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Local Welfare Provision Consultation 

 
We welcome this opportunity to respond to the consultation on funding of local welfare provision in 

2015/2016. We seek to alert Ministers to unintended, yet highly damaging consequences, which can 

be avoided without detriment to overall departmental objectives. 

 

The Furniture Re-use Network (FRN) is an infrastructure body representing and supporting the 

charitable furniture re-use sector for the whole of the UK. We exist to alleviate material poverty; 

create workplace opportunities for vulnerable adults and the long-term unemployed; and reduce 

negative environmental impacts by diverting reusable and repairable `waste’ away from landfill. 

FRN has over 300 member organisations in the UK; 276 in England. They differ in size, services and in 

the number of employment opportunities they can provide. 

 

We have led national initiatives to support the retention of this fund and we have consulted our 276 

members over the past year on this issue. Our response is an amalgamation of our sector’s opinions 

and recommendations, as well as interviews with social housing providers, debt advice agencies and 

local authorities (e.g. welfare; revenue & benefits; housing departments). 

 

FRN’s Recommendation 

• Retain local welfare assistance funding for a further year. 

• More time is required for local authorities to fully assess the efficacy of local welfare 

provision, and the positive impact this small amount of funding has had, and will continue to 

have, on the prevention of longer-term, bigger problems for society and for the public purse.  

• Signpost local authorities to best practice and guidance in order to implement or improve 

local welfare provision. FRN has this. 

• Encourage local authorities to work with furniture re-use charities as these organisations will 

maximise waste and welfare-related budgets as well as provide a range of complementary, 

free services. 

• FRN would like a full analysis of the numbers of households living in crisis in England as local 

authority spending levels and approach to crisis support is NOT indicative of the reality in 

local communities. The Government; local authorities; charities; and front-line services have 

no idea of the scale of need of in-crisis households in England, and the demand this is 

placing on voluntary sector organisations and referral agencies.  
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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.  

 

 

The Furniture Re-use Network’s preferred option: Option 4 

 

Our preferred option is number four. In particular, we would like to see the maintenance of a 

distinct and identifiable funding stream for local welfare provision administered by local authorities 

in partnership with third sector organisations; and private operators where necessary. 

 

The first three options offer no additional resources and essentially remove Government funding for 

local welfare schemes. In the current financial climate this will mean an end to local welfare 

provision in a large number of local authorities.   

 

Where local schemes are working well, particularly where local authorities are working with 

furniture re-use charities and social enterprises, schemes are controlled, directed and better focused 

to help genuine claims for crisis support. These schemes are saving money by supplying as much pre-

used product as possible, rather than new essential household goods (e.g. beds and associated 

accessories) and utilising charities working on the frontline of poverty alleviation who are able to 

provide a range of additional non-commissioned support and advice to people in need. These 

services are complementary and add value to the current funding. 

 

Many local authority schemes have entered into agreements with providers, opened saving accounts 

for residents with credit unions, used funding to establish financial capability training and crucially 

provided emergency food, utility and other financial and in-kind support for households in crisis or 

to those leaving care or being discharged from hospital. Compared to the Social Fund (pre-April 

2013), non-cash, in-kind/voucher system schemes have been successful in dramatically reducing 

fraudulent claims on the public purse. In some cases it helps people move away from the 

dependency culture; it is often the first step towards self-reliance, financial independence and 

reduced indebtedness. 

 

The sums involved in this essential level of crisis support - £174 million per annum across 152 local 

authorities – are small. The removal of funding will penalise the most vulnerable members of 

society, and will store up a myriad of problems for individuals and society in the future, impacting 

upon health, wealth (debt escalation), education and crime. 

 

The LGA report, ‘Delivering Local Welfare: How councils are meeting local crisis and community care 

needs’ (September 2014) demonstrates that three-quarters of local authorities will discontinue or 

severely reduce schemes, without the further allocation of funds. Many local authorities will only be 

able to operate skeleton schemes for 2015/16 after which, reserves will be exhausted and services 

will cease.  

