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Dear Sir or Madam 
 
Local welfare provision consultation 
 
Introduction 
 
Throughout the history of the modern social security system there has been 
recognition of ‘one-off’ or unexpected expenses that can occur for individuals that 
cannot be met from regular benefit incomes, and that have been provided for by 
grants or additional payments. As a development from the older provisions of the 
National Assistance Act, from 1979 to 1988, these were provided for as single 
payments under the Supplementary Benefit provisions. Then in 1988 the Social 
Fund set out a new scheme of grants and loans for a range of circumstances.  
With some adjustments along the way, these payments continued until 2013 
when the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) ceased to provide the ‘Crisis 
Loan’ and ‘Community Care Grant’ elements of the Social Fund. In their place, as 
part of the Welfare Reform programme, funding was made available to each 
upper tier local authority to make provision for these needs through a local 
welfare assistance scheme.  
 
The DWP distributed the available funding to each authority based on the 
proportion of the previous DWP budget that had been awarded in each area. A 
grant fund of £1.5M was allocated to Derbyshire for each of the years 2013/14 
and 2014/15, plus an administration budget to fund the costs of delivering the 
provision. Derbyshire County Council used this allocated funding to operate a 
new provision - the Derbyshire Discretionary Fund. 
 
In common with many other authorities, the Council sought to provide equivalent 
support for the needs that had previously been met by the system of Community 
Care Grants and Crisis Loans. All councils had to set up their provision to be 
operational in a short space of time, and with limited data about previous demand 
and spending patterns. A better understanding of local needs and opportunities in 
Derbyshire has developed during the time the Derbyshire Discretionary Fund has 
been operational, and refinements to the scope of the scheme have been made 
along the way.  
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The scope of the Derbyshire Discretionary Fund (DDF) 
 
The Derbyshire Discretionary Fund (DDF) provides two forms of grant payment – 
Exceptional Pressure Grants and Emergency Cash Payments. Between them 
these two payments broadly cover the same scope as they previous DWP 
provision, although the DDF has also developed wider provision since it began.  
The scope of an Emergency Cash Payment is to assist individuals or households 
when there are insufficient resources to meet an urgent need for food, heating or 
travel expenses, which pose an immediate and substantial risk to the health and 
safety of the person(s).  
 
Awards of Emergency Cash Payments are subject to a maximum limit, which is 
currently set at 75% of the single person rate of means tested benefit for 
claimants over 25 and under pension age (from 1.7.2014 this is £54) with an 
additional maximum amount for each family member of £10. There are no 
minimum limits.  
 
The scope of an Exceptional Pressure Grant is:  
 

 helping people to establish themselves in the community following a stay in 
institutional or residential accommodation, where care was provided; or  

 helping people to remain in the community rather than enter institutional or 
residential accommodation; or 

 easing exceptional pressure on the applicant and their family ; or 

 helping people setting up home as part of a resettlement programme 
following a period during which they have been without a settled way of 
life; or 

 travel expenses in certain circumstances, e.g. to visit someone who is ill; 
attend a relative's funeral; ease a domestic crisis; or visit a child who is 
with the other parent pending a court decision.  

 
Awards of Exceptional Pressure Grants vary according to the cost of the items or 
services for which the award is made.  
 
The principles under which the fund was set up include: 
 

 Working to effectively signpost to preventative and wider provision to better 
assist applicant, and avoid repeated use; 

 Understanding the landscape of relevant complementary and alternative 
provision; 

 Not duplicating the role of other agencies/departments (e.g. DWP); 

 Focusing on those facing greatest difficulty, and enabling a more flexible 
response to unavoidable need. 

 Delivering a local response efficiently, and making use of local knowledge 
and connections to deliver a more joined-up approach than previous 
provision. 

 
Demand for the DDF, and the needs it has supported 
 
In the first year of operation (2013/14) the Derbyshire Discretionary Fund 
received 13,744 applications for assistance. Demand grew steadily over the first 



year and has remained at a consistent level into the second year, with monthly 
applications currently exceeding 1300 and 8318 in total for the first six months.  
 
Each month, on average a quarter of these applications are for Exceptional 
Pressure Grants, and three quarters are for Emergency Cash Payments.  
 
The arrangements made by the Council ensures the continuation and where 
possible improvement of the emergency financial support that has historically 
been provided by Government. As a result the Council ensures that as far as 
possible individuals and families do not become embroiled in financial crises 
which, as well as being profoundly distressing for the people concerned, can 
often result in higher costs for public services at a later date. Early intervention 
helps people avoid homelessness, for example; averts family breakdown which 
may result in children being taken into care; and facilitates the integration of 
vulnerable people including people being resettled from long-term institutional 
care and ex-prisoners being released into the community, (thereby assisting to 
reduce rates of reoffending).   
 
