
Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG) comments on April 2016 Scottish Welfare 

Fund Statutory Guidance 

CPAG in Scotland would like to highlight the following concerns and suggest the 

following improvement to the April 2016 Scottish Welfare Fund Statutory 

Guidance.  

Paragraph 2.5 

The last bullet point of paragraph 2.5 could create confusion by referring to the prisoner as the 

‘qualifying person’. It is, of course, not the prisoner who qualifies for the Scottish welfare fund 

payment and the current wording could lead to confusion. 

Paragraph 2.6 

Benefit claimants whose benefits have been stopped or suspended, or who are experiencing delays in 

claims are not listed amongst the groups of people who are known to apply for assistance. We 

appreciate that the list is not intended to be exhaustive but given the significance of this group we 

feel they should be mentioned. 

On a similar note it would be useful for the guidance to include a brief explanation (perhaps 

contained in an appendix) of the kind of common difficulties that people in receipt of benefits face 

and the impact these are likely to have on household finances. It would also be useful to reiterate 

that these difficulties are often not a result of claimant behaviour, but instead arise as a result of 

system failure and/or administrative error.   

Paragraphs 2.7- 2.8 

As well as seeking to avoid duplication, this area of the guidance could also encourage decision 

makers to take into account the implications of a SWF award (and the nature and timing of that 

award) on the applicant’s wider situation. Examples of the impact of a delayed CCG award include, for 

example; 

The client is moving from a refuge to a tenancy but can't move in until she can buy essential 

furniture and white goods. She says that the local authority would not consider her CCG 

application until her tenancy started, delaying her moving in. Because she did not meet the 

criteria for being paid HB before moving into the tenancy while waiting for a CCG, this also 

delayed the start date for her HB claim. This in turn meant that she would potentially be 

starting her tenancy with rent arrears. #6535 

Similarly, CPAG welfare rights workers are aware of local authorities requiring ex-offenders in 

temporary accommodation provided by SACRO to have a permanent address before awarding a 

grant.  Again, this means rent arrears accrue before the claimant moves in as the claimant doesn’t 

move in until they have furniture, and the furniture isn’t awarded until the tenancy is granted etc.   

The section of the Guidance on taking a holistic approach provides an opportunity to remind decision 

makers of the implications of their decision and how issuing decisions in principle, for example, can 

help to prevent the kind of vicious circles described above.  

Paragraph 2.15 

We are concerned about the wording of paragraph 2.15 which states that “Local authorities and local 

DWP offices should seek to make sure that entitlement to a DWP payment is realised before 

recommending an application for a Crisis Grant for living expenses, where this arises as a result of 

non-payment of benefits.”  

We are concerned that this paragraph might lead to gatekeeping on the part of the local authority, 

with potential applicant being told they ought not to apply for crisis grants because they have a 



universal credit claim outstanding, for example. This is a particular concern given that most claimants 

will have to wait a minimum of 6 weeks for their first UC payment to be made. Households should not 

be discouraged from making a crisis application grant during this period (although we realise of 

course that there is not guarantee that any such application would be successful).  

A client waiting for his first payment of UC has been refused a short term advance or SWF 

crisis grant. He is unable to move from temporary accommodation into his permanent 

tenancy because he doesn't have any money to furnish it, get the utilities connected or to buy 

food. #8343 (05/04/2016)  

Paragraph 2.21 

The section on Sanctions and Disallowances (2.18-2.21) could perhaps be expanded to include 

reference to the wide range of problems with the social security system that result in claimants 

being deprived of income. It does not mention, for example, maladministration, poor quality 

decision making or extended delays – all of which can result in families being left destitute for 

months.  

In relation to paragraph 2.21 we would take issue with the phrase “one off” which could easily be 

misunderstood and which does not necessarily reflect the wording of the Act or the relevant 

regulations which refer to “short term” and “occasional” recourse to the Fund.  “Short term” and 

“occasional” can be interpreted by decision makers in a way which both honours the purposes of the 

Fund and meets the needs of a variety of different applicants. Cases gathered through CPAG’s early 

warning system illustrate the degree of confusion on this point.  

Lone parent's CTC stopped because she was alleged to have an undisclosed partner. She was 

awarded 3 crisis grants between December 2015 and late July 2016. Her 4th award was 

refused with the decision upheld at review on the basis that the SWF were unable to sustain 

awards on an ongoing basis. The SPSO also upheld the decision. #10374 

Adviser reported inconsistencies in SWF crisis grants being awarded. Two clients claimed 

after their CTC was stopped as it was alleged they were living with an undisclosed partner. 