 

FRN’s own research of local authority schemes corroborates the LGA report. Of 23 local authorities 

that we contacted (e.g. Cheshire West & Chester; London Borough of Kensington & Chelsea), all 

schemes will reduce their level of crisis support, either in terms of the level of financial (in-kind) 
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support that can be given per household; or in the number of in-crisis households they are able to 

support. Two local authorities said they would be forced to end their schemes completely. 

 

That said, these local authorities seem to have implemented highly successful local welfare 

assistance schemes by utilising informed and experienced partners (e.g. local voluntary 

organisations; debt advice agencies); by considering and requesting the provision of pre-used 

household goods to meet need; and have implemented holistic problem-solving – involving housing, 

social services, welfare & benefits’ departments - rather than symptom-management approaches to 

crisis situations in their area. We know from the evidence of FRN members that this excellent level 

of service provision isn’t confined to these 23 local authorities. 

 

We are deeply concerned about the implications of the closure or severe curtailment of many local 

welfare schemes on the most vulnerable in society. 

 

There is a misconception that because local welfare assistance funding isn’t being utilised by some 

local authorities for its intended purpose, or that some funding is being rolled-over to 2015/16, 

that the incidence of people in crisis is either low or non-existent. 

 

This view is not supported by FRN’s 276 re-use charity members in England. 

 

Between April 2013 – March 2014, 348,000 in-crisis households have approached our members for 

support. Approximately 52% of members are working with their local authority in some capacity – 

via formal contracts; service level agreements or on a case-by-case basis - as individual organisations 

or as part of a consortium (e.g. Lancashire; Surrey; Leeds). Also, they aim to help those individuals 

and households who fail to meet the local authority’s eligibility criteria for local welfare assistance, 

by providing help via their normal charitable activities, as much as they can. 

48% of FRN members are forced to do the same, without any financial support from the local 

authority. 

 

Since April 2013, all have experienced a 40-100% increase in demand for essential goods (e.g. 

something to sleep on; cook on) with families needing these goods but unsupported by the local 

authority scheme for a variety of reasons, such as: 

• Failure to meet the local authority’s eligibility criteria;  

• Signposted by other public bodies such as Job Centre Plus;  

• Potential claimants have already received the maximum amount of support permitted. The 

`three strikes and you’re out’ rule in some local authority areas, which unfortunately applies 

to three separate claims for food bank support. This isn’t helpful if an essential item such as 

a bed is required. 

• The local authority isn’t working with the re-use charity; 

• People affected by benefit sanctions; 

• Low income, in-work households 

 

The Furniture Re-use Network is concerned that there appears to be little account and analysis of 

the `silent’, possibly the majority, of an in-crisis cohort who are ineligible for support. Re-use 
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charities are seeing hundreds of thousands of households. These charities are helping as best they 

can but many have been forced to apply their own restrictions in the face of growing demand. 

Many have expanded their services into providing clothing; starter packs of essential items (bedding, 

pillows, crockery, cutlery, towels); food packs (not aligned with the Trussell Trust); debt advice and 

general signposting in order to help people obtain the support they need. Regular applications to, 

and awards from grant-giving trusts has subsidised this work but again, this is unsustainable, 

particularly when financial awards amount to £5,000 - £10,000 per annum; figures incomparable to 

local welfare assistance funding. 

 

How many more in-crisis individuals and families are there? Where are they turning to for help (e.g. 

other family members; payday lenders; door-step lenders)? 

 

National impact of the loss of local welfare provision 

 

Another major concern is the loss of the expertise and learning that contribute to government 

priorities including deficit reduction and indeed, to a fairer society. 

 

In the context of significant welfare reform, it is likely that demand for support will remain and 

potentially grow. It is our view that this demand cannot be met by the voluntary sector and statutory 

local authority services. We are very concerned about the impact this will have on civil society 

organisations such as furniture re-use charities as State and local authority support is removed.  

