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Crisis, the national charity for single homeless people, is pleased to respond to this 
consultation on funding for local welfare provision (LWP) in 2015/16. We were strongly 
opposed to the decision to cut the LWP budget to local authorities and we are delighted that 
this is now being reconsidered.  
 
Crisis is deeply concerned that, if there is no separate funding stream for LWP, this vital 
source of help will no longer be available. We strongly believe that the current funding 
should be maintained and ringfenced to ensure it remains in place. 
 
LWP acts as a safety net for some of the most vulnerable members of our society. For people 
who have been homeless, it can be a real lifeline in helping them to set up a new home and 
move forwards with their lives. 
 
Despite some initial problems, most councils have set up schemes which provide some form 
of emergency assistance to people experiencing a crisis. Councils use the funding in various 
ways - to cover food parcels, gas and electricity payments, essential items, clothing, and in 
some cases credit union loans. For individuals and families experiencing a crisis, this help is 
invaluable. 
 
People who need LWP support include those moving out of homeless hostels, former rough 
sleepers and individuals and families fleeing domestic violence. Our homeless clients 
regularly make use of LWP to move into private rented sector homes. Most councils offer 
help to buy new furniture and electrical or white goods, in the form of goods in kind, 
vouchers or occasionally cash. Some councils also offer help with paying rent in advance at 
the start of a tenancy – which is crucial for people on low incomes who often do not have 
access to alternative sources of finance to meet this cost.  
 
Crisis is funded by DCLG to support a network of Private Rented Sector (PRS) access schemes 
across England. These are local organisations who help people who would otherwise 
struggle to access the PRS including by providing pre-tenancy training, negotiating with 
landlords and offering deposit bonds. From 2011-2014, we funded schemes to set up over 
8000 tenancies for single homeless people, with a 90% sustainment rate. However, the 
schemes we work with tell us that accessing LWP is vital for the people they work with and 
that the loss of this funding stream would be disastrous for their work.  
 
We believe that the government should set out how LWP will be funded beyond the 2015-16 
financial year. Announcing a funding stream for the whole of the next spending review 
period would give councils certainty over the resources they will have available and allow 
them to plan their services over a longer period and with greater efficiency. 
 
Finally, we would like the government to look more closely at the issue of how people on 
low incomes can be supported to pay rent in advance.  Using the PRS is a central plank of the 
government’s homelessness policy. The Localism Act, for example, allows councils to 
discharge homeless households into the PRS – yet there is little financial support available to 
facilitate people moving into the sector. 



 
Before their abolition, Crisis Loans were invaluable in allowing people to borrow money 
quickly, safely and cheaply in order to pay rent in advance for a new home. Budgeting Loans 
are available for people who meet the eligibility criteria – claiming certain benefits for 12 
weeks – but cannot help people who do not meet those requirements. Discretionary 
housing payments (DHPs) are also available to pay rent in advance but given the enormous 
pressure on DHP budgets are rarely granted for this purpose.  
 
We therefore believe that the government should explore ways of making cash grants or 
cheap, reliable credit available to people on low incomes to help them access the PRS. This 
would ensure that the PRS can continue to play a role in preventing homelessness, in line 
with the government’s intention. 
 
QUESTION 1 – Do you have a preference for options 1, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b or 4? Please explain 
how you have come to this view. 
QUESTION 2 – If you have provided representations on option 4, how else would you 
propose delivering and funding local welfare provision? What evidence can you provide to 
support this? 
Crisis supports Option 4. We believe that the current LWP funding should be maintained at 
its current level and ringfenced. 
 
We have come to this conclusion because options 1 – 3 all entail a cut in the amount of 
funding councils have access to for LWP. LWP is a last resort  for people in emergency 
situations. It is not therefore appropriate to reduce funding and assume that local 
authorities will be able to continue provision from their general grant, particularly at a time 
when this grant been reduced. 
 
In fact, research from the LGA shows that three quarters of councils say they will not be able 
to continue to provide LWP if the funding is cut.1 This would prove disastrous for people who 
have nowhere else to turn in an emergency, including homeless people. 
 
Groups to whom councils do not generally have statutory responsibilities, such as single 
homeless people, are particularly likely to lose out if LWP funding is removed. The support 
they can access through LWP schemes is unlikely to be replicated elsewhere in council 
services, which are usually targeted at groups to whom  there are statutory duties such as 
families with children.  
 
Investing in a separate funding stream for LWP will lead to savings for local authorities and 
central government in the long term. Homelessness is extremely costly to the public purse – 
it is estimated that it costs the country up to £1 billion annually.2 This includes direct 
outreach work, temporary accommodation, and costs to the health service and to the 
criminal justice system. LWP helps people move out of homelessness and into independent 
living more quickly. If LWP is not available, more people will be trapped in homelessness for 
longer with all the associated costs. 
 