One applicant was awarded a crisis grant but the other refused on the basis that the 

application was for ongoing living expenses. #10024 

Client with poor mental health, who is at risk of suicide, tried to claim UC after he lost his job 

but DWP deleted his claim, twice, by mistake. He applied for a crisis grant from the Scottish 

Welfare Fund and was awarded money for food and electricity but not for oil on the basis 

that it is an ongoing cost. Following an independent review the ombudsman awarded money 

for fuel and a higher amount for living expenses to that the client didn't have to re-apply 

every two weeks. #10910 

Section3: Financial Management of Welfare Funds 

This section of the guidance should include a paragraph to the effect that while budget holders can 

assess which levels of priority will result in an award, decision makers should not base their decisions 

on the availability of funds. In one case collected through the early warning system, the nature of 

the award was based on the availability of funds rather than the applicant’s needs. 

The client applied for a double bed, fridge freezer and cooker but was awarded a single bed, 

larder fridge and a microwave. The local authority cited financial pressure as the reason for 

this. #11611 (12/01/2017) 



This section might also usefully include information about arrangements that should be in place to 

deal with situations in which applications are unsuccessful only as a result of raised priority levels. 

Decision makers should be encouraged to refer such applicants to income maximisation and welfare 

rights advice and to make another application to the fund if their situation deteriorates, for example.  

Paragraph 4.1 

Paragraph 4.1 should also detail the particular need for local authorities to engage with 

organisations whose stakeholders are particularly vulnerable or under-represented in relation to 

applications to the fund. 

Local authorities should also be encouraged to take steps to actively publicise the availability of the 

fund to such groups including, for example, prisoners’ families. While all local authorities publicise 

the Scottish Welfare Fund via their websites, many neglect to mention the availability of payments 

for prisoners’ families. Potential applicants would have to open the application form before finding 

out anything about this.  This appears to have led to confusion on the part of both local authorities 

and applicants.  

One local authority advised that that CCGs should not be awarded to prisoners on temporary 

release and that they could only be awarded crisis grants. The local authority only conceded 

after they were directed to the SWF guidance. #6378 

Paragraph 4.3 should make it clear that the applicant’s address does not need to be a permanent 

address. 

4.12 Cases gathered through CPAG’s early warning system suggest that there is a great deal of 

disparity between local authorities in terms of the number (and nature) of channels through which 

individuals can make applications.  

Applicants to two different local authorities were told the local authority would not accept 

phone applications for the SWF and the applicant could have to apply online. #T47 

There is perhaps a need for implementation of this section of the guidance to me more closely 

monitored and/or worded more strongly in the guidance. Local authorities should also be 

encouraged to publish on their website details of the arrangements for face to face applications. 

Paragraph 4.28 

Scottish Welfare Fund statistics consistently show that local authorities are reporting an 

unexpectedly low number of vulnerabilities in relation to applicationi. Given that the number of 

vulnerabilities recorded can affects the priority of an application, individuals should be given the 

opportunity to challenge this aspect of the decision. Consideration should therefore be given to 

whether decision letters should indicate the nature and number of vulnerabilities recorded (and list 

those not recorded). This would clearly have to be done in a respectful and sensitive way.  

Paragraphs 4.32-4.36  

 

Paragraphs 4.32-4.26 relate to prisoners. It would be helpful to see a similar section addressing the 

needs of prisoners’ families, who may have to apply more frequently for CCGs than other groups, 

and may not access relevant support networks as a result of the stigma attached to having a family 

member in prison.   

 

It is worth noting that the Scottish Welfare Fund statistics reflect a sharp drop in recorded 



applications from prisoners’ families in some local authority areas, while shoeing a dramatic rise in 

others. This might suggest that understanding of this group’s eligibility for CCGs may be patchy 

amongst decision makers. More clarity in the Guidance could help achieve consistency and promote 

the purposes of the Fund. 

One local authority advised that CCGs should not be awarded to prisoners on temporary 

release and that they could only be awarded crisis grants. The local authority only conceded 

after they were directed to the SWF guidance. #6378 (repeated from page 1 above) 

Paragraph 4.48 

This paragraph (which relates to signposting unsuccessful applicants to the local food bank) should 

specifically state that such signposting should always be accompanied with an active referral to 

income maximisation and welfare rights advice as well as any other relevant services. This will help 

to ensure individuals and families experiencing extreme hardship can access the support they need 

to avoid income crisis in the future.  