Even if local welfare assistance schemes were to continue from local authority general funding, the 

funding pot will be significantly smaller and place greater demands upon the voluntary sector. 

Making funding applications to charitable trusts is the only way these charities are able to help 

people with goods and services. The demands on grant-giving trusts are increasing and is an 

unsustainable model upon which a voluntary organisation can exist. 

 

The loss of re-use charities from local communities will be an unintended consequence of the 

abolition of crisis support funding, and will impact upon waste diversion figures and waste disposal 

costs; there will be a reduction in the number of employment/workplace opportunities for hard-to-

employ adults; and will undermine the Government’s priorities in relation to the third sector. 

 

Local charities are now receiving suicide-awareness training by local Clinical Commissioning Groups 

in order to identify suicide risk factors and early indicators, which people in crisis are likely to exhibit. 

This has a big impact upon our sector. Most furniture re-use practitioners are not counsellors, and 

yet people are coming to the sector for help, with no resources to help themselves. Nor are the 

resources coming from Government. Our sector cannot turn away these people who are in crisis, but 

we don’t fully have the resources to help. 

 

 

FRN Case Studies – Impacts upon Members who don’t fully work with their local authority  

 

Currently, 48% of FRN members are not working with their local authority in an official and paid 

capacity to deliver the local welfare assistance scheme. Their experiences, since April 2013, give 
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some insight into the financial strain all other re-use charities will endure, and other public sector 

services will experience in the future if Option 4 isn’t implemented. 

 

With more time, the Furniture Re-use Network would like to undertake a more thorough piece of 

research and analysis in order to obtain definitive data about a broader range of positive outcomes 

and negative impacts associated with the loss of funding for crisis support. 

 

Case Study 1  

 

Wesley Community Furniture Scheme – does not work with Manchester City Council, although the 

Council has a crisis support scheme in place. The Wesley has seen a 90% increase in `unsupported’ 

(i.e. without funding) referrals from the Council since April 2013. Historically, these referrals would 

come via the Housing Dept., and Social Services and would be accompanied with some financial 

means to purchase essential household goods. Now, individuals and families are appearing without 

the financial support to purchase basic, low cost items. The charity is unable to cope with demand. It 

cannot afford to give away items for nothing, but sells items at the lowest possible cost (£10-20 for a 

single bed). The charity is clearly concerned about its long-term viability, but more importantly, is 

concerned about current and future support for those in crisis. 

 

 

Case Study 2    

 

Glossopdale Furniture Project operates within the Derbyshire County Council area. It has given out 

free emergency furniture packs1 to 33 families since 1st April 2014.  Sometimes, money for these 

packs does come from the Derbyshire Discretionary Fund, but if people have been turned down for 

funded support, the furniture charity has to help them with free furniture and other goods.  Since 

April 2013, they have seen a 75% increase in people who are self-referring to the furniture charity, 

without the funds to make essential purchases. 

 

Also, people who have been given keys to a new tenancy will be sign-posted to Glossopdale by High 

Peak Borough Council.  If these people have been homeless, they have no furniture, no money and 

no means of getting any help from the Local Authority. The charity tries to help them. Their 

`unsupported’ efforts to help in-crisis families establish safe and secure living does in some way 

contribute to a reduction in debt and in homelessness; and improves financial/social inclusion and 

future life chances.  

 

Case Study 3 

 

Restore Lincoln provides a wide range of crisis support measures for people in need including food, 

clothing aid, debt advice, free legal aid, healthy living support and one-to-one mentoring to help 

                                                           
1 Size of furniture packs will vary depending upon the size of family and level of need. Packs can include beds for all; an 

essential large electrical appliance (e.g. washing machine for a family/single mother); somewhere to put clothes; sofa; 

bedding; towels; cutlery; pans etc. 
 



