Options Paper for the inclusion of Local Authority Benefit Fraud Investigation Teams in the Single Fraud Investigation Service
1. Purpose of the Paper 

1.1 
The coalition government’s strategy for tackling welfare fraud and error, published in October 2010, set out a commitment to create a single fraud investigation service (SFIS) to investigate benefit and Tax Credit fraud. This commitment will be achieved by bringing together investigation staff from Local Authorities (LA), Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) and Her Majesties Revenues and Customs (HMRC).
1.2 
This paper: 

· focuses on options for including LA benefit fraud investigation teams within SFIS,
· the criteria by which DWP has measured each option 
· the initial DWP analysis
· seeks your views on the options.

1.3 
This paper does not consider the costs to the public purse of each option, nor does it consider how each option would be funded.  However, the Government does not intend the creation of the Single Fraud Investigation Service to put pressure on local government finances, in line with the new burdens doctrine.  The Government will therefore work with local authorities to assess the net impact of any changes, including the transitional costs of moving to the new arrangements.

1.4 
Since October 2010 the department has engaged closely with LA representatives and benefit and tax credit fraud practitioners around the country to understand the challenges involved with designing SFIS. Responses to this engagement exercise will inform further work and DWP will continue to consult on proposals once they are more fully formed.
1.5 
The options within the paper have been developed from that engagement and seek to address some of the key issues identified. 

1.6 
A key concern and driver from LAs has been the need for a clear direction regarding the creation of SFIS by Autumn 2011 to inform the financial and planning rounds. The work on the options has been prioritised to meet that need with a view to confirming the position in November. 
1.7 
In developing these options consideration has been given to the wider LA fraud strategy being developed in conjunction with Department for Communities and Local Government and the National Fraud Authority and LA capacity to deal with other fraud. At Spending Review 2010 the Government announced that it would localise support for council tax from April 2013. On 2 August 2011 DCLG published its consultation, Localising Support for Council Tax in England, which set out proposals on key elements of a framework for local support for council tax, and is seeking views on all aspects of the proposed approach, including the investigation of fraud.
2. Why a Single Fraud Investigation Service?
2.1
The current investigation arrangements mirror the existing disparate welfare provision with DWP investigators covering DWP administered benefits, local authority investigators covering Housing and Council Tax Benefits fraud, and HMRC responsible for investigating Tax Credits fraud. This has resulted in variations in policy, practice and operational responsiveness. 

2.2 
In addition, due to the large overlap in the customer base across these benefits and credits, fraud affecting one benefit/credit can also affect those administered by the other parties. This, therefore, requires duplication of investigation resources in order to tackle all such frauds simultaneously. In practice, however, there are frequently gaps in investigation coverage or resource which mean that not all frauds being committed by the same customer are tackled effectively.

2.3 
Measures in the Welfare Reform Bill represent the biggest change to the welfare system for over 60 years. The creation of a Universal Credit to replace benefits and Tax Credits for people of working age provides the opportunity to take a fresh look at welfare fraud investigation and address the inefficiencies in the current arrangements.

2.4 
It follows that a single Universal Credit system should be supported by a single fraud investigation force, but the impact of such a force in tackling welfare fraud would be considerably diminished if we continued with the current disparate and inefficient arrangements for legacy benefits fraud investigation. That is why, in 2013, we plan to introduce a new Single Fraud Investigation Service for all welfare fraud. This will improve efficiency and consistency.  

2.5 
People will begin to claim Universal Credit from 2013 with a full migration of legacy claims and transition to the new service being achieved by 2017. In considering options for developing SFIS it makes sense therefore for those options to take into account the gradual design of the full service delivery of Universal Credit in 2017.  A clearer understanding of the service is expected to be available from 2015. 
4. The Options 
4.1 
This section outlines the possible options for LA staff joining SFIS. They do not describe the design or implementation of SFIS overall. In addition, LA staff are not protected from any future changes to SFIS resource requirements. 

4.2 
There are four options. The first two relate to LA staff remaining LA employees, while the second two relate to LA staff becoming employees of DWP.  

