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Executive Summary

1.

1.1

1.2

The report outlines the previous 12 months provision of the Discretionary 
Crisis Fund; detailing applicants to the scheme, the reasons why and what 
awards were made.

The report also details the successes of the community based projects funded 
by the Local Welfare Provision budget.

Access to the Rochdale and Heywood Food Banks is also included in the 
report.

Recommendation

2. To scrutinise the performance of the Local Welfare Provision 2017/18

Reason for Recommendation

3.  It has been agreed by Members of the Communities, Regeneration and 
Environment Overview and Scrutiny Committee that a year-end and 6 monthly 
report would be presented.

Key Points for Consideration

4. The Discretionary Crisis Fund (DCF) provides ‘white goods’ and basic furniture 
in support of those setting up home when resettling from temporary 
accommodation; for example when fleeing domestic abuse or leaving 
temporary homelessness accommodation. The Fund also provides a 
mechanism to make small crisis awards for those who find themselves in 
financial difficulty; for example, to provide emergency household fuel, or for an 
emergency clothes allowance.
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The local welfare provision budget also funds, alongside the DCF, small 
contributions to a number of Food Banks within the borough (see paragraphs 
4.16 to 4.20) and grant funds a number of community based projects (see 
Paragraph 4.15 and Appendix 1 of this report)

Applications to the DCF 2017/18
The DCF received 1,351 applications throughout 2017/18; 57% of these were 
made via the telephone, with the remainder being submitted online. 66% of 
applications were successful and 30% were refused. 86 of the applications 
were withdrawn or cancelled by applicants, or were pending a decision at the 
time of this report. 

The following bar chart compares applications received, successful and 
refused for 2016/17 and 2017/18. The data shows the scheme is receiving a 
similar number of applications compared with this time last year, and the 
number of applications that have been successful has seen little change.

Bar Chart 1 – Applications received, successful and refused for 2016/17 to 2017/18

The 3 main reasons for applications being refused were:

 when an applicant has not met with criteria as set out in the DCF 
policy (30%)

 when an applicant does not have a live benefit claim and therefore 
cannot be means tested to ensure they do not have the means to 
address their own needs (25%)

 when an applicant has submitted an application for a resettlement 
award but is not being supported by one of the verifying partners who 
supports applicants to resettle and assists in making an application to 
the DCF (15%)

The table below shows the applications received, those that were successful 
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and the number refused; the table compares with data for Q1 and Q2 2016/17 
and 2017 /18.

Table 1 -  Applications received, successful and refused for 2016/17 to 
2017/18

2017/18 313 191 (61%) 120 (38%)
2016/17 361 214 (59%) 138 (38%)
2017/18 280 178 (64%) 78 (28%)
2016/17 339 229 (68%) 103 (30%)
2017/18 357 237 (66%) 99 (28%)
2016/17 320 219 (68%) 92 (29%)
2017/18 401 273 (68%) 103 (26%)
2016/17 382 263 (69%) 86 (23%)
2017/18 1,351 879 (65%) 400 (30%)
2016/17 1,402 925 (66%) 419 (30%)

Refused 
applications

Q1

Q4

Applications 
receivedQuarter / Year Successful 

applications

Q3

Q2

Full year

5,014 individual items were awarded over 2017/18, with single bed with 
mattress, bedding items, energy payments, crockery and cutlery being the 
most requested items for support when resettling.

Unredeemed awards
There are a number of occasions when awards have been made and 
applicants do not redeem the award. For this financial year, 113 awards with a 
total value of £20,213 were not redeemed by applicants. Cancelled awards 
are usually due to the item no longer being needed, or on delivery it is found 
that the applicant already has the item. An Emergency Energy award expires 
if it has not been used within a month of allocation, as it is no longer 
considered to be an emergency need.

Fund Spend
The total fund spend on DCF awards for 2017/18 was £251,541 compared 
with £267,594 for 2016/17. 

The following table shows the fund spend across the year and compares them 
with the previous year. The last two columns show the percentage of spend 
broken down in to resettlement and emergency awards (these are 
predominantly emergency household energy awards). Resettlement and 
emergency awards have seen very little change compared to last year.

Table 2 - Fund spend across the quarters and compares with spend for the 
same period the previous year.
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Resettlement Emergency 
Awards

2017/18 62,191 96% 4%
2016/17 62,302 95% 5%
2017/18 64,473 96% 4%
2016/17 69,334 96% 4%
2017/18 58,953 95% 5%
2016/17 72,975 96% 4%
2017/18 65,923 94% 6%
2016/17 62,982 93% 7%
2017/18 251,541 95% 5%
2016/17 267,593 96% 4%

Q4

Q3

Q2

Q1

Quarter / Year Spend

Avg % of spend

Full year

Ward Information
The following table shows the applications submitted to the DCF for 2017/18 
and the successful and refused applications by ward areas. 

Table 3 - applications submitted to the DCF for 2017/18 and the successful 
and refused applications by ward areas. 

