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BUDGET & FINANCE SCRUTINY COMMITTEE, JOINT MEETING WITH 
CO-OPERATIVE & COMMUNITIES SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 

 
Minutes of a meeting of the Budget & Finance Scrutiny Committee held at 
6.30pm on Tuesday, 3rd September 2013 in Meeting Room 3, Darby House, 

Telford. 
 
 
PRESENT: Councillors S. Reynolds (Chair), N. Dugmore, R. Evans, A. Jhawar, A. 
Lawrence, A. McClements, C. Mollett, J. Pinter, G. Reynolds, J. Seymour, J. 
Thompson, K. Tomlinson and Co-optee R. Williams.   
 
Also attending: Cllr. W. McClements (part), Cabinet Member Finance & Enterprise; 
Cllr. H. Rhodes, Cabinet Member Customer Services, Libraries & Transport; A. Astley, 
Assistant Director Customer & People Services; L. Higgins, Benefit Service Delivery 
Manager; S. Jones, Scrutiny Officer.   
 
BFSC-14 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED – that the minutes of the meetings of the Budget & Finance Scrutiny 
Committee held on 2nd July 2013 be confirmed and signed by the Chairman.  
 
BFSC-15 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
Cllrs. K. Austin, S. Bentley, N. England, K. Guy and co-optees J. Ellis and F. 
Robinson. 
 
BFSC-16 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
The Chair reminded members that members who were private landlords had declared 
an interest and abstained when the Local Council Tax Scheme proposal had been to 
Full Council.  It was unlikely that the discussion at this meeting would include issues 
relating to private landlords but relevant members should be mindful of the eventuality.   
 
BFSC-17 WELFARE BENEFIT REFORM UPDATE 
 
The Chair invited remarks from Cllr. W. McClements as he had to leave the meeting 
early for a prior engagement.  Cllr. McClements said Discretionary Housing 
Payments were on budget and the Crisis Assistance was below budget so the current 
budget position was quite positive. 
 
The Assistant Director (AD) welcomed the opportunity to return to scrutiny following 
members’ earlier engagement in the development of the welfare benefit reform 
policies.  Some issues would need to go back to Cabinet and the hope was to seek 
scrutiny support for the recommendations.  The Benefit Service Delivery Manager 
(SDM) then gave a detailed presentation on the impact of policies:    
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1. Council Tax Support  
 

 Council Tax Benefit (CBT) had been abolished and local authorities given 
discretion to design their own local Council Tax Support (CTS) scheme from April 
2013 i.e. moving from a standardised national system to one with local variations.  
 

 There was a projected £3.1m shortfall between the amount paid out in CTB in 
Telford and Wrekin and the amount paid to the authority for payment of CTS.  The 
whole deficit had to be realised from the 10,742 working age claimants because 
pension age claimants were protected under national rules.  Locally, people with a 
severe disability or in receipt of war disablement payments were also protected. 
The CTS was ratified by Council on 22nd November. 

 

 The five main changes were:  
o Blanket 21% reduction in support for working age non-protected customers 
o Savings consideration reduced from £16k to £6k 
o Minimum £2.50 payment award 
o Abolition of second adult rebate (inequitable and low numbers affected)  
o Maximum period of backdated payments reduced from 6 months to 1 month  
There had been extensive consultation before final proposals were presented.  
 

 The CTS scheme also allocated £65k to assist people unable to pay because of 
genuine financial hardship.  As of 31st August there had been 175 applications; 
168 had been approved; £9,850 (15.15%) of the budget had been committed.   
The main reason for non-approval was where customers had applied for both CTS 
assistance and Discretionary Housing Payment (DHP), and where one form of 
assistance was sufficient, awards tended to be made from DHP which is 
ring-fenced national funding to conserve the Council-funded CTS money.  
 

 The number of summonses issued in July 2013 had increased by 918 compared to 
the same month last year.  Summonses are issued for debt of £70 or more.  
Because of the small amounts collectable it could take a few months to accrue this 
level of debt so the picture was only starting to emerge.  