Furniture Re-use Network. Charity No: 1090824; Company No: 4154818  

 

people get back on their feet. Supply of free furniture commenced over 6 months ago. Restore is 

receiving on average 5 requests for crisis support per day (approx.1825 p.a.) from people who are 

not eligible for support from Lincoln City council. For instance, people who have not lived in the city 

for more than 12 months; or have made more than one request for support from the local welfare 

scheme. 

 

Restore supplies food parcels to over 2,500 households per year. They are not aligned with The 

Trussell Trust. 

The supply of free, essential furniture is unsustainable. 

 

Case Study 4  

 

Turntable Furniture is based in Essex but works with Mid Devon, East Devon and Exeter City 

Councils. 

Although Turntable’s partnership with each Council has been positive, they believe that the Councils’ 

have been forced to tighten up the eligibility criteria for an in-kind award, possibly because funding 

is running out. Turntable is experiencing an increase in people turning to them for help with 

essential furniture and other household goods (e.g. bedding; pillow etc) without supported payment. 

 

Typically, Turntable helps people (e.g. mothers/families fleeing domestic violence) who have been 

living in temporary accommodation (e.g. B&Bs) for months and have found accommodation but 

need basic furniture.  For £55, Turntable will supply 5 essential items, such as beds and a large 

domestic appliance. 

They give away things like bedding, curtains, cooking implements, crockery etc., but this can only 

continue if the general public continue to donate their unwanted but reusable furniture and 

household goods and they can obtain funding from grant-giving bodies. Their other major worry is 

people with mental health issues who have to go through this process completely unsupported and 

have no money to buy these basic essential items.  

Snapshots: FRN members across England:  

 

Central Bedfordshire 

45% increase in working people asking for discounts and help without financial support from the 

local authority. 

 

Leicestershire  

40% increase in demand for essential furniture; 200% for food parcels. 

London Borough of Bromley 

Demand for free furniture has increased by 100% 

Sandwell 

50% increase in requests for support for households that fall outside of the eligibility criteria of 

local welfare provision. Demand is now overwhelming. 
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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?  

  

The effectiveness of local welfare schemes 

 

We strongly support the framework of devolving administration and funding of local welfare support 

to local authorities. This model has seen the growth of more cost effective schemes offering not just 

material support but also an opportunity to address residents underlying problems. A key finding has 

been that funds are a tool in developing self-reliance – a hand up rather than a hand out.  

 

We have started to see evidence of the success of local schemes up and down the country, from 

inner cities to the counties but more time is needed to properly evaluate their impact. With more 

time, a proper analysis of the efficacy of local welfare assistance schemes and the positive impact 

upon other areas of society can be assessed. 

 

We believe the maintenance of distinct and identifiable Central Government funding into 2015/2016 

is necessary and justified to ensure the most vulnerable in society are supported, such as women 

escaping domestic abuse, an elderly person without a bed or a family unable to buy a cooker. We 

believe the modest investment of £174 million per year will be recovered many times over in saved 

expenditure elsewhere.  

 

The Furniture Re-use Network recommends that central Government supplies funding for this 

distinct level of support for another financial year in order for a proper assessment and analysis of 

the efficacy of local schemes. 20 months on, local authorities have now had some opportunity to 

adapt their schemes in order to respond to actual need in their areas; an opportunity that didn’t 

exist when their new responsibility commenced in April 2013.  

 

Currently, it is difficult for all parties (e.g. local authorities; health professionals, voluntary 

organisations) to provide the evidence this consultation requires on the wider benefits associated 

with the continuation of schemes. 

 

If funding was available, FRN recommends that local authorities worked more closely, in true 

partnership with local charities – including the furniture re-use sector – in order to provide targeted, 

lower cost goods and services to people in crisis. These organisations know the crisis client base and 

provide a range of unrecorded services; often taking on social service, debt advice, signposting-type 

support. 