Option 1.  LA staff remain employed by LAs, but operate under SFIS powers, policies, processes and priorities. This brings LA investigation staff into SFIS under a procedural change. By leaving employment and location unchanged this option would allow LAs the flexibility to redeploy resource to meet other LA priorities if required. 
Option 2. LA staff remain employed by LAs in LA estate but are seconded to the DWP - this option means all LA investigation staff remain LA employees based in LA estate under formal secondment to DWP and operate under SFIS powers, policies, processes and priorities. This brings LA investigation staff into SFIS under both management and procedural changes. This option would allow LAs a degree of flexibility to recall and redeploy resource to meet other LA priorities, under the terms of the secondment agreement if required. 

Option 3. LA staff become DWP employees but deliver investigation locally from the LA estate - this option means all LA investigation staff become DWP employees based in LA estate and operate under SFIS powers, policies,  processes and priorities. This brings LA investigation staff into SFIS under both management and procedural changes. 

Option 4. LA staff become part of the DWP working within DWP estate as employees - this option means all LA investigation staff become DWP employees based in DWP estate and operate under SFIS powers, policies, processes and priorities. This brings LA investigation staff into SFIS under both management and procedural changes. 
5. Evaluation Criteria
5.1 
In order to assess the relative advantages and disadvantages of the options, each one will be assessed using the following criteria. In order to inform this paper DWP have considered the top five criteria for each option to provide a summary DWP decision. There is also a paragraph which mentions other factors that exist for options individually.  
· Legality: Are there any legal restrictions or limitations between the options? Do we have existing legal powers or will the Welfare Reform Bill provide the powers?

· Cost / Financial Implications: Not yet considered – see paragraph 1.3. 
· Viability: How achievable is delivery of the option within the proposed timescales for SFIS?

· People impact: Does the option require transfer of employee or changes to terms and conditions? How much training will be needed if job roles change, skills need development?

· Fraud and Error Strategic fit: Does the option support or detract in any way from the strategic objectives of the fraud and error programme? Does it meet the specific SFIS objectives?

· Operational impact: What does the option mean to operational performance and operational capacity to absorb change?  

· Estates impact: How easy or complex is each option in terms of integrating the LA estate into a single SFIS organisation? 

· IT Changes: Does the option provide a simpler or more complex IT requirement to implement? Could existing IT be enhanced to meet the proposed solution or is new IT system required? 

· Capacity of LA to deal with other Fraud: Does the option enable LA staff to continue to undertake other LA fraud activity as well as Housing Benefit Fraud?

· Future Proofing: Does the option fit with the wider organisational changes around Local Government or Universal Credit implementation? 

· Ministerial impact: Does the option meet the expectations of Ministers and Government? Are there any wider political implications with the proposed option?

· Economic climate considerations: Is the option consistent with the wider economic climate i.e. reductions in the size of the public sector?
6. 
Option 1: LA staff remain employed by LAs, but operate under SFIS powers, policies, processes and priorities.   

6.1 
This option means that all LA investigators employed exclusively on benefit fraud remain LA employees based in LA estate but operate under SFIS powers, policies, processes and priorities. Under the Welfare Reform Bill SFIS investigators will have wider investigative powers. The investigation and prosecution policy will be the same for all welfare benefit fraud. SFIS operational processes will be agreed by 2013. This option brings LA investigation staff into SFIS under a procedural change. By leaving employment and location unchanged this option would allow LAs the flexibility to redeploy resource to meet other LA priorities. 

Legality – option 1 utilises existing powers for investigation but work needs to be done on the Tax Credit element of investigations. 

Cost / Financial implication – initial estimates are that costs would lower but new burdens implications need to be fully evaluated after responses were considered and impacted alongside other changes being made in local government finance
Viability – this option is achievable by 2013 as the status quo remains in place until the decisions regarding Universal Credit are taken. It would work well in line with the localism agenda, supporting flexibility for LAs to deal with Council Tax support and other LA fraud, and allowing local knowledge to remain in the hands of the investigators. 
People Impact – terms and conditions, locations and skills sets remain static but only until the organisation of Universal Credit is decided. 

6.2 
A key consideration for LAs, over and above the stability gained by maintaining the status quo, is that LAs retain their qualified staff who will be able to investigate Tax Credit fraud once the SFIS powers are implemented and there should also be flexibility to redeploy resource to other LA priorities.    
7 
Option 2: LA staff remain in LA estate employed by LA and are formally seconded to SFIS.

7.1 
This option means all LA investigators employed full time on housing benefit fraud remain LA employees based in LA estate under formal secondment to DWP and operate under SFIS powers, policies, processes and priorities. This brings LA investigation staff into SFIS under both management and procedural changes. This option would allow LAs a degree of flexibility to recall and redeploy resource to meet other LA priorities, under the terms of the secondment agreement. 