 

 The reduction in CTS, and increase in properties liable for Council Tax, meant the 
amount of collectable Council Tax had increased by £5m overall.  An additional 
£1.7m had been collected compared to the same point last year. Collection rates 
were showing a downward trend (April 2013 was 0.21% behind last year; August 
was 0.99% behind last year).  So, although collection rates were down, more had 
been collected in real terms.     
 

 Cllr. W. McClements asked what the collection rate would be if all the first time 
Council Tax payers were taken out.  The figures were not to hand at the 
meeting, but the SDM said that new payers accounted for the majority of the dip 
in collection rates.  

 

 Cllr. W. McClements reminded members that £600k provision had been made 
for bad debt and if the rate dipped it would eat into this.  The AD assured 
members this would be monitored - all correspondence sent to customers was 
aimed at stopping summonses by encouraging customers to contact the 
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Council, and if a summons was issued it triggers action to agree repayment of 
the debt.  It was too soon to speculate about how many people genuinely 
would not pay and this would be monitored over the coming months. 

 

 Cllr. Seymour asked what proportion of the non-collection related to empty 
properties.  The SDM did not have the figures to hand but said this did not 
seem to be a significant problem or trend, and the removal of discount from 
empty properties accounted for part of the additional £5m collectable CT. 

 

 Cllr. A. McClements wanted to know how many actual summonses had been 
issued in July 2012 and 2013 to put the increase in context.  The AD said this 
could be provided by the Revenues Service Delivery Manager after the 
meeting.  

 

 The team had pro-actively telephoned people affected by the reduction and a 
range of flexible payment options were offered to encourage people to pay.  A big 
Direct Debit campaign had been reasonably successful.  Text reminders were 
being tried with an encouraging message to “please talk to us”.  People identified 
as genuinely struggling were helped with top-up applications.  
 

 DCLG had confirmed there would be no further transitional funding so it was likely 
that authorities which had not reduced CTS in year 1 would do in year 2.  This was 
born out be feedback from authorities at a recent conference in London.  Telford & 
Wrekin had not applied for the transitional grant because it left too great a deficit.    

 

 Schemes introduced by authorities in year 1 fell into 4 categories: 
o Scheme 1: No change - no flat-rate cash cut (28%) 
o Scheme 2: Moderate change - flat-rate cash cut of 8.5% (33%) 
o Scheme 3: Large increase - flat-rate cash cut of 20% (14%) 

o Scheme 4: Severe increase - flat-rate cash cut 20% plus other significant 
change (21%) 

This showed just under ¾ of authorities had introduced a less generous CTS 
scheme than the previous national scheme.  The AD said that some authorities in 
Schemes 1-3 were struggling and looking at further reductions to survive.   
 

 Cllr. S. Reynolds asked about feedback from other authorities on the impact of 
CTS.  The SDM said that where known, none had seen a drastic reduction in 
collection rates and that collection was generally of an acceptable level which 
was similar to the picture in Telford & Wrekin. Cllr. A. McClements asked if 
there were any differences by type of authority and the SDM said there were no 
noticeable patterns.  

 

 Cllr. W. McClements remarked that if the vast majority of non-payers were new 
payers then we would need to wait to see how the picture panned out.  The AD 
said there was a need to change the culture so people got used to paying 
something.  Cllr. W. McClements said he felt the 0.99% additional drop in the 
collection rate sounded reassuring and the AD agreed that this was better than 
had been expected.  It was possibly helped by the fact that the Council had 
used encouragement and not taken a heavy-handed approach to first time 
payers.   
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 The CTS scheme for 2014/15 had to be ratified by Council in January 2014.  Any 
proposed changes would require another formal consultation.  Conclusions were 
still being drawn, but at this early stage it was felt that the level of reduction 
introduced was acceptable.  The welfare benefit reforms would take time to bed 
in, and changes to housing benefit would have an impact, but on balance it was felt 
the safest option was not to make any changes to the scheme but allow it to remain 
in place for 2014/15 to bed in.  A recommendation would be taken to Policy 
Review to retain the existing scheme with no change. 
 