It is the clearly considered view of Derbyshire County Council that it is imperative 
that there are facilities for the provision of emergency financial assistance and 
one off grants to  meet exceptional costs for otherwise vulnerable people and 
families. The Council believes that this should properly be the responsibility of the 
DWP. However given the changes made and the opportunities available to 
improve on the previous arrangements that the Council has taken, local welfare 
provision (LWP) must be properly funded. Therefore the Council believes that is 
essential that the Derbyshire Discretionary Fund continue to receive adequate 
funding in 2015/16, and beyond.  
 
Having outlined the Council’s position we offer the following response to the 
government’s consultation.  
 
Question 1: Do you have a preference for options 1,2a,2b,3a,3b or 4?  
 
The Council was disappointed about the way Government managed the transition 
of funding to the LWP. There was a lack of transparency about the Government’s 
intentions for funding for 2015/16. Like many councils we were surprised by the 
decision to cease funding LWPs. We dispute that there has been adequate 
reflection or consultation on this proposed cut to funding. The position was not 
clarified until the Local Government Finance Settlement in December 2013 and 
this has done little to help local authorities with their medium term financial 
planning.    
 
Given the strong commitment made by the Council to the development the DDF 
as an effective LWP and that this should be funded at the level of the previous 
DWP funded arrangements, the Council supports option 4 of the consultation. We 
believe that funding must be maintained at least at current levels if local 
authorities are to continue (and where possible improve the scope, effectiveness 
and impact) LWF in 2015/16 and beyond.  
 
The Council does not support options 1 or 2 as these both constitute a cut to the 
current levels of funding available to LWP. This seems to be a contradiction to the 



Government’s New Burdens Doctrine with funding provided for a new burden 
being cut only two years after implementation.  
 
Option 3 proposes to create a dedicated fund simply by top-slicing the Local 
Authority Revenue Support Grant (RSG) and subjecting this to a ring-fence. While 
this might allow the DDF to be funded to the required levels, we cannot support 
this option. After four years of already significant cuts, overall funding for the 
Council is being further reduced in 2015/16 and will continue to be significantly 
reduced in the years beyond.  As a result, to impose a ring-fence to maintain 
funding for the DDF while cutting overall funding will only place a huge strain on 
other vital local services that support poorer low-income people and families.  
 
Finally, we are concerned that none of the options in the consultation propose the 
maintenance of the status quo, which is the option that the Council considers to 
be the most appropriate and realistic, given the transfer made in 2013 and the 
development of the DDF since; which the Council considers to now be providing 
an essential source of emergency financial support for a rising number of 
Derbyshire people. We note that all the options appear to be based on the 
assumption that current funding levels for LWP cannot be maintained unless 
financed by a cut in the RSG or elsewhere.   
 
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?  
 
Derbyshire County Council’s anti-poverty strategy seeks to ensure that there is 
provision of adequate and appropriate support to local people who cannot 
manage unexpected or one-off expenditures as a result of very low incomes. The 
DDF has been established and is successfully achieving this objective and 
reaching an increasing number of people in severe financial need. We therefore 
believe that support available through the DDF can and should be strengthened 
not weakened, especially at a time when the cost of living crisis facing many 
people continues and the benefits of economic recovery are not evenly distributed 
across Derbyshire.  
 
The Council notes that in a survey of local authorities in England carried out by 
the Local Government Association three-in-four expect they will have to reduce 
support offered next year if government funding is pulled, with 15 per cent of local 
authorities expecting that they will have to scrap the scheme completely. Cllr 
Claire Kober, Chair of the LGA's Resources Board, said: 
 
"This fund has been used by councils to provide crucial support to people facing 
personal crises in their lives, from help paying the rent to putting food on the 
table. By helping people at an early stage and targeting support at where it is 
needed most, we have been able to assist people in their time of need and 
prevent short-term problems escalating. 
 
"We think the Government has made the wrong decision to remove the funding 
for this safety net and it was misjudged to have done so, especially without 
councils having the opportunity to show what the consequences of such a move 
might be. 



"Taking away this money could prove counterproductive and risks storing up 
much bigger, and more costly problems in the longer run. 
 
"Thousands of people have been helped through local welfare schemes, which 
have been far more effective at getting support to those most in need than the 
Government crisis loans scheme which it replaced. “If government pulls the plug 
on funding from April, many local authorities will be unable to afford to make up 
the difference at a time when we are tackling the biggest cuts to council funding in 
living memory. 
 