For example, five of Crisis’ homeless clients have accessed support from one London council 
to help them move into a private tenancy. All five have sustained this tenancy for at least 6 
months. Three have now moved into paid employment, one has started studying at college 
and one is undertaking volunteering. By offering a small amount of financial support at the 
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right time, LWP has enabled these people to move on in their lives and contribute to their 
community. This investment will have saved money in the long term as well as helping 
vulnerable individuals to transform their lives. 
 
As well as being maintained, we believe the LWP funding stream should be ringfenced. 
Whilst most councils have spent all or most of the money on its intended purpose, some – 
notably Oxfordshire and Nottinghamshire – have chosen to cut their LWP services altogether 
and divert the money.3  
 
We believe there are important parallels with the recent cuts to local authority Supporting 
People budgets, which fund hostels and supported accommodation. Although at national 
level the budget for Supporting People was only cut by a minimal amount during the current 
spending round, because the ring fence was removed many councils have made significant 
cuts. The average spending reduction has been 45%4, but some areas have made cuts of up 
to 85%.5 Given the squeeze on local authority budgets, with the core local government grant 
set to be reduced by 13% in this year’s settlement, we fear that similar cuts could be made 
to the LWP budget if it is not ringfenced. 
 
There is widespread support for the LWP funding to be maintained. The LGA says ‘taking 
away this money could prove counterproductive and risks storing up much bigger, and more 
costly problems in the longer run’.  6 The cross party Work and Pensions select committee 
has also said ‘We believe that it is essential that the Government ensures that sufficient 
funding is available to councils to cover the costs of providing the localised welfare support 

schemes which have replaced elements of the discretionary Social Fund’.7 
 
We therefore urge the government to commit to maintaining the LWP funding stream at its 
current level and ringfencing it to ensure that emergency support is available in all local 
authority areas. 
 
QUESTION 3 – What is the likely impact (and extent of any impact) on groups that display 
protected characteristics of the four options discussed?  
Crisis is largely concerned about the impact of LWP funding on homeless people and 
homelessness is not a protected characteristic. However, research carried out on behalf of 
Crisis and JRF8 shows that people with Black and Mixed ethnicity are more likely to report 
having been homeless in the past than other ethnic groups. Disability is also a protected 
characteristic and we know that there are high rates of disability amongst homeless people. 
We would therefore expect these groups to be affected by the loss of LWP funding.  
 
LWP is also regularly accessed by women fleeing domestic violence. The loss of LWP 
schemes could therefore have a detrimental impact on women.  
 
 
 

                                                 
3
 The Guardian, 20 April 2014 

4
 National Audit Office (2014) ‘The impact of funding reductions on local authorities’ 

5
 Homeless Link (2013) ‘Who is Supporting People now?’ 

6
 ‘Council surge government to reconsider scrapping emergency assistance fund’ LGA 6 October 2014 

7
 House of Commons Work and Pensions Committee, Monitoring the performance of the Department 

for Work and Pensions in 2012-13, March 2014 
8
 Heriot Watt University and the University of York (2013) ‘The Homelessness Monitor: England’, Crisis 

and JRF 



QUESTION 4 – Do you agree that some impacts can only be assessed locally depending on 
the decisions made by individual authorities? 
Because local authorities are not required to collect any data about the demographics of 
people who make use of LWP, we cannot know in any great detail which groups might be 
particularly affected by the loss of LWP funding. We recommend that, along with a ringfence 
for the LWP funding stream, local authorities should be required to monitor and publish the 
profile of people seeking support from their schemes.  
 
QUESTION 5 – If your preference is for option 4, and you have proposed an alternative way 
of delivering and funding local welfare provision, please outline how this will adhere to 
the public sector equalities duty. 
Maintaining and ringfencing the funding for LWP will help to ensure that there is strong 
emergency assistance available in all areas of the country. As stated previously, some groups 
with protected characteristics are more likely to have experienced homelessness than others, 
so our proposed solution would adhere to the public sector equalities duty by helping to 
ensure they can access support. 
 
QUESTION 6 – Do you agree that this is the right timetable? 
We believe that councils should have as much time as possible to plan their services, so we 
agree that a decision should be announced in December. To give greater certainty to both 
councils and people who may be reliant on LWP, we recommend that a decision is made for 
the whole of the next spending review period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
About Crisis 
Crisis is the national charity for single homeless people. We are dedicated to ending 
homelessness by delivering life-changing services and campaigning for change. Our 
innovative education, employment, housing and well-being services address individual 
needs and help people to transform their lives. 
 
As well as delivering services, we are determined campaigners, working to prevent people 
from becoming homeless and advocating solutions informed by research and our direct 
experience. Crisis has ambitious plans for the future and we are committed to help more 
people in more places across the UK. We know we won’t end homelessness overnight or on 
our own but we take a lead, collaborate with others and, together, make change happen. 
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