 Cllr. W. McClements told members that work was also being done to look at 
how assistance could be cross-fertilised between areas to maximise resources.  
The AD said the Crisis Assistance fund was not ring-fenced so if the budget 
was under-spent it could be used to help other areas. 

 

 Cllr. A. McClements said that scrutiny had been concerned about the risk of 
over-spend of the Crisis Assistance fund.  The AD felt that it had been a good 
decision to pass responsibility for crisis assistance to local authorities because 
they are in a better position to manage it more effectively.   

 

 The AD said that it would be helpful the recommendation to have support from 
scrutiny when it comes to Cabinet.   

 

 Cllr. Lawrence asked whether the funding for CTS would reduce in future years 
and Cllr. W. McClements replied that it would be reduced by a % rate and the 
reduction would need to be absorbed by the scheme. The AD pointed out that 
after a general election there may be changes to national policies in terms of 
protections and entitlements of pensioners. 

 
 Cllr. W. McClements left the meeting. 
 
2. Discretionary Housing Payments 
 

 DHP is funded annually by the Department of Work & Pensions (DWP).  Funding 
is ring-fenced and under-spend goes back to DWP.  The fund is to assist people 
at risk of serious financial hardship or loss of their home by topping-up housing 
benefit.  
 

 DWP had increased funding for Telford & Wrekin from £102k for 2012/13 to 
£356,911 for 2013/14 to allow for the welfare reforms.  The people most likely to 
need DHP were those affected by the social sector size criteria (“bedroom tax”).   

 

 2,613 households in Telford and Wrekin were affected by the bed-room tax, a very 
high % compared to other authorities, so this was a particular issue locally.  Of 
these households: 
o 2,136 had one spare room and would lose an average £13pw (£56pm) 
o 477 had 2 or more spare rooms and would lose an average of £24pw (£104pm) 
o 1,463 (56%) of all affected households are only entitled to a one bedroom 

property. 
£2.5m less would be paid in housing benefit in the borough because of the 
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bedroom tax. 
 

 A key change was the length of awards.  In the past, top-ups tended to be 
short-term, but this year there were people who could not find a solution quickly 
(e.g. finding one-bedroom accommodation) and they may need to be awarded 
DHP for up to 12 months.    
 

 The DHP Policy was approved by Cabinet in February 2013.  The local policy 
included consideration of DHP for: 
o up to 3 months before the birth of a child if the spare room is needed for the 

child 
o longer term awards for under-occupation where suitable alternative 

accommodation cannot be found because of disability or illness  
o up to 3 months for foster carers between placements or longer during a 

placement if the shortfall cannot be found.   
 

 DWP then introduced national concessions in March for: 
o disabled children unable to share a room 
o adults with a dependent in the armed services on operations but not in barracks 
o up to 52 weeks for foster carers with a foster child in the house or between 

placements.   
These cases would be subsidised from DWP mainstream benefit funding and not 
by local authority DHP awards. 
 

 There was a discussion and some concern about the fact that concessions 
were made for dependants in the armed services on active duty but not in 
barracks.  Cllr. Seymour said it made sense to disallow rooms if the dependent 
had chosen to leave home and live in barracks. 

 

 Cllrs. S. Reynolds and Tomlinson asked about concessions for children at 
university.  The SDM clarified that if the intention of the student was to reside 
at home during the holidays and to reside at home after finishing the course, the 
extra room is allowed.  If the student does not intend to return home during the 
holidays and does not intend to reside at home at the end of the course, the 
extra room is disallowed.  In reality, this is difficult to police.      
 

 In 2012/13 there were 462 DHP applications and £105k had been awarded.  
Since April 2013 there had been 660 applications, mostly in April.  Officers had 
anticipated a huge increase, but even so the deluge swept them off their feet!  
There was an initial back-log but all applications had now been dealt with.  £128k 
of the £356k budget had been committed which was about right at this point, and 
with two thirds of the pot remaining it was felt manageable within budget over the 
year.  Applications had slowed to around 10 per week.  Of the 660 applications, 
523 had been successful and 137 refused.   
 

