also suspected of credit card fraud offences. Mr F pleaded not guilty and elected for trial 
by Jury in Crown Court. Extensive work went into preparation of the case, including 
arranging for a witness to give evidence by video link from Dubai. At a late stage in 
proceedings, Mr F changed his plea to guilty. He was sentenced by way of 16 months 
imprisonment.  

 
 
 