 

FRN has an archive of best practice partnerships across the UK. We believe that showcasing these 

schemes and providing advice and guidance to our members and their local authority partners will 

ensure that more cost effective schemes are implemented, and more people in real need are 

helped. 
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Working with the furniture re-use sector was an approach cited in the Government’s Response to 

the call for evidence document in 2011.2   

 

Annually, the network of furniture re-use charities and social enterprises: 

• Diverts 100,000 tonnes from landfill; 

• Supplies 2.7 million reusable and repairable furniture items and electrical appliances to low 

income households.  

• Helps 950,000 low income households 

• Saves these households the equivalent of £350 million which would otherwise be spent 

buying new, essential items usually financed by payday loans, high-interest stores or loan 

sharks. 

• Provide 20,000 volunteer & 15,000 training placements are created for the difficult-to-

employ individuals. The sector employs over 4000 full-time staff.    

 

It should be noted that this is historical data taken from the membership returns which were last 

analysed pre-April 2013. Prior to this date (coincidentally, annual membership is renewed 1st April) 

re-use charities were receiving different levels of funding from local authorities. This has contracted 

or been removed entirely, thereby impacting upon local services and goods provided by voluntary 

sector organisations.   

 

Unwanted furniture is obtained via a variety of sources; the majority from individual households 

wishing to donate their reusable furniture to those less fortunate. 

 

Also, FRN co-ordinates product supply partnerships with private sector partners such as the John 

Lewis Partnership; IKEA; Dixons, ARGOs and Furniture Village. 

 

In 2013/14, the small team at FRN head office itself obtained 60,554 items (furniture & electrical 

appliances) for furniture re-use charities to use for their service provision for local welfare assistance 

schemes. 

 

48,452 in-crisis households were directly supported as a result of this reusable product brokerage 

service. The equivalent saving to the low income householders and the welfare state was £8,807,738 

through the work of a team of 8 staff in Bristol. 

 

 

Supporting the Government’s wider objectives 

 

FRN believes that the removal of central Government funding for local welfare schemes will cost the 

taxpayer more, rather than make any saving. Local Welfare Assistance clearly demonstrates how 

small sums of money linked to effective services saves money in the long term. It is possible to 

reinstate the line in local authorities’ budgets, without entailing extra cost to the taxpayer. We 

believe that the removal of funding is unnecessary as it does not form part of Ministers’ wider 

                                                           
2 Local Support to Replace Community Care Grants and Crisis Loans for Living Expenses in England, June 2011 
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welfare reform agenda. It represents a small shift, but with a huge, and entirely avoidable, negative 

consequence.  

 

We already know that local welfare schemes have added value by harnessing in kind support, linking 

residents to a wider service network able to address underlying needs and reduce dependence on 

the state. Costs have been reduced through bulk purchase arrangements, the integration of local 

reuse charities and the ability of local authorities to reclaim VAT. Local schemes have adopted an 

‘invest to save’ approach.  

 

FRN Case Studies – Members who work successfully with their local authority 

 

Case Study 1 

 

FRN member - Resco – works with the London Borough of Hounslow (LBH). Resco collects donated 

furniture from residents who no longer need the items. The items are checked against a rigorous set 

of standards set nationally by the Furniture Reuse Network and then made available for those who 

need it the most.   

Following an assessment by the Local Authority’s social welfare team, recipients are free to visit the 

Resco showrooms and pick out essential items that they have been allocated or simply select them 

from a catalogue.  Resco then delivers these items to the residents’ home in under 5 working days. 

In 2012/2013, under the centrally administered Social Fund, £463,900 was spent on 580 Community 

Care Grants for the provision of essential furniture, home ware and appliances for LBH residents 

(DWP, 2014)i.   

When the funding was decentralised the following year, LBH set up a Discretionary Social Welfare 

Fund to resource the need.  Utilising the furniture re-use sector, they were able to generate 

considerable savings.   

In 2013/2014 LBH issued 520 furniture and appliance grants with a cost to the borough of just 

£95,325 and approximately £23,000 worth of home ware and other goods; a total of £118,325.  

Switching from new items to re-use items reduced the average cost per grant by 71% from £800 to 

£228. 