 Cllr. Seymour asked whether after the initial spike in April the monthly total had 
been consistently lower.  The SDM confirmed this was the case, and although 
the numbers were higher than in previous years they were still considered 
manageable within budget.   
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 Cllr. Dugmore asked how 10 applications per week compared to last year and 
the SDM said last year there had been about half the number so numbers were 
high.  

 

 Cllr. Tomlinson asked why the trend had increased and the SDM said 83% of 
applications were from people affected by the bedroom tax.   

 

 Cllr. Tomlinson asked what the service’s expectations had been and the SDM 
said it had been an unknown – they had expected an increase but just not so 
many so early on – and this could be due to social landlords encouraging 
tenants to apply up- front.  Cllr. Dugmore said the publicity campaign could 
have had an impact and Cllr. S. Reynolds pointed out that the high percentage 
of people in the borough affected by the bedroom tax would increase numbers.  
The SDM agreed that there had been a lot of promotion to encourage 
applications and clearly people had listened.  The AD emphasised that there 
were tight eligibility criteria and the team make consistent decisions so people 
were dealt with fairly.  She assured members that applications were not 
refused for budget reasons – they were only refused if the applicant did not 
meet the criteria or the team was satisfied they could afford to make up the 
benefit shortfall themselves.          

 

 Cllr. S. Reynolds asked what checks were done on applicants.  The SDM 
explained that applicants must provide a detailed breakdown of income and 
expenditure.  The team analyses this in detail to see where money is spent 
and what it is spent on – fuel, food, mobile phone contracts etc.  The first step 
is to proactively help the person manage their budget, for example seeing if 
savings could be made on mobile phone or cable TV contracts, better value 
food, branded goods etc.  If they are then still unable to afford their rent, they 
may be awarded DHP.  Sometimes there was a solution but it could not be 
implemented straightaway in which case the applicant may be awarded a 
short-term top-up until they could put budget savings in place e.g. termination 
of contracts.   

 

 Cllr. A. McClements wanted to know if a similar spike was expected next April.  
The SDM said that awards go across year-end so applicants would not need to 
re-apply for the new financial year and with numbers settling down it was 
unlikely they would see a similar spike next year.   

 

 Cllr. Lawrence wanted to know how people had responded to assessments and 
decisions.  The SDM said that people had reacted surprisingly well. Concerns 
about aggressive behaviour had not materialised.  The assessment is honest 
and tough and they make no bones about it - and if people cannot afford to stay 
in their house they are told they will have to move.  Most people accept the 
changes as sensible.     

 

 Cllr. Tomlinson wanted to know if most applicants were visited.  The SDM said 
that up until April everyone had been visited, but post-April there were too many 
applications to visit everyone so they had spoken to people on the telephone.  
These were long and detailed conversations to get to the heart of matters.  
Now the team was on top of the back-log, they had more capacity make home 
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visits especially if people were re-applying.              
          

 409 of the 523 successful applications had been short-term awards (3-6 months). 
o 36% were to give customers a chance to look for suitably sized accommodation   
o 37% were to allow people to adjust their finances 
o 17% were customers actively pursuing work to enable them to fund the shortfall  
o The remainder were for a variety of reasons 
Based on FOI requests, “Insider Housing” magazine found Telford & Wrekin had 
the highest percentage increase in DHP of all English authorities.  Many of the 
initial short-term awards were starting to expire and we were now starting to see 
re-applications from people who had not been able to find suitable smaller 
accommodation.  This information was shared with the Housing Strategy Team 
(Assistant Directors of Family & Cohesion Services and Development, Business & 
Housing) to inform planning decisions.   
 