Wards Received

Central Rochdale 208 140 (67%) 55 (26%) 4 (2%)
Smallbridge and Firgrove 146 99 (68%) 39 (27%) 3 (2%)
Kingsway 118 83 (70%) 29 (25%) 2 (2%)
Milkstone and Deeplish 106 69 (65%) 31 (29%) 2 (2%)
Balderstone and Kirkholt 101 66 (65%) 28 (28%) 3 (3%)
West Heywood 89 54 (61%) 30 (34%) 2 (2%)
Spotland and Falinge 83 51 (61%) 25 (30%) 2 (2%)
Hopwood Hall 82 56 (68%) 22 (27%) 1 (1%)
North Heywood 78 56 (72%) 15 (19%) 3 (4%)
Castleton 71 42 (59%) 22 (31%) 4 (6%)
West Middleton 64 42 (66%) 18 (28%) 3 (5%)
North Middleton 62 37 (60%) 21 (34%) 2 (3%)
East Middleton 44 24 (55%) 19 (43%) 0 (0%)
Bamford 33 19 (58%) 13 (39%) 0 (0%)
South Middleton 29 19 (66%) 9 (31%) 0 (0%)
Healey 26 15 (58%) 9 (35%) 1 (4%)
Milnrow and Newhey 20 9 (45%) 8 (40%) 2 (10%)
Littleborough Lakeside 7 3 (43%) 4 (57%) 0 (0%)
Wardle and West Littleborough 6 4 (67%) 2 (33%) 0 (0%)
Norden 1 0 (0%) 1 (100%) 0 (0%)
Total 1,374 888 (65%) 400 (29%) 34 (2%)

Successful Refused
Withdrawn, 
cancelled, 
incomplete
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It is worth noting, if a Ward area has a higher number of applications made by 
verifying partners (applications for resettlement), the quality and quantity of 
information included in the application is likely to result in a successful 
application. Therefore the percentage of successful applications for a Ward 
area may depend on the type of application being made to the scheme.

Equality and Diversity 
The DCF invites applicants to complete an Equality and Diversity Section 
within the application; although this is not a mandatory section of the 
application. From the information gathered from 1,295 applicants, the data 
shows that the fund is mainly accessed by applicants aged between 36 and 
64 (48%). Applicants aged 22 and 35 years old is the next biggest group to 
access support (44%); these figures are almost identical to last year (47% and 
44%). Applications to the scheme from people over the age of 65 years and 
between 16 and 21 years total just 9%.

The fund continues to have a fairly equal split across male and female 
applicants applying to the DCF; 53% female and 47% male, which is 
consistent with the life of the scheme.

Of the 1,295 applicants who have completed the diversity section of the 
application, 796 (61%) were single and 474 (37%) were lone parents; again 
this is comparable to information collected throughout the life of the scheme. 

The Innovation Fund 2017/18 – Community Projects 
The Bond Board, Petrus, Citizens Advice Bureau and The British Legion all 
provide end of year reports to the Council, detailing the project outcomes to 
date. Each report can be found at Appendix 1

Rochdale Food Bank 
3,596 vouchers were presented to Rochdale Food Bank in 2017/18. The 
emergency food packages provided meals for a total of 7,048 residents; 4,687 
adults and 2,361 children. There has been very little change in people 
accessing the food bank compared with 2016/17.

Residents from ‘Central Rochdale’, ‘Milkstone and Deeplish’ and ‘Smallbridge 
and Firgrove’ accessed the food bank more than residents of other areas. 
Benefit delays, benefit changes and low income were the main reasons 
residents gave when accessing the food bank. 

57% of people accessing the food bank were single, with 16% being lone 
parents, 14% families and 11% were couples; the remainder chose ‘other’ on 
the voucher form.

Heywood Food Bank
Heywood Food Bank provided meals for a total of 15,543 people; 9,669 adults 
and 5,874 children. Feeding a total of 960 individuals, 566 adults and 394 
children.

Low income was the main reason residents gave when accessing the food 
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bank; 1,464 people stated this as the reason for their need to access 
emergency food, whereas benefit delays accounted for 273 people and 
Homelessness 73 people.

Alternatives Considered
No alternatives have been considered.

Costs and Budget Summary

5.

5.1

5.2

Over the course of 2017/18, the DCF made awards of furniture and white 
goods to the value of £251,541.

A total of £76,657 was grant funded in 2017/18 to community projects and 
food banks. 

The Local Welfare Provision budget for 2018/19 is £350,000 however there is 
also £153,368 in a reserve budget account.

Risk and Policy Implications

The Welfare Reform Act 2012 ended the provision of Community Care Grants 
and Crisis Loans for living expenses under the Discretionary Social Fund 
administered by the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP). In April 2013 
the Council took over responsibility for administering a local welfare provision 
scheme from the Department of Works and Pensions. The Council was given 
funds to administer a scheme which met the acute needs of the most 
vulnerable members of the community. There was no statutory duty requiring 
LA’s to deliver a scheme but the Council considered it to be in the best 
interests of the residents of the Borough to operate a scheme. As a result of 
the reduction in funding the Council administered a scheme in a way that 
ensures the funding provides support to our most vulnerable residents.The 
DCF scheme is discretionary.

6.

Consultation

7. Not applicable as the report is for information only.

Background Papers Place of Inspection

8. DCF Policy www.rochdale.gov.uk/crisisfund

For Further Information Contact: Helen Bellis, Tel: 01706 924460, 
helen.bellis@rochdale.gov.uk

http://www.rochdale.gov.uk/crisisfund