“Working with Resco and making use of quality, re-usable furniture has meant that Hounslow has 

been able to save money and allowed us to support more people.  This creates greater value for our 

residents financially, socially and environmentally.” 

Harminder Persad  

Assistant Head Revenues & Benefits   

London Borough of Hounslow 

 

Social Impact 

Resco is a Social Impact Business with a primary commitment to helping the long-term unemployed 

back into employment.  Through the Resco Programme they provide work experience, training and 

“one to one” support for those with major barriers to employment.   
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The average length of unemployment for participants is seven years and 68% who have a history of 

offending, homelessness, addiction or mental health.  Through the furniture businesses they provide 

around 120 work placements for local people each year.  Of those who complete the programme, 

55% have gone on into sustained employment. ii 

Environmental Impact 

Resco sources furniture that would have otherwise been destined for landfill.  In 2013 they diverted 

approximately 80 tonnes of furniture from landfill.  Much of the collected furniture is diverted 

through partnerships with Local Authorities.  This creates a “closed loop” system where the needs of 

welfare residents are met by the donations of others. 

However, it is too early to determine the cost savings to other areas of public expenditure, such as 

health, mental health, crime and disorder; and reduction in personal levels of debt as a result of this 

intervention and public/third sector partnership. 

 

Case Study 2 

 

Exsel – member of FRN – is one of 8 members of a Lancashire County-wide consortium. Exsel’s 

provision of essential household goods accounts for only 16% of the full contract delivery. 

Since April 2013 they have supplied a combination of new (40%) and pre-used (60%) household 

goods to 392 in-crisis households in and around the town of Skelmersdale. It is necessary to provide 

a number of items new such as beds and mattresses; bed linen; rugs; and some of the white goods, 

as refurbished providers cannot offer the length of warranty stipulated by the Council’s procurement 

procedures.  

By providing pre-used items, the Council has obtained a cost saving of £40, 948; spread over all 8 

providers, the saving to the County Council would be in the region of £255, 926 over two years. 

 

Exsel has observed that there has been a significant increase in referrals for furniture packages as a 

result of council control of the local welfare provision. Purchases are made via a referral system and 

no actual money is given to the end user. This ensures that the fund is being used for the correct 

purpose. Previously, money was granted to the client and the client had latitude to spend this in the 

most appropriate way they deemed fit. It would seem – particularly given there has been no 

significant economic or demographic changes across the whole scope of this analysis – that perhaps 

some of the awarded money was not being spent on the items originally identified. 

 

A recent beneficiary: 

A family had found temporary hostel accommodation whilst trying to establish a new home.   

The father could not get employment as he had no permanent address; when an unfurnished 

property became available they were unable to move because they had no furniture. They 

approached Exsel who duly referred them to the Care and Urgent Needs Department in Lancashire 

County Council. The family were awarded a package of furniture which was supplied by Exsel.  

Seven weeks after the delivery of these items Exsel received a phone call. 

The father and mother of the family had secured employment and their three children were in full 

time education. The family called to donate all of the items back to Exsel so they would help another 
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family. They made a further donation of £200 to be used to help people who found themselves in a 

similar situation to them just two months earlier. 

The removal of funding will see this investment in setting up such schemes go to waste. 

 

Question 3:  

What is the likely impact (and extent of any impact) on groups that display protected 

characteristics of the four options discussed?  

In common with many other commentators including the LGA; ‘Keep the Safety Net’ campaign 

believes that local authorities will experience options one, two and three as a further cut to 

resources. As a result, we believe it to be incumbent on the government to consider the equalities 

impact of this eventuality.  

Local authorities have suggested that without a clear funding stream their ability to provide ongoing 

support will be severely curtailed or cease entirely. The general impact of this would be to deprive 

vulnerable people of timely support and leave them with few options but to turn to charities or 

worse, unscrupulous lenders. This would represent a situation not encountered in the post-war 

period, which makes accurate assessment of the likely outcomes a challenge. Since charities have 

consistently stated they will only be able to cope with a fraction of this demand, the outcomes for 

those we already see on a downward spiral of debt and deprivation are unlikely to be positive.  