 Data from Wrekin Housing Trust to the end of July showed that of around 2500 
tenants affected by the bedroom tax 265 had moved into other homes.  There 
were around 20,000 households registered on Choose Your Home with around 
1,000 properties becoming vacant each year.  There were around 550 more WHT 
tenants in arrears than at the start of April, equivalent to around £90k so there was 
clearly a problem with tenants not paying rent.  To re-house all WHT households 
affected needing a one-bedroom property would take 10 years based on current 
vacancy rates, and this did not take account of new tenants coming on stream.   

 

 Cllr. S. Reynolds wanted to know if there had been any evictions.  There had 
not been any yet, but by September there may be.  No matter how much 
people want to move, they can’t because there is nowhere for them to move to.  
In Telford and Wrekin it would take 10 years churn to get people into the right 
sized accommodation, in Shropshire it would take about 3 years, which showed 
this is a particular problem for Telford & Wrekin. 

 

 Cllr. Tomlinson asked whether the government had considered policy 
variations for different authorities.  The SDM said the Council had lobbied 
government on local parameters and that one size does not fit all but there were 
no known plans to change national policy.    

 

 Cllr. Tomlinson had heard about cases where she thought people had been 
declared bankrupt so they did not have to pay back-dated arrears unless they 
found a job and she felt this was a disincentive to finding work.  The SDM could 
not respond as the particulars of the cases were unclear, but said that as far as 
he knew if a person was declared bankrupt, bad debt was written off, but he 
thought it was unlikely that people on benefits could claim bankruptcy.  In any 
case, the danger would be that landlords (e.g. WHT) need to collect rent and if 
it is written off then the landlord could go bankrupt.   

 

 Cllr. Dugmore felt that WHT and other RSLs should be encouraged to build 
more one bedroom properties, but he did not see planning applications for 
smaller properties coming forward.  The SDM said RSLs tended to have a 
strategy of building family homes which did not support the welfare reforms.  
The AD said there could be a business opportunity here and the RSLs as 
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commercial operators would see this but it may take time for development to 
come through.  Cllr. Thompson said a lot of smaller properties had been 
auctioned off by RSLs in the past, but he thought they should retain them for 
people affected by the welfare reforms to move into.  The SDM said perhaps 
the benefit changes would influence RSLs in a different direction.  Cllr. 
Tomlinson said she had heard one RSL say that a high concentration of one 
bedroom properties in one area could create problems and they had moved to 
family homes.   

 

 Cllr. Seymour knew of a resident who wanted to move from a 3-bed to a 2-bed 
house because of the reduced subsidy, but they had not been able to move 
because of the shortage of 2 bed properties.  She felt the greatest demand 
now seemed to be for 2 bed properties and the demand for 3 bed properties 
had reduced.  The SDM said that some authorities had reported having larger 
family homes which they were unable to fill, but this hadn’t happened here.  
WHT’s rent arrears policy was that tenants in arrears are not moved while they 
are in arrears which means that the arrears grow.  Members expressed 
consternation about this.    

 

 Cllr. Seymour wanted to know if RSLs were doing all they could to direct people 
to support before arrears build up.  The SDM said that WHT certainly did and 
many of the referrals in April had come from them.  WHT was very proactive in 
safeguarding tenants.  The other RSLs were also proactive, although they had 
comparatively fewer tenants.    

 

 148 families in the borough were affected by the overall benefit cap.  The DHP 
policy did not include top-ups for shortfalls from the benefit cap because 
government considered these families to have significant income and a decision 
had been made that the local DHP policy should not undermine government 
intentions.  Visits had been made to the majority of families, and officers were 
satisfied that the majority had sufficient income to meet the shortfall in benefit, with 
the exception of 2 families who were genuinely in need and at risk of 
homelessness.  Exceptional short-term awards have been granted to the 2 
families and this will be reflected in the report to Cabinet.  The AD emphasised 
that the exceptional cases involved children and had the families been made 
homeless the cost to the Council would potentially be much higher and the impact 
on the children greater.   
 

 Cllrs. S. Reynolds and McClements both said that children safeguarding issues 
must be considered and the AD said Council policy was to keep children safely 
at home.      

