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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 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 Q1 & Q2 2013/14 in Countering Fraud against the public purse, 
compared to Q1 & Q2  in 2012/13.  

 
1.2. This report will also update on the Single Fraud Investigation Service and on joint 

work with other parties in Countering Fraud.    
 
 
2. Performance  
 
 

2.1. Appendix A gives details of the performance for each of the authorities within the 
partnership for Q1& Q2 2013/14 compared to Q1& Q2 2012/13. (Appendix B gives 
definitions of some of the terms used within this report).  

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

 
2.3. Work is ongoing on NNDR cases with a view to identifying means for collection of 

outstanding NNDR payments. It is intended that these cases, where appropriate, 
will be dealt with by West Suffolk Legal Section with a view to further recovery 
action being taken against the liable parties.  

 
2.4. 3 cases have been passed for approval by CMT to then be forwarded to West 

Suffolk Legal Section for consideration of further recovery action. Other cases 
remain ongoing.  

 
 
3. Single Fraud Investigation Service  
 

3.1 No further information is known following that which was provided to Joint Committee 
in Oct 2013.  
 

4 Joint Working 
 

4.1 Joint working is still being pursued in order to support the Host Authorities in 
Countering Fraud and to meet the requirements of the National Fraud Authority.  

 



4.2 The Cambs Fraud Hub is progressing well with partner authorities working towards a 
joint data sharing agreement and installation of the relevant data sharing software.  
 

4.3 Work is ongoing to launch the Suffolk Tenancy Fraud forum and discussions 
continue to encourage engagement from Havebury and Flagship Housing.  
 

4.4 A case is ongoing on behalf of Orbit Housing. This involves an alleged case of 
Tenancy Fraud and is being investigated alongside the alleged housing benefit fraud.  
 

4.5 The Audit Commission have again revealed details of the Protecting the Public Purse 
strategy and have again highlighted the need for Local Authorities to identify and 
investigate fraud against all elements of the public sector to protect the public purse. 
Work is ongoing to pursue avenues where ARP can assist departments of the host 
authorities in meeting the requirements of the National Fraud Authority. 
 

5  IRRV Performance Award – excellence in Anti Fraud 
 
5.1  WE WON!  

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



Appendix A 
Sanctions Q1& Q2 2012/13 compared to Q1& Q2 2013/14 per authority 

 
 

   
 
 

    



Breckland; Slight decrease in the number of sanctions. This is due to two lengthy complex cases  which are labour intensive and time consuming. 
These cases are ongoing.     
 
St Edmundsbury; No significant change.  
 
East Cambridgeshire; No significant change.   
 
Forest Heath; 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 

 
6. Examples of Current or Recent Significant Cases 

 
6.1 An investigation involved the use of Social Security Administration Act Authorised 

officers powers to require an employer to provide details of an employee, linked to 
our investigation. Despite continued efforts, the employer failed to respond to our 
requests. The appropriate legislation was used to bring the case before the Court 
where he was charged with failing to comply with the request of an Authorised 
Officer. The employer failed to attend so the case was dealt with in his absence. The 
employer was fined £500 and ordered to pay £150 towards prosecution costs and 
was ordered to provide the requested information. This was a good message to send 
to employers to demonstrate that our enquiries are legitimate and must be complied 
with and there are implications for those that fail to do so. We have since received 
the requested information in full from the employer.  
 

6.2 Mr M made a claim stating that he had no savings or capital. A data match revealed 
that Mr M had capital in excess of £68k. Evidence was obtained and Mr M was 
interviewed. He admitted that he received the funds from a payout for an accident at 
work. The case was prosecuted and Mr M was sentenced to 6 weeks imprisonment 
which was suspended for 12 months.  
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