Section 5 

Consideration should be given to adding a new paragraph to section five (the decision making 

process) dealing with steps decision makers should take after Stage 4 (when a decision is made). 

Guidance relating to this ‘post-decision stage’ might specifically highlight steps such as active referral 

to wider services and/or follow up contact where there is an ongoing concern about the health and 

wellbeing of an applicant.  

Paragraph 6.1 

Paragraph 6.1 states that local authorities need not consider an application if a person has applied 

for a community care grant or a crisis grant for the same items or services within the last 28 days. In 

the past this has caused confusion with some decision makers when it comes to repeat application 

for crisis grants to cover the cost of food, energy and living expenses. For example 

Lone parent has not had CTC for 7 weeks and urgently needs money. Concentrix allege that 

she is living with an undisclosed partner. She has been awarded two crisis grants for general 

subsistence but has been told that she will have to wait two weeks before she can get 

another one. #6457 (22/10/2015) 

Client was awarded a crisis grant while he was waiting for a mandatory reconsideration of 

an ESA decision. He applied for a crisis grant again after his electricity ran out, but the local 

authority refused to accept the application because it was the second application in 28 days. 

#1080 (12/05/14) 

CPAG believe there is still a need for the guidance to be clearer on this point. In particular, for 

example, food awarded in the first half of the month is not the ‘same item’ as food awarded later in 

the month. Similarly money put in the meter at the beginning of the month cannot be re-used later 

in the month. These should not be considered as repeat applications for the same item.  

Paragraph 7.12 

The Guidance makes it very clear that applicants need not be in receipt of means tested benefit in 

order to be eligible to an award. This is very welcome. The guidance, however, could do more to 

encourage local authorities to actively refer applicants to income maximisation checks to ensure 

they are in receipt of all the benefits they are entitled to. This will not only help to increase the 

resources available to vulnerable households in the longer term, it will also facilitate the process of 



making an application to the SWF for many (As they will no longer have to satisfy the indicators 

listed under paragraph 7.14). This issue is illustrated by a case collected through CPAG’s early 

warning system.  

Parent of a child with autism and ADHD applied for a crisis grant (CG) as she did not have any money 

to put in her electricity meter. The decision letter stated that she was refused because she was not 

entitled to any of the qualifying benefits for the SWF and her situation did not merit an exception to 

the qualifying benefits. Had a proper income assessment been carried out, it would have become 

apparent that the client's income was so low that she should have been receiving IS but was not. 

#Mii99 

Paragraph 7.3 

Earlier version of the Guidance referred to costs for hostel accommodation being payable in such 

cases.  We would welcome clarification as to whether such expenses can be covered (where, for 

example, an individual was stranded away from home after a coach crash) 

Additional Points  

 CPAG were informed by a frontline advisor attending a CPAG training course of an ex-

offender who was not in his home when the delivery van turned up to deliver his carpets 

(because he didn’t know what time they were going to arrive).  The local authority 

responded by remaking the decision and removing one of the carpets. The applicant didn’t 

challenge the decision because he felt vulnerable and -given that he might have to apply to 

the fund again in the future - didn’t want to rock the boat. 

 The Guidance repeatedly highlights the need for local authorities to treat applicants with 

dignity and respect. CPAG believe mention could also usefully be made to the need for local 

authorities to ensure that third parties involved in delivery of awards also treat claimants 

with dignity and respect by, for example, providing high quality goods, making deliveries on 

time and ensuring there is an accessible and transparent complaints procedure.   

 It Is worth nothing that CPAG have also received lots of positive comments from frontline 

advisers and support workers using our advice line and on our training courses about how 

readable and brief the Guidance is.  A number of people have commented positively on the 

inclusion of the references to respect and dignity being at the heart of the Fund. 

For more information please contact Hanna McCulloch, Policy and Parliamentary Officer, Child 

Poverty Action Group (CPAG) in Scotland 0141 611 7090, hmcculloch@cpagscotland.org.uk  

 

 

 

  

 

i In the latest relevant stats that appear to be available online (June 2014) 75% of CG grant applicants are 
shown as having no vulnerabilities and 8 local authorities are not recording vulnerabilities. In subsequent 
Scottish Government statistics it is noted that, “Some questions may not be completed at all. This includes the 
vulnerability and referrals questions for some Local Authorities.”  
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