 

 Overall, the DHP policy was felt to be working well and the budget manageable.   
 

3. Local Crisis and Resettlement Assistance 
 

 The Local Crisis and Resettlement Assistance Policy (LCRA) had started on 2nd 
April following the abolition by DWP of the Crisis Loans and Community Care 
Grant elements of the Social Fund.  This was a new responsibility and policy for 
the Council so there had been some nervousness because it was an “unknown”.   
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 DWP had awarded £448k programme funding to Telford & Wrekin for 2013/14.  
This was a reduction on what had been paid out in the borough through the Social 
Fund although it was generally acknowledged that the Social Fund had been open 
to abuse.  £88k had been ring-fenced as a contingency to support partners and 
the remaining £400k was profiled over the 12 months.  

 

 To the end of July there had been 329 applications and 238 awards had been 
made.  Officers were managing the budget tightly and only approving expenditure 
for those most in need.  

 

 Cllr. S. Reynolds wanted to know if the scheme had remained cashless.  The 
SDM said it definitely had.  If people were in genuine need, appropriate 
assistance is provided but not one single cash payment had been made.  
Around a third of applications had been withdrawn early on when they had been 
probed.  Some applications had been pursued until people found out that they 
would not get cash and had then withdrawn.  Some did not go forward 
because a better or more sustainable solution had been found e.g. working with 
Jobcentre Plus to unlock sanctions, although that could be quite difficult.   

 

 Key assistance included gas and electricity meter credits, fridges, cookers, beds 
and washing machines.  Vouchers were issued for small amounts (£10-£30) for 
gas and electricity credit to tide people over until their next benefit payment.  
Vouchers could be e-mailed to a local library or collected from the Council office 
and had a 2 hour life so the person had to take it to a newsagent within the time 
limit and with proof of ID.  This limited opportunities to sell the vouchers on.  
Good quality, good value used furniture and white goods were provided whenever 
possible.  There were four main suppliers (Chairs & Spares, Bailey’s Reuse, AW 
Appliances and Reviive) but they were only able to meet about two thirds of the 
demand, so around one third of goods were procured new from the best value 
retailers – Argos was the cheapest.  New goods were only provided as a last 
resort.  Beds and mattresses were provided new for quality and hygiene reasons. 
 

 Cllr. Lawrence asked whether the Council could buy in bulk from suppliers and 
store goods until they were needed.  The SDM said there had been 
discussions with Chairs & Spares about whether goods could be kept solely for 
the Council but it was difficult because they could not cut off supply to the 
public.  Cllr. Lawrence said he thought there must be a way for the Council to 
build up its own stock and hold in reserve to cut costs.  The SDM said there 
were also issues with electrical appliances needing to be tested and approved, 
and Cllr. Lawrence said that goods could be bought PAC tested and that they 
could be supplied as part of the Crisis Assistance scheme or sold on.  The AD 
said that once the scheme had been up and running for a while, they could 
have a look at this, and the SDM said that they had had no idea what demand 
would be at the start of the scheme.      
 

 Cllr. Tomlinson said there were a lot of working, re-usable items (fridges etc.) 
taken to the tip and suggested it may be worth looking at this – for example 
having a collection service and spreading the message by word of mouth.  The 
SDM said Reviive has a collection service and also had a contract with WHT for 
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property clearance (tinned food was donated to the Food Bank) so perhaps 
they could do something.  There were some serviceable items that people just 
wouldn’t take, even in crisis, like non-flat screen TVs. Cllr. Tomlinson 
suggested more could be done to promote donations.   

  

 Some items had been provided which were not within the initial scope of the policy, 
such as clothing, bus tickets, house removal, carpets, a vacuum cleaner and skip 
hire.   

 

 Members questioned the justification for providing some of these items, and 
officers gave some scenarios to explain the circumstances which members 
agreed were all valid reasons and brought home the very human stories behind 
the black and white information.   