Legality –utilises seconded staff who take on the same powers as DWP staff. DWP have existing powers for investigation which have been enhanced to cover Tax Credit investigations as part of the Welfare Reform Bill. 
Cost / Financial Risk – new burdens costs would need to be fully evaluated after responses were considered and impacted alongside other changes being made in local government finance.  
Viability – secondment arrangements may be difficult to implement and sustain over long periods.  

People Impact – staff will be expected to remain with the same employer but work to DWP policies and procedures. This can cause tensions within the workplace. Further long term secondments may be difficult to maintain and do not offer staff security.   

Fraud & Error Strategic Fit – although it fits with the fraud and error strategy, it only does so with potentially time limited secondment arrangements.  
7.1 
Other key things to consider for this option are: that it enables central control of operations and outputs yet allows the delivery of investigation services locally. 
7.2 
Key considerations for LAs are that the management and measurement of work and outputs, and of staff handling and responsibility during this period would need to be agreed and implemented. It would not necessarily be as easy for SFIS staff in LA estate to investigate other LA fraud as staff are seconded to DWP, although there is the flexibility of LAs to recall and redeploy their staff to other LA duties under the terms of the secondment agreement. 
8 
Option 3: LA staff become DWP employees but deliver investigation locally from the LA estate.
8.1 
This option supports investigations to be directed by the SFIS powers, policies, processes and priorities. It also has the advantages of allowing LA investigators employed full time on housing benefit fraud to remain in their existing estate and link more closely with other parts of the local authority to combat other fraud. 
Legality –brings all staff together as DWP employees. DWP have existing powers for investigation which have been enhanced to cover Tax Credit investigations as part of the Welfare Reform Bill.  
Cost / Financial Risk – new burdens costs would need to be fully evaluated after responses were considered and impacted alongside other changes being made in local government finance.  . 

Viability – the HR work required by DWP to transfer LA staff to DWP is challenging and may not be achievable by 2013. 

People Impact – the changes will lead to a great deal of uncertainty, with work required to align salaries, allowances and management activity.   

Fraud & Error Strategic Fit – it mirrors the requirements of the strategy and allows a single management structure with common IT and investigation processes.  However as LA and other SFIS teams are not co-located there is the risk of a loss of efficiency.

8.2 
Key considerations for LA include the potential cost of estate hosting and the loss of trained LA staff to consider other LA fraud.

9 
Option 4: LA staff become part of the DWP working within DWP estate as employees.

9.1 
This option aligns people, processes, IT systems and estate. It enables flexibility and prioritisation by type of fraud, geographical location and areas of greatest loss. 
Legality – has all staff co-located together as DWP employees. DWP have existing powers for investigation which have been enhanced to cover Tax Credit investigations as part of the Welfare Reform Bill. 
Cost / Financial Risk – new burdens costs would need to be fully evaluated after responses were considered and impacted alongside other changes being made in local government finance.  

Viability – option 4 is unlikely to meet delivery of SFIS by 2013, owing to the HR and estates work required.  

People Impact – Salaries, pensions, local allowances, vehicles, equipment and moving location will all be a considerable source of concern and uncertainty for the staff involved.  

Fraud & Error Strategic Fit – it mirrors the requirements of the strategy and allows a single management structure with common IT and investigation processes

9.2 
Other key things to consider are: that it provides swift resolution and some certainty of SFIS outcome for staff. There would be some issues around the accountabilities for Section 151 officers; and it is not flexible enough to respond to the changing environment.  From a DWP viewpoint this is the costliest and riskiest option. 
9.3 
Key considerations for LAs are the risks around Section 151 officer responsibilities, the loss of key trained staff, the impact on the localism agenda and the consideration of other LA fraud investigation
8 DWP Option Evaluation
	Criteria
	Option 1

LA staff remain employed by LAs, but operate under SFIS powers, policies, processes and priorities
	Option 2 

LA staff remain in LA estate employed by LA and are formally seconded to SFIS
	Option 3

LA staff become DWP employees but deliver investigation locally from the LA estate.
	Option 4

LA staff become part of the DWP working within DWP estate as employees.