"Councils will be doing everything in their power to support those who need it 
most, but with less money and fewer resources to work with this is going to 
become increasingly difficult. For some local authorities, where budgets are 
already on the brink, they will have no choice but to close their local welfare 
assistance schemes down altogether.  
 
Derbyshire has established a comprehensive LWP and the DDF has assisted 
thousands of local people: dealing with 13774 applications for assistance in 
2012/13 and 8318 during the first six months of 2014/15. 
 
Question 2 also asks about the source of funding. Given that LWP is a critical part 
of the social security system. The Council is clear that these schemes should be 
the responsibility of DWP to ensure LWP’s effectiveness within the wider system. 
Given this, the Council would agree with the Work and Pensions Committee that 
future funding should be maintained via a section 31 grant from DWP to councils 
at least at a similar level to that provided for 2013/14 and 2014/15 (and providing 
there was not a corresponding cut to the RSG). While we recognise that the 
social security budget is itself under significant pressure, we strongly argue that 
curtailing funding for LWP would lead to rising expenditure for other public 
services.   
  
Question 3: What is the likely impact (and extent of any impact) on groups 
that display protected characteristics of the four options discussed?  
 
There is a wide range of evidence from studies that groups displaying protected 
characteristics are over-represented amongst recipients of welfare assistance. As 
a result, any option that reduces funds available for the DDF is likely to 
disproportionately and adversely affect groups protected by equalities legislation, 
in particular four groups with protected characteristics – age, disability, ethnicity 
and gender. In our experience it is people from these groups who are likely to be 
significantly affected by any cut to LWP support.   
 
We have not collected data that we can analyse on this point. However various 
cases illustrate the point. 
 
Applicant A was a 72 year old single male who was having amounts taken out of 
his pension by the DWP to repay water and TV licence debts. He had paid off 
some other immediate debts and now didn’t have enough to last for food until his 
next pension payment. He had a ‘lifeline alarm’ which needed to be connected to 
the electricity so he was concerned about running out of electricity credit on his 
meter. An Emergency Cash Payment was awarded for food and fuel. 
 



Applicant B was an 83 year old male who was described as ‘deaf and 
vulnerable’. He had taken out a payday loan to give the money to someone he 
knew, but who professionals identified as taking advantage of him and using the 
money to buy drugs. The CAB assisted the applicant to stop the payday loan 
company from directly accessing his bank account. An Emergency Cash 
Payment was awarded for food and fuel until his next pension payment.  
 
Applicant C was a 47 year old woman who lived alone in a council property. She 
had recently started work after being on Jobseeker’s Allowance. She was working 
part time on the minimum wage and her first wages were not due for another four 
weeks. Her cooker had been condemned by the council and was being removed. 
The applicant had been struggling financially and could not afford a new cooker. 
The client had an advocacy worker because of poor mental health, and also had 
a reduced immune system condition. An Exceptional Pressure Grant was 
awarded for a new cooker. 
 
Applicant D was a 43 year old single parent with two children. She was receiving 
Employment Support Allowance with deductions made at source for water and 
Council Tax arrears, court fines and previous Social Fund loans. The family’s 
home had been re-possessed and she was currently in contact with the local 
district council about housing issues whilst staying on a friend’s sofa. The 
applicant received Child Benefit and Child Tax Credit for her two children but the 
eldest child (16) was moving from school to college, and delays in communication 
between HMRC and the college had led to the amount she received dropping. 
This had now been resolved but the amended payments would not be made until 
the following week. The applicant had run out of food and after the school meals 
the children would get that day, she had no money to buy any more. An 
Emergency Cash Payment was awarded for food. 
 
Applicant E was a 29 year old young woman described by Social Care as 
‘vulnerable’ – she had mental health issues, little family support and had recently 
attempted suicide following a fall out with her family that left her sleeping rough. 
Her son had been taken into Local Authority care in the past although she 
maintained contact. The applicant applied for help with ‘rent in advance’ to secure 
a flat near to where her son lived with carers. This was supported by both Adult 
and Children’s Social Care workers as being beneficial to both the applicant’s 
health and wellbeing and that of her son. An Exceptional Pressure Grant for rent 
in advance was awarded and paid to the landlord. 
 
