
CPAG in Scotland, Save the Children and One Parent Families Scotland:
Further     comments on the Scottish Community Support Fund proposals  
Building on previous comments on draft guidance our comments, as requested, are 
structured around the specific questions discussed at the Stakeholder event on 13 June.

1. Do you agree with the core purpose of the successor arrangements?
We agree that taking the current rules for community care grants and crisis loans as a 
starting point is in most respects a workable approach. However we are concerned about 
the suggestion that support to alleviate exceptional pressure on families will only be 
available in a crisis, as this excludes many current circumstances under which families 
receive social fund support. It is particularly important that the Section 30 order does not 
itself unnecessarily restrict eligibility, or constrain future scheme development. 
We therefore suggest an alternative wording for the core purpose of:

‘The Scottish Community Support Fund will offer grants or in kind support… in order to:
• provide assistance in an emergency or when there is a threat to health and safety
• enable independent living or continued independent living, preventing crisis or the 
need for institutional care
• provide assistance to families facing exceptional pressures who lack the resources 
to meet irregular costs’

This will allow the new fund to be informed by and support the Child Poverty Strategy and 
meet needs that arise from living in persistent poverty. Benefit levels are insufficient to 
cover the costs of replacing household items and this is the most prominent purpose of the 
current social fund. Such needs are often foreseeable and common, not arising from any 
identifiable crisis.  Families without money upfront to pay for necessary items like a cooker, 
washing machine or furniture often pay inflated weekly rates for hire purchase or credit. 
Such an approach would fit better with an early intervention approach than refusing 
support until families are already in crisis. We feel strongly that the suggestion that the 
independent living element ‘may also include helping families under exceptional pressure 
that might lead to one or more family members being at risk of going into care’ will not be 
sufficient to ensure that these needs are met. The inclusion of ‘exceptional pressures’ 
specifically in the purpose of the scheme is justified in our view due to its importance to 
current social fund users – the Scottish Government literature review on the social fund 
highlighted that 55 per cent of the community care grant budget helps families under 
exceptional pressure. Ensuring the scheme is able to assist in such circumstances would 
support delivery of the Child Poverty Strategy outcome of maximising family resources. 

2. How best can we manage the budget to ensure the funds are targeted on those 
most in need? What eligibility criteria should we set to manage demand?
Our view is that the current proposals in conjunction with a limited budget will ensure 
targeting of the fund on those in the most need. In terms of the ‘possible options’ 
mentioned at the stakeholder event we are most concerned about the exclusion of all 
maternity expenses (given the restrictions to UK wide maternity grants); the qualifying 
benefit test for those to be cared for as well as the applicant (in terms of its impact on 
those who wish to apply for a grant to care for someone who is about to leave care or and 
institution, so may not satisfy the test yet); and the qualifying benefit test for the crisis 
element (see below). One option for managing demand may be some kind of prioritisation 
of eligible applications, similar to that which currently applies to the UK social fund. Whilst 
far from ideal, it nonetheless provides a mechanism to address the issue of an eligible 
demand that consistently exceeds available funds. Maintaining eligibility even when 
demand is likely to exceed budget will help ensure needs are assessed and that even 
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where budget limits/ prioritisation means ‘community support fund’ is unavailable claimants 
can be signposted or referred to other sources of assistance. 

3. What would be the impact be of restricting crisis payments to applicants in 
receipt of DWP benefits?
In short, destitution. As well as being critical for the individuals concerned, this could have 
undesirable societal consequences – eg, increased crime, street begging, more reliance 
on crisis food banks. With the advent of universal credit those who are refused this single 
benefit (perhaps on the grounds of the poorly administered ‘habitual residence test’, which 
has a particular impact on EU migrants) may simply have no other form of support for their 
children whilst challenging a decision. There must be some way to respond to their needs.

4. What particular issues should we take into account for equalities groups when we 
are designing the successor criteria?
The processes will be as important as the criteria themselves for the equalities groups 
listed. A range of available application methods and community language/face-to-face 
support from local authorities will be vital. As highlighted above, we are concerned that the 
draft guidance may prejudice non-UK nationals in crisis, and those with maternity 
expenses not eligible to be met by the regulated social fund.

5. How can independent review best be achieved, bearing in mind the need for 
proportionality and affordability?
The independence of the mechanism for reviewing decisions is vital. Given the comments 
at the stakeholder event around the possibility of ‘new burdens’ funding from central 
government, we would suggest that there is a strong case to be made for securing a 
substantial contribution to set up and running costs from DWP. The right of independent 
appeal is required for the new fund to comply with the provisions of the UK Human Rights 
Act. Our suggested solution remains that an independent body should be established to 
oversee decision making standards and undertake (first or second tier) reviews of decision 
making. This could sit as part of the wider Scottish administrative justice or standards 
oversight architecture, but would have a very different role, and so it would need to have a 
distinct identity. Like the UK IRS, this body could produce literature explaining the proper 
application of the guidance which is binding on decision makers. It could also play a vital 
role in evaluating the overall success of the fund, and contribute massively to the debate 
informing legislation in 2015. This work will need to be undertaken anyway.

6. What should we call the successor arrangements? Should we treat it as one 
scheme or two?
We are happy with the choice of name for the fund. However, we feel that there is a need 
to treat the fund as two schemes in certain aspects of its operation. This is particularly 
relevant to decision making – the acceptable processing time for a crisis application is 
obviously far shorter than the 15 working days suggested. Also, the bulk of the social fund 
expenditure currently consists of community care grant awards, and if the balance shifted 
over time towards meeting needs in a crisis due to budgetary pressures, this would once 
more run counter to the early-intervention agenda. That said, we can see the advantages 
of allowing an authority to transfer funds from one purpose to the other, as long as there is 
always an effective oversight of this procedure to ensure that the fund meets needs 
adequately and consistently across Scotland.

For further information please contact:
Jon Shaw CPAG in Scotland, 0141 552 3545   jshaw@cpagscotland.org.uk 
Claire Telfer Save the Children 0131 527 8210   c.telfer@savethechildren.org.uk 
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