However, due to the disproportionate representation of groups displaying protected characteristics 

among recipients of local welfare (see below) we can be clear that any negative consequences 

resulting from the withdrawal of funding will be felt more acutely by them.  

Option Four suggests to us the continuation of current funding arrangements for the period 2015/16 

and therefore allows us to draw on the experience of providing localised welfare support over the 

past twenty months when considering the impact on groups with protected characteristics. 

Part of the rationale for localising the discretionary elements of the Social Fund was that under the 

old system, resources were thought to be poorly focused and in particular, were failing to meet the 

need of the most vulnerable people in our society. A brief glance through the case studies now in the 

public domain; reports from London Councils and the LGA; and indeed the DWP’s recent review, 

demonstrate a substantial focus on many of the groups relevant for this discussion. Where 

monitoring returns are available they consistently demonstrate a considerable overrepresentation of 

women, the elderly and people with disabilities for example among the users of local welfare 

schemes. Many schemes specifically focus support on victims of domestic violence or hate crime 

where there is an obvious correlation with equalities. 

One of the many mechanisms by which poverty is associated with membership of these groups is 

suggested by The Equality and Human Rights Commission (Life course influences on poverty and 

social isolation in later life, 2009). It points out that of the one fifth of the working age population 

who are disabled, only 50% are in work compared to 80% for others and that this figure falls to 25% 

for people with mental health problems. When in work, people with disabilities earn lower wages, 

are less likely to save for a pension or to work after pensionable age. Similarly, these correlations 

hold true for ethnicity and gender. Many local welfare schemes offer support to people on very low 

wages but all are focused on those with low incomes generally. By definition therefore, robust 

funding for local welfare schemes promotes positive outcomes for relevant groups and indeed, more 

equal access to services. 



Furniture Re-use Network. Charity No: 1090824; Company No: 4154818  

 

Question 4:  

Do you agree that some impacts can only be assessed locally depending on the decisions made by 

individual authorities?  

Yes, in part. ‘Keep the Safety Net’ campaign supports the decision to allow local authorities 

discretion when considering need and designing welfare schemes. The ability to allocate resources 

based on local intelligence and priorities is a clear advantage over a nationally determined scheme, 

assuming sufficient resources are available. A wider benefit has also become clear from the 

multiplicity of experiences of actually running local welfare schemes we now have to draw on - 

namely, that local partnerships based on cross-sector co-operation have been able to use grant 

funding as cement, around which, unique packages of support have been established.  

Each local authority must assume responsibility for assessing the impact of their individual schemes 

and partnerships, particularly in relation to their equalities duty. However, this does not obviate 

central government of the responsibility for assessing the impact of the absence of schemes that is 

likely to arise from the withdrawal of funding. Neither does it prevent guidance being offered to 

areas that have been slower to develop appropriate levels of support alongside encouragement 

regarding the value of such schemes in terms of meeting government priorities. 

 

Question 5 

 Throughout this response we have made it clear that we believe substantial costs are associated 

with the probable closure of local welfare schemes under the conditions laid out in Options One, 

Two and Three. In many cases, the savings associated with small timely grants to individuals in stress 

are many times the initial allocation. The decision about where funding to realise those savings 

should come from in the first instance is considerably less important than the decision to realise 

those savings and to grasp the opportunity to make the real and lasting contributions to the lives of 

vulnerable people such as those in the case studies that follow. 

 

Question 6 

No Comment 

 

Contact Details 

Helen Middleton 

Market Development Manager 

Furniture Re-use Network 

48-56 West Street 

Bristol 

BS2 0BL 

Tel: 07726 358243 / 0117 954 3571 

Email: helenm@frn.org.uk 

21st November 2014 

i https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/discretionary-social-fund-by-local-authority-apr-2012-to-mar-

2013 
ii Stats for January 2013 to time of printing. 

                                                           