	1. Legality
	Powers already exist to allow LA staff to investigate and prosecute benefit fraud.  .
	Staff seconded take the same powers afforded to DWP. DWP powers exist and have been enhanced to cover Tax Credit Investigations under Welfare Reform
	DWP powers exist and have been enhanced to cover Tax Credit Investigations under Welfare Reform
	DWP powers exist and have been enhanced to cover Tax Credit Investigations under Welfare Reform

	2. Cost and

Financial Implications
	initial estimates are that costs would be lower but new burdens implications need to be fully evaluated after responses were considered and impacted alongside other changes being made in local government finance
	new burdens costs would need to be fully evaluated after responses were considered and impacted alongside other changes being made in local government finance.  
	new burdens costs would need to be fully evaluated after responses were considered and impacted alongside other changes being made in local government finance.  
	new burdens costs would need to be fully evaluated after responses were considered and impacted alongside other changes being made in local government finance.  

	3. Viability
	Achievable by 2013. LA staff remain with same employer and the focus is on integrating investigator roles into SFIS with minimum change 
	Achievable by 2013. LA staff remain with same employer and the focus is on integrating investigator roles into SFIS. However, secondment arrangements may be difficult to sustain long term.
	Delivery by 2013 more challenging as the HR work to enable LA staff to become DWP employees will be significant. 


	Delivery by 2013 unlikely to be achieved. Combining the HR work to enable LA staff to become DWP employees and moving staff to the DWP estate would be very expensive.

	4. People impact
	Staff remain in LA employment but this is subject to review once the organisation of Universal Credit is determined. Changes to job roles, skills if LA staff do a wider set of benefit investigations.

However, until then, the option provides a degree of stability and minimises disruption.

	LA staff remain with the same employer but work to DWP policy and procedures. This will provide a level of consistency across all LA staff but there may be issues with the secondment arrangements if these are long term.

	LA staff change terms and conditions which will generate a great deal of uncertainty. Salaries for similar roles will be different as well as pensions and local allowances for cars, transport. 

	LA staff change terms and conditions which will generate a great deal of uncertainty. Salaries for similar roles will be different as well as pensions and local allowances for cars, transport.

Moving locations will also generate issues for some staff e.g. extra transport costs, domestic and family or child care related issues.

	5. Fit with Fraud and Error Strategy
	Enables a single SFIS to be established that meets policy intent and a degree of flexibility for future integration with the Universal Credit organisational design. Control over meeting SFIS objectives not as strong as other options.


	Fits with F&E strategy as there is increased control to direct priorities. However, the secondment arrangements would need to be managed closely if over a longer term as competing LA priorities may overtake those of SFIS


	Provides a single integrated SFIS organisation with team co-located. Would enable a single management structure and organisation with common processes and IT.


	Provides a single integrated SFIS organisation with team co-located. Would enable a single management structure and organisation with common processes and IT.



	Operational Risk
	Potential  impact on performance during transition to the Universal Credit model.

	Potential impact on performance and need to merge processes for DWP/HMRC but LA processes largely the same.
	Potential impact on performance and need to merge investigation into one model. More difficult to manage if not co-located.
	Potential  impact on performance and need to merge investigation processes from FIS/HMRC/LA into one model.

	Estates analysis
	Initially leaves LA investigators in LA Estate. Changes following introduction of Universal Credit not yet determined.

	Leaves LA investigators in current estate so no additional cost.


	Leaves LA investigators in current estate but LA may charge for the utilised space.


	Integration with DWP Estate strategy required to establish how feasible it is to combine LA and DWP investigation teams. Likely capacity issues as well as high costs.

	IT issues
	LA staff still access existing IT. Integration of current IT could complex but further evaluation required on new IT system or linking existing systems.


	LA's continue to use existing IT from within the LA Estate but sharing of information will be limited long term.


	Complex issues over access to IT systems for HB/CTB. New or significantly changed IT needed for a fully integrated SFIS service in LA and DWP estate.

	LA staff integrated into single IT infrastructure but complex issues over access to IT systems for Housing Benefit /Council Tax Benefit. New or significantly changed IT needed for a fully integrated SFIS service. 

	Impact on LA ability to deal with  other fraud activity
	LA staff remain under LA control until Universal Credit organisation decided when control may be lost.


	LA staff remain under control of LA and can direct/prioritise resources as required.


	LA staff move to DWP organisation and leave other LA fraud behind.