 

 A decision had been made not to include food parcels within the remit of the 
scheme because it would replicate the work of the Crisis Network and Food Banks 
which were managed by the CAB.  The Food Banks sourced mainly from 
voluntary donations but the Council had contributed £281 for essentials like 
nappies and baby food if there was a shortage of donations.  £19k of the 
contingency budget for partners had been committed as a contribution to the Food 
Bank Co-ordinator post.  To date, the Crisis Network had provided food parcels to 
1,699 households which was phenomenal, and had helped reduced demand on 
the Council.    

 

 Cllr. Tomlinson said she had received a letter from the Food Bank asking for the 
£1000 community chest funding to be donated to the Food Bank and she 
wanted to know if this was a sign that they were struggling to meet demand. 
The AD said perhaps they were looking at getting charity status to enable them 
to apply for funding, and the SDM said so far the Food Bank has survived on 
donations and perhaps this was a sign that they were proactively preparing for 
the future in case donations dried up.   
 

 Cllr. Seymour wanted to know what checks were done on people asking for 
food parcels and whether the CAB had similar checks to the Council.  The 
SDM said he could not say definitely but his understanding was that were no 
criteria.  Cllr. McClements said the Co-operative & Communities Scrutiny 
Committee was interested in scoping some work with the Crisis Network / Food 
Bank / Credit Union to see if there was anything useful for scrutiny to look at. 
Cllr. G. Reynolds clarified that from a meeting with the manager of the Crisis 
Network, her understanding was that there were no checks for the first parcel, 
but if the person re-visited they were signposted to the CAB to do checks.   

 

 There had been no demand for the emergency out of hours service, fronted by the 
Council’s Emergency Duty Team, even over the bank holiday, so the service had 
reverted back to the standard Monday-Friday, 8.30am-5.15pm. Arrangements for 
over Christmas were being considered. 
 

 Cllr. Tomlinson pointed out that this may change if there was a bad winter and 
people were affected by the cold.  The SDM said that they had forecast greater 
demand in the winter so the budget profile had been weighted to the colder 
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months and they would review whether demand moved to weekends or 
evenings/ nights.  The AD said there was already an out of hours service for 
children, and they would monitor to keep an eye on this.   

 

 Cllr. Tomlinson said she was concerned about people who were ill or old and 
frail and the SDM said they had anticipated an increase in demand and bigger 
payments over the winter months because vulnerable people may need round 
the clock heating.    

 

 A number of other Council areas supporting vulnerable people purchased personal 
items for people in crisis or at risk and where it was expedient for the Council to do 
this.  Work was being done with each of these teams to align policies and 
consolidate procurement through the LCRA scheme.  This would make this type 
of spending easier to control and monitor and would release the funding currently 
spent by service areas to invest elsewhere or save.  

 
This concluded the presentation and the Chair thanked officers for a comprehensive 
report.  There were then a number of questions and comments as follows: 
 

 Cllr. Seymour asked about the level of crisis assistance funding in the future and 
the AD replied that the grant had been allocated for two years (2013/14-2014/15) 
but we don’t know what funding there will be for the third year and there was no 
certainty.    

 

 Cllr. A. McClements said it had been an excellent presentation. She felt success 
was due to getting out and talking to people.  She reminded members that the two 
scrutiny committees had worked together on the development of the policies, and 
their work had been nominated for a Good Scrutiny Award.  As part of that review 
she had met the Chief Executive of the Wrekin Housing Trust who had given good 
feedback on the partnership working between the Council and the Trust.   

 

 Cllr. A. McClements proposed that the Committees support the recommendation 
that the CTS scheme remain in place for 2014/15.  She gave her thanks to officers 
and said they seemed to have thought through so many things that other people 
may not have thought about and she felt the report was good news and she was 
confident that people were being supported.   

 

 Cllr. Tomlinson asked about the impact on staff capacity and morale.  The SDM 
said workload was something they had no control over but one of the biggest 
impacts was the emotional toll.  The team were working with people in really 
genuine need and this had an emotional impact.  