Applicant F was a 75 year old single man who was admitted to Acute Hospital 
after a long period of self-neglect. When he was subsequently recovered 
sufficiently to return home he was unable to be discharged due to his home 
conditions – notably that his bed and bedding were soiled and not fit for use. The 
Social Care Care-Coordinator had liaised with the Housing Association for repairs 
and cleaning/redecoration and an application was made for a new bed and 
bedding. Exceptional Pressure Grant awarded for bed and bedding which the 
Social Care Coordinator supported the applicant’s family to purchase  
 
Our conclusion is therefore that options 1 and 2 put would put the DDF at serious 
risk, and option 3 negatively affects other council services (which protected 
groups are also likely to use disproportionately). All three of these options 
therefore would have a large negative impact on protected groups. Maintaining 



funding (option 4) would, in our view, do the most to protect provision for these 
groups at this point in time and whist the Council is in principle opposed to ring 
fenced funding, if this is considered necessary because of concerns about the 
policy and approach taken by other local authorities, this would achieve the 
Council’s policy objective for the funding arrangements for the DDF (LWP). 
 
Question 4: Do you agree that some impacts can only be assessed locally 
depending on the decisions made by individual authorities? 
 
The Council is not clear about the purpose of this question. However we make 
the following observations.  
 
Notwithstanding the Council’s view that LWP should be integral to the wider 
welfare system and therefore the responsibility of DWP, the Council has made 
local decisions about how to deliver LWP and has established and fully supported 
the development of the DDF. In doing so the Council has ensured that the DDF is 
equal to and now in certain respects superior to the DWP arrangements 
previously.  
 
This includes the DDF being more efficient in the use of public funds as a result of 
the way the Council is able to integrate information about its involvement with 
local people and families, thus making better use of linked services and reducing 
fraudulent claims. The Council has established a detailed performance monitoring 
framework for the DDF.  
 
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 
 
The Council is in principle opposed to ring fenced funding. However as stated 
above if this is considered necessary because of concerns about the policy and 
approach taken by other local authorities, ring fencing would achieve the 
Council’s policy objective (providing there is no corresponding cut in RSG) for the 
funding arrangements for the DDF (LWP) and would therefore be considered a 
necessary if locally unwelcome element. Maintaining (and if necessary ring-
fencing) current levels of funding for LWP will be an effective way to ensure that 
people who are vulnerable are able to access support during times of sever 
financial need and that public sector equalities duties are fulfilled.  As referred to 
previously, we believe people with protected characteristics are likely to be over 
represented amongst DDF recipients and so strengthening this provision will 
ensure they are not disadvantaged. We will be further developing our monitoring 
of the DDF to enable us to monitor effectively the Council’s performance in this 
respect.  
 
Question 6: Do you agree this is the right timetable? 
 
The Council considers the timetable adequate providing the Local Government 
Finance is issued promptly after the Autumn Statement and not delayed as it has 
been in the past. However the Council will struggle to manage a decision that 
leads to the loss of funding for the DDF and this will affect other services at such 
short notice. The Council is already undertaking consultations on cuts to other 



services and will not have time to run a full public consultation on funding 
priorities.  
 
The Council also calls on the government to provide clarity about funding for the 
DDF beyond 2015/16. Uncertainty leads to inefficiencies and avoidable limitations 
on the performance of public services, which the Council wishes to avoid. 
 
Conclusion and recommendations 
 
The Council has established an effective and efficient LWP and considers it to be 
essential that the DDF continues and is strengthened rather weakened and 
potentially terminated. We therefore support option 4 of the consultation and 
make the following recommendations: 
 
1. That funding for the LWP is continued at least at current levels 
2. Because LWP is a crucial part of the national social security system funding 

should be maintained via a section 31 grant from DWP 
3. That DWP, DCLG and Treasury give proposals made under option 4 due 

consideration at a formative stage to ensure that the consultation truly 
facilitates a “fresh decision” as required 

4. That DWP, DCLG and Treasury provide clarity as to how LWP will be funded 
beyond 2015/16 

 
As noted the Council recognises that because of the policy and approach 
followed by other local authorities, resulting in the limitation or discontinuation of 
LWP, Government may consider it necessary to ring fence grant funding, in order 
to secure LWP. Were this to be the case and to be a means of maintaining 
funding at least at present levels without there being a corresponding cut to the 
RSG, the Council would consider this achieves its policy position for the funding 
of the DDF.  
 

Yours sincerely 

 
Andrew Milroy 
Assistant Director Adult Care 
 
Fieldwork Services North 
Personalisation 
Prevention 
Urgent Care and Hospital Services 

 
Copy To: 
 
Mary McElvaney, Strategic Director Adult Care 
Peter Handford, Director of Finance 
Councillor Robert Davison, Deputy Cabinet Member, Adult Social Care 
 
 

 