	LA staff move to DWP organisation and leave other LA fraud behind

	Future Proofing
	Enables decisions on the future design of SFIS to dovetail with decisions on the organisational design of Universal Credit in 2015.


	LA staff can be seconded to DWP from 2013 but the arrangements could present issues once decisions are made about the Universal Credit organisation

	Taking a decision now to enable LA employees to become employees of DWP could prejudice the options for integration with the Universal Credit organisation by 2015. Future resource needs could be more difficult to manage. 
	Some risk relating to changing employer to DWP prior to UC decisions plus potentially tied into long term estate capacity and costs for co-location of LA staff with DWP staff.



	Ministerial impact
	delivers a single SFIS policy and allows LA staff to be integrated into SFIS with minimum disruption.


	delivers a single SFIS policy and gives DWP more control over setting targets and priorities. 


	Potential for loss of capability of those who join DWP and this impacts the ability of SFIS to operate effectively.

	Loss of capability enhanced if LA staff are unable to move to DWP locations. Ability to operate SFIS effectively could be severely compromised.



	Economic Climate
	Does not conflict with the pressure to reduce the size of the public sector as current LA employees remain with the relevant LA’s.


	Does not conflict with the pressure to reduce the size of the public sector as current LA employees remain with the relevant LA’s.


	Increase in number of Civil Servants is inconsistent with the general pressure to reduce the size of the public sector. Perception increased by recruitment of an additional 200 investigators.


	Increase in number of Civil Servants is inconsistent with the general pressure to reduce the size of the public sector. Also adds to the cost of the DWP estate to house the extra civil servants


9. Your Views 
9.1
 
Your input is sought to inform the final preferred option, and help to identify further issues, gaps and risks. This document will be circulated to LA Chief Executives and other key stakeholders followed by a series of further discussion opportunities including presentations at various events, teleconferences and articles in relevant publications. The letter to Chief Executives will be highlighted in HB Direct and online publications to LA staff. 
9.2 
DWP will then provide a summary response of the feedback received. The ultimate decision on which option is chosen will be made by Minister. 

9.3 
This paper and the subsequent decision does not predetermine the overall design of the SFIS, which will be developed collaboratively by DWP, HMRC and LAs. This paper does provide you with the opportunity to influence how LA staff can most effectively become part of the new SFIS service from 2013.  
9.4 
The project team aims to run a series of consultation opportunities to discuss it and deal with questions from your teams. This will include face to face presentation sessions at:

· IRRV NATIONAL – 20/09/11 – 22/09/11

· IRRV Yorkshire & Humberside – 23/09/11

· IRRV Northern Counties – 26/09/11

· IRRV North Wales & North West –  29/09/11

9.5
The Department will run a further series of engagement events after the paper is distributed as well as telekits and discussion opportunities as appropriate during the consultation period. The Department will continue to engagement with Local Government throughout the process of designing and implementing the SFIS.
9.5 
The Department will analyse your responses and the feedback from the governance process and produce a summary report which will be shared. Unfortunately there can be no response to individual comments, or comments received later than 14/10/11.
9.6 
There is a proforma attached which asks some questions about the options. Please respond to SFIS.GOVERNANCE@DWP.GSI.GOV.UK no later than the 14th October 2011. 
Options consultation on LA staff becoming part of Single Fraud Investigation Service (SFIS) 

Many thanks for agreeing to share your views on our consultation on the options for LA staff to become part of Single Fraud Investigation Service. The survey includes a variety of questions – please disregard any you do not feel are not relevant. 

We would like a single coordinated response from each Local Authority. Please ensure that your response first goes to the relevant officer. A restricted mailbox has been chosen to return the forms to and identity information will not be retained, with emails deleted once information has been captured.

Information will be managed and retained in accordance with Data Protection principles.  
If you wish to provide additional information related to your response, a free text box is included at the end of the questionnaire. Alternatively, a separate email can be sent to 
SFIS.GOVERNANCE@DWP.GSI.GOV.UK
Please note that we cannot reply to individual responses, and that responses received after 14/10/11 will not be accepted or fed into the consultation.   

	1
	Which Local Authority does this co-ordinated response come from? Or if an individual response please specify.

	Institute of Revenues, Rating and Valuation (IRRV).