 

 Cllr. Tomlinson asked how staff were supported with this.  The AD did regular floor 
walks, and the SDM had regular meetings with the team.  Some staff were 
comfortable dealing with customers face to face in First Point and others were 
more comfortable supporting people on the telephone, so managers try to facilitate 
staff preferences and skills.  The SDM said the team was small – only 6 staff – and 
they had to make some difficult decisions, but the team was absolutely fantastic 
and they had embraced change and taken it to their hearts and they worked 
incredibly hard to help people and were very creative in finding solutions.    
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 Cllr. Dugmore said he found it very reassuring that officers knew their brief so well. 
 

 The Chair referred to Cllr. A. McClements proposal that the Committees support 
the service’s recommendation to Policy Review and Cabinet and sought members’ 
agreement.  All members were in agreement, but Cllr. Seymour said that if the 
situation changed the Scrutiny Committees would like to be alerted.  The Chair 
agreed there should be a further update to scrutiny and the AD suggested a good 
time would be at the end of the financial year and she would be happy to share an 
update then. 

 
Cllr. Rhodes, the Assistant Director and Service Delivery Manager left the meeting. 
 
The Chair then confirmed again with all members that they agreed with supporting the 
recommendation for the retention of the CTS scheme and asked members who 
disagreed to make their views known, and all members affirmed support. It was 
agreed that the Scrutiny Officer would draft a response to be circulated to members for 
approval. 
 
Cllr. McClements reminded members of the Co-operative & Communities Scrutiny 
Committee that a meeting would be convened shortly to consider the report and 
recommendations on the review of the Employee Commission and Co-operative 
Values and to discuss further work related to the welfare reforms, possibly around the 
credit unions.  Members of the Co-operative & Communities Scrutiny Committee then 
left the meeting.  
 
RESOLVED: - that the Committees support the recommendation to Policy 
Review and Cabinet of the retention of the Council Tax Support scheme subject 
to approval of the final wording of the response to be drafted by the Scrutiny 
Officer. 
 
BFSC-18 WORK PROGRAMME AND CHAIR’S UPDATE 
 
Members of the Budget & Finance Scrutiny Committee remained for the final item. 
 
The Chair updated members on items for the work programme: 
 

 Members had been invited to the Audit Committee meeting for the item on Capital 
Receipts at 6.00pm on 17th September.  The item would be held in exempt 
session.  Members were asked to submit questions in advance by Friday, 6th 
September so officers could address them in the report at the meeting.  This was 
to focus the discussion not to stifle debate and members would be able to ask any 
questions on the day.  Mr. Williams said he would not know what questions he 
would ask until he heard the information presented at the meeting.     

 

 Cllr. Evans’ meeting with Jonathan Eatough, Assistant Director Law, Democracy & 
Public Protection about Single Status had been delayed until 4th September. 

 

 The July Cabinet Financial Monitoring Report had been circulated.  Members 
should consider the report and forward suggestions of issues for the Committee to 
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look at. 
 

 The Committee had been told that reports on generating commercial income would 
go to Cabinet in September.  The Scrutiny Officer would forward relevant reports 
for members to identify issues for scrutiny. 

 

 The next meeting would be on 22nd October to receive and update on the Cost 
Improvement Plan.  Outstanding information from the June meeting would be 
requested again for this meeting.  The Securing Permanency reports would be 
circulated quarterly for information and the next was due in September and would 
be circulated as soon as available.  

 

 Dates had been circulated to members for meetings in December-February for 
scrutiny of the budget proposals.  Some adjustments may need to be made 
nearer the time depending on the dates of Cabinet meetings and the Chair asked 
members to be flexible.  The Chair suggested holding an informal meeting when 
the proposals were published for the committee to agree lines of questioning and 
which cabinet and officers they wanted to meet during the process and there was 
general agreement for the idea. 
 

The meeting ended at 8.25pm.  
 
      

Chair:....................................................... 
 
 

Date:........................................................ 
 


