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WELFARE REFORM COMMITTEE 
 

WELFARE FUNDS (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 

SUBMISSION FROM RENFREWSHIRE COUNCIL 
 

Question Response 
 

General  

1. Are you in favour of 
the Bill and its 
provisions? Do you think 
the Bill fully achieves 
the Scottish 
Government’s aim of 
providing assistance for 
short term need and 
community care? 

We are in favour of the Bill, which gives local authorities (LAs) 
certainty in terms of the ongoing operation of the SWF and 
allows LAs to plan on this basis. We believe the policy aim is 
achieved through the Bill, however (as we have commented 
previously in the consultation on the draft Bill) the 
achievement of this aim should not require the provision of 
resource from LAs, as is provided for in s1(b).  
 

2. The interim SWF 
scheme has already 
been running for two 
years.  Do you feel that 
the Bill has suitably 
taken on the learning 
from this time? 

In terms of the operation of the Fund, the Bill appropriately 
reflects in broad terms the discretionary nature of the SWF. 
However, from experience of administering the SWF, it would 
be helpful to have in supporting regulation or guidance clear 
definition of some key terms used eg “exceptional” (as in 
s2(1)(a)(i) of the draft Bill – “...an exceptional event or 
exceptional circumstances...”).  

3 Is there anything else 
that you feel should be 
included in the Bill? 

There is provision in the Bill (s5(2)(f)) for Scottish Ministers to 
regulate for LAs to recover amounts paid out; however the 
draft Regulations are silent on the matter. It is desirable for 
LAs to be clear on the circumstances when recovery is 
possible eg where a fraudulent claim has been proved. 
 

4 Will the Bill and its 
provisions have a 
particular impact on 
equalities groups? 
 

From our experience of administering the SWF; and our 
understanding that the Bill will largely put the interim 
arrangements on a statutory footing with no significant 
change, we do not consider any particular equalities groups 
will be impacted. 

Administration of 
Welfare Funds 

 

5 Do you agree with the 
proposal that local 
authorities have the 
option to outsource the 
provision of the fund to 
a third party or jointly 
administer the fund 
across the local 
authority boundaries?  
 
What are the benefits or 

Having the flexibility of these options available within the Bill 
is helpful, however we feel there are potential practical issues 
which would require to be considered and addressed to make 
the joint administration of the SWF across LA boundaries 
achievable. For example, it is possible that individual LAs 
may have differing levels of demand, deprivation and funding 
which make consistent decision making challenging. Also, the 
ethos of the SWF is based on a local approach where links 
with other types and sources of support are well understood 
by those administering the SWF – this local knowledge may 
be diluted if either a joint approach is in operation or the fund 
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drawback to this 
approach? 

is administered by a third party. 
 
 
 

Review of decisions 
and the SPSO 

 

6 What are your views 
on the proposed internal 
local authority review 
process? 

We are content with the first tier review process proposed. 

7 Do you agree that the 
SPSO is the appropriate 
body to conduct 
secondary reviews? 

No. 
As we previously commented in the consultation on the draft 
Bill, we feel the SPSO option is costly, potentially adds delays 
to the review process and does not sit particularly well with 
the current role of the SPSO. Further, given the potential for 
only a small number of second tier reviews to be requested, it 
is questionable whether the SPSO mechanism as an option is 
the most appropriate approach that is both effective whilst 
also supporting the delivery of value for money. 
 

Further provision – 
regulations 

 

8 What are your views 
on the level of detail that 
will be contained within 
the regulations? 
 
Is there any aspect 
which you feel would 
benefit from being on 
the face of the bill? 

We feel the balance of items either in the Bill or the 
Regulations is appropriate given the discretionary nature of 
the SWF. 
 
As mentioned above however, we feel that clearer definitions 
of some key terms would be helpful to LAs in administering 
the SWF eg “exceptional”, “homeless”.  
 
Regarding 10(3) and 10(4) which state the LA is to make its 
decision on an application “no later than the end of the 
[second or fifteenth] working day after that on which the 
authority has received all information allowing a decision to 
be made”. The current practice is for decisions to be made 
within these timescales ie there is an operating assumption 
that applicants will have a decision within either 2 or 15 
working days – further guidance would be welcomed 
regarding the maximum amount of time an application can be 
“pended” before a decision must be reached.   
 

Financial 
Memorandum 

 

9 Do you think that the 
costs attributed to the 
running of the fund and 
the set-up of the SPSO 
to administer secondary 
reviews are realistic and 
proportionate? 

The costs may be realistic, however for the potential volumes 
of second tier reviews, we do not feel they are proportionate. 
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Renfrewshire Council 
28 August 2014 

Other provisions  

10 Do you have any 
comments on any other 
provisions contained in 
the Bill that you wish to 
raise with the 
Committee? 

The Bill makes no mention of administration funding and does 
not place any obligation on the Scottish Government to 
provide an appropriate and sufficient level of funding to LAs 
as administering authorities. The Council’s experience in the 
first two years of the interim scheme is that the level of 
administration funding provided by the Scottish Government 
is significantly inadequate. The Bill should place a statutory 
requirement on the Scottish Government to ensure that local 
authorities are fully and appropriately funded to allow them 
fulfil the associated administrative and service requirements 
of the scheme. 