	2
	Do you agree with our selection criteria? If not, please say why and if there are other criteria you think we should have considered please specify.

	x
	Yes

	

	
	No

	

	The criteria and the whole evaluation process would have been enhanced by including a criterion that examined the way in which the various options assist with the wider government fraud strategy and assist local government in dealing with the wider range of corporate fraud issues that come under their remit. 

A criterion for assessing the options in terms the scope for of delivering successful fraud investigations would also have been useful.

	3
	Do you feel the initial DWP options analysis is fair? If not please let us know what we have missed or not given emphasis to.

	x
	Yes

	

	
	No

	

	On balance, the answer is yes, but with the following important caveats attached to that.

It is worth stating that this options analysis flows from the DWP Fraud and Error Strategy that was published in October last year.  That strategy was not consulted upon; and in that regard these options do not offer a true opportunity to determine the best ways to reduce fraud and error. 
We have concerns that the timescales for comment on this consultation paper has been very compressed and this has been exacerbated by a lack of information on which to make what will be some important decisions.  For example, the financing of these options is a major concern and the level of funding required from local government to operate any of these options at optimum performance levels is not clear.  This lack of information is also causing uncertainty in local government and is impacting upon local decisions on tackling fraud both in benefits and corporately.


	4
	Do you have a preferred option? If so which is it?

	x
	Option 1

	
	

	
	Option 2

	
	

	
	Option 3

	
	

	
	Option 4

	
	

	5
	Why is this your preferred option / what is particularly good about it

	On balance, we support Option 1 as an achievable option that, between the collaborating bodies, will allow benefit fraud to be examined ‘in the round’.  It will allow local authorities to continue to deliver first-rate investigative services.  We note as a positive that option 1 will probably generate less service disruption than the other options, which is an important issue in the rollout of Universal Credit. 

The consultation paper however does not provide sufficient indication at this stage of the detail of the working arrangements, such as who will do what work, and how?

There is a major concern however that this option will require however a financial commitment from local government that it simply cannot afford.  Further prompt evaluation is required regarding the financial and resource implications e.g for IT development.  Changes to subsidy will remain a threat to this option.
The incentive system for local authorities in tackling fraud needs to be examined as part of this process, so that it maximises local authority fraud investigation and provides optimum opportunity to investigate other fraud areas; whilst encouraging prevention and detection strategies.

Whilst it may technically fall out of the scope of this paper, it should be noted that local authorities may need to deploy investigators for other fraud duties, which may generate shortages in this investigate role.  This may be particularly the case in the current climate of financial constraint, although there is time within this option to look at ways in which widen the scope of the work within the fraud section.
A lack of local accountability may be an issue for those local authorities who wish to develop locally tailored policies.
Option 1 would have been enhanced by committing to greater collaborative working through the  involvement of   other bodies, such as the police and UKBA; and further enhanced by inclusion of a wider remit of local authority investigative services.  

	6
	Please provide any other feedback on the options if you wish 

	Scope for a Specialised Public Sector Fraud Protection and Detection Organisation

The Institute is disappointed that the wider problem of public sector fraud is not being addressed.  It is the Institute’s view that the Government should give serious consideration to the creation of a specialised public sector fraud protection and detection organisation.

This body could be named the National Pubic Sector Fraud Investigation Service.  It would draw together all fraud and investigation units in the public sector and form them into one national team.

It should be developed as a non-departmental public body and should include the investigative services form the DWP, HMRC, NHS, DVLA, local government and any other public sector investigation organisation.
The Institute is also of the opinion that the recent changes in the development of the SFIS has placed the ideal candidate to carry this forward in a position of influence – Lyn McDonald, who as Programme Director of the Tell Us Once Project delivered an effective joined-up service.  
The Institute believes that the extent of public sector fraud identified by the National Fraud Authority justifies this radical approach.  If this new body were considered a viable option, the Institute would respectfully suggest that the involvement of local authority benefit fraud services in SFIS should be delayed until 2015.  
Additional summary points

We welcome that this consultation process has been undertaken and that it has included a series of meetings to engage with as many stakeholders as the tight timescale has permitted
Our over-riding concern is the financing of the chosen option.  

We think that there is greater scope of collaborative working, for extending the range of fraud types covered and for promoting the localism agenda through local authority investigative services.  


Your Name: Moira Hepworth
Your Position: Policy and Research Projects Officer
Please return your completed forms to SFIS.GOVERNANCE@DWP.GSI.GOV.UK  no later than 14/10/11.

Thank you for taking the time to share your views. 
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