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WHY HAS THIS REPORT COME TO THE EXECUTIVE?
This report sets out the departments proposals following an annual review 
of performance and spend profile on Disabled Facilities Grants, including 
benchmarking with other districts. The report sets out changes that the 
Service Manager wishes to make and seeks Executive support.  OSC has 
been involved in discussions about these matters, as part of an annual 
review presentation given to them and are supportive.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

The recommendation is that the Executive:

a) Support the proposal to raise the officer’s discretionary limit from an 
additional £5,000 to £10,000 on Disabled Facilities Grants where 
costs are over the statutory £30,000 limit for an adaptation;

b) Support the proposal to include a means test of parental income for 
children’s Disabled Facilities Grants that exceed £30,000;

c) Support the proposal to include a management charge of 5% for all 
Disabled Facilities Grants cases

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The provision of Disabled Facilities Grants is a statutory duty up to 
the value of £30,000.  Within the legislation, Fees can be charged for 
the service but Copeland has never done this because historically the 
demand has meant the budget has been overspent and charging fees 
on top would have had a negative impact on the budget available to 



applicants. In addition, Copeland Borough Council has previously 
offered a further £5,000 at officer’s discretion. 

Demand for the service is growing year on year due to a number of 
factors:

 Our ageing population
 Life expectancy improvements for children with complex disabilities 

and health conditions who can now live at home for much longer
 Health profile of our communities
 Stock condition across all sectors. 

This year to date 163 grants have been approved. In 2018/19 the 
figure was 150.  Officers confirm that over the past 6 years, the 
figures have gone up by 20% and the adaptations needed are more 
complex.

The cost of works is increasing due to cost of materials and skill 
labour. The £30,000 amount bound in legislation has never changed. 
In previous years’ the Council has overspent the amount given by 
government, last year by circa £40,000 and by circa £20,000 the 
previous year.  This year we are likely to show an underspend at year 
end.  This is due to increased funding from Government last year.  
We will have enough work in the pipeline to take us close to the full 
budget, even if not paid out this year.

2. RATIONALE

2.1 The increase in cost, demand and complexity has resulted in a 
number of pressures in the service:

 The cost of full extensions exceed the £30,000 and even the £5,000 
discretion still has left 7 cases having to find top up monies 
themselves or work scope reduced, even though they are on low 
income or benefits.



 The team of two surveyors hold all of the current caseload of 163 
themselves and they also do all the housing standards work, ie 
complaints about unfit properties, inspections etc. which is not 
sustainable with the current upward trend.

 There have been a number of Children’s cases that have gone over 
£30,000 and so £5,000 has been given as a discretion.  In children’s 
cases the child is entitled in law to up to £30,000 regardless of 
parental income.  However there have been cases where their 
parents were high earners, bringing in over £100,000.  

2.2 SOLUTIONS

The Service Manager is working with Allerdale colleagues at present 
to look at the potential for sharing a Housing Standards service along 
the west coast.  As part of that, some benchmarking has been done 
to compare teams.  What has transpired is that Allerdale fund staff 
through fee income and they also offer £10,000 as a discretionary 
top up. So a wider benchmarking exercise was under taken as shown 
below:

LOCAL AUTHORITY 
LOCATION

AMOUNT OF TOP-UP GRANT AMOUNT OF FEE CHARGES

Copeland Council £5,000.00 at the discretion of the 
housing manager.

No fee charging in place.

Barrow Council £10,000.00 and the additional 
amount over the £30,000 is means 
tested on all children’s cases

DFG budget is top sliced at the start of 
the financial year this in turn funds one 
full time grant officer post.

Allerdale Council £10,000.00 top up grant at the 
discretion of the team leader.

Fees are 12% + vat based on the 
eligible expense relating to the grant 
and funds staff and other elements of 
the service



South Lakeland Council £30,000.00 with means testing on all 
children’s cases over the initial 
£30,000.

Scale of standard charges i.e. £565.00 
for a wet floor shower, £929.00 for an 
extension.   Funds activities in the team 
including staff

Eden district Council No set top up grant however any 
funding over and above the 30k has 
to be agreed by the portfolio holder.

No fee charging in place.

Carlisle City Council £15,000.00 top up grant, none 
means tested.

Scale of standard charges i.e. £679.00 
for a wet floor shower, £1,200.00 for 
an extension this is based on the 
team’s average hourly rate.

The proposal for change is three fold:

a) Introduce a small 5% fee in 2020 which would bring in around 
£40,000. (still awaiting figure for next year) This would offset 
the cost of the grade 3 officer in the team and the savings in 
the core budget could be directed to help support set up of a 
shared housing standards service.  

b) Increase the discretionary amount to £10,000
c) Commence means testing over £30,000 on children’s cases 

before offering a discretionary amount

The changes would align Copeland with other authorities in Cumbria, 
allowing us to make best use of the available budget, and ensure we 
have the resources we need to deliver statutory services again 
increasing demand for Disabled Facilities Grants and Housing 
Standards work.



2.3 As an assurance these charges would not be passed on to the most 
vulnerable in Copeland as they are means tested and so the 
additional spend would be covered by the grant. There would also be 
savings generated through the means testing of some cases.  

2.4 Another consideration is the in 2020 Government will be reviewing 
the allocations.  As other districts include their fee charges in their 
spend, it is of no benefit to Copeland to deny ourselves this income 
because it could result in a lower allocation again in comparison to 
other districts.

3. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED

3.1 None.

4. CONCLUSIONS

4.1 The Service Manager believes that the recommendations contained 
within this report will strengthen the service that Copeland provides 
in relation to Disabled Facilities Grants and other housing standards 
work.

5. STATUTORY OFFICER COMMENTS 

5.1 Legal/Monitoring Officer’s comments: No legal issues arise from this 
report. Section 2 (3) (b) of the Housing Grants, Construction and 
Regeneration Act 1996 states preliminary or ancillary service and 
charges in respect to the cost of the grant may be included in a DFG 
application.
The Housing Renewal Grants (Services and Charges) Order 1996 para 
2 (a)-(p) specifies what services the applicant for a DFG is liable to 
pay. However, it does not specify the amount of such charges.



5.2 The Section 151 Officer’s comments:

Disabilities Facilities Grants are capital grants and are included in the 
Council’s capital programme. All expenditure funded from capital 
grants must be capital in nature. The proposal to charge a 5% 
management charge is reasonable and allowable under capital 
regulations providing it can be evidenced. The financial implications 
of the recommendations are contained within this report and all 
appear reasonable from a resource and value for money perspective.

5.3 EIA Comments:

The DFG service is accessible to all Copeland residents and is not 
impacted by financial, rural or digital exclusion.  It is a key element of 
the social inclusion strategy under the health and well-being theme 
and helps the most frail and vulnerable remain safe and independent 
in their own homes.

5.4 Policy Framework:

The DFG policy is currently silent on these matters but if approved 
can be revised in line with the decisions

5.5 Other consultee comments, if any:

OSC have been consulted on this proposal and are in support.

6. RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

6.1 None.

7. HOW WILL THE PROPOSALS BE PROJECT MANAGED AND HOW ARE 
THE RISKS GOING TO BE MANAGED?

7.1 No risks are anticipated to arise from the recommendations within 
this report.



8.      WHAT MEASURABLE OUTCOMES OR OUTPUTS WILL ARISE FROM 
THIS REPORT?

 Reduction in number of stalled cases
 Potential revenue increase to cover costs of service
 Best use of budget when discretion is applied to target those in most 

financial need
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