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Local welfare provision in 2015/16 consultation – a response 
from Leonard Cheshire Disability 
 
21st November 2014 
 

Leonard Cheshire Disability is the UK’s leading charity supporting disabled 
people. 
 
Every year, we support thousands of people in the UK and around the world 
with physical and learning disabilities to fulfil their potential and live the lives 
they choose. We work for a society in which every person is equally valued. We 
believe that disabled people should have the freedom to live their lives the way 
they choose - with the opportunity and support to live independently, to 
contribute economically and to participate fully in society. 
 
That belief is at the heart of everything we do. 

 
Key points 

 
1.3  We believe that Local Welfare Provision (LWP) has a key role in supporting 

Government’s ambition to help disabled people fulfil their potential, as outlined 
in the 2013 ODI and DWP Strategy Fulfilling Potential: making it happen. 
Disabled people are more likely to need short-term financial help provided 
through Local Welfare Provision because they are more likely to face extra 
costs such as specialist equipment and care costs and therefore unable accrue 
savings to cope they are faced with sudden, unexpected costs. Disabled people 
are more likely to be unable to afford an unexpected financial shock. Over a 
third (37%) of disabled people said they could not afford an unexpected but 
necessary expense of £500 compared to a quarter (26%) of non-disabled 
people.1 Disabled people are becoming more likely to find themselves in need 
of crisis loans, not less. In 2009/10 around one third (31%) of crisis loan final 
decisions were made in respect of disabled people, representing an increase of 
11 percentage points on the previous year.2 
To ensure LWP continues to support disabled people to fulfil their potential, we 
propose that: 

 

 Funding for LWP should be ring-fenced and maintained in line with current 
levels to safeguard disabled people’s wellbeing in line with the Care Act; 

 LWP is guided by a national set of standards to increase transparency and 
fairness, ensuring that no matter where a person lives, they will have an 
equal chance of accessing the support; and 

 LWP is given a common brand to help increase awareness and reduce 
costs of promotion of different local schemes amongst the groups who rely 
on it most.  

 

                                      
1
 Life Opportunities Survey, analysed in Ipsos MORI (2013) Disabled People and Financial 

Wellbeing 
2
 Department for Work and Pensions (2011) DWP Local welfare assistance to replace Social Fund 

Community Care Grants and Crisis Loans for general living expenses - Equality impact assessment 
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The evidence we present here is informed by a survey of over 60 disabled 
people and in-depth interviews with 4 disabled people and their family members 
detailing their experiences of needing emergency support.   

 
1. Do you have a preference for options 1, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b or 4? Please explain 

how you have come to this view 
 
1.1. Our preference is for option 4, an alternative system for Local Welfare 

Provision (LWP), funded separately, which we believe will help to solve several 
problems with the current system and ensure that the most vulnerable people 
in society can continue to rely on emergency support. We will set out in detail 
how we believe the scheme should work in our answer to question 2.  
 

1.2. Firstly, we will provide comment on options 1, 2a, 2b, 3a and 3b to explain the 
risks with the other options.  

 
Option 1 
 
1.4 We reject this option because it would effectively cut funding for LWP, and 

remove any requirement for local authorities to provide local emergency 
support.  
 

1.5 A survey of local authorities conducted by the LGA found that without funding 
the scheme is unlikely to continue in its current form. It found that three-in-four 
local authorities expected to reduce the emergency support they currently offer 
if government funding is reduced, with 15% of local authorities expecting to 
scrap the scheme entirely.3 

 
1.6 We also reject this option because of the likely negative impact on disabled 

people, who are more likely to rely on the LWP than non-disabled people.  
 

1.7 According to the DWP, disabled people received 32 per cent of the total amount 
spent on community care grants and 19 per cent of crisis loans in 2012/134 - 
despite making up on 19% of the population.5 Community care grants were 
important for disabled people as they were aimed at people with particular 
problems like poor health or family difficulties. They can be paid to help with 
specific individual needs, like household items and certain travel costs. In 
Scotland, 41 per cent of Scottish Welfare Funds recipients receiving benefits 
were currently receiving Employment and Support Allowance.6 

 
1.8 We also know that disabled people are more likely to be in a position where 

they are not able to afford an unexpected financial shock. Research from Ipsos-
Mori found that over a third (37%) of disabled people said they could not afford 

                                      
3
 http://www.local.gov.uk/media-releases/-/journal_content/56/10180/6583322/NEWS 

4
 Annex 5, DWP (2013) Annual Report by the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions on the 

Social Fund 2012/13, www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/2013-annual-report-social-fund.pdf 
5
 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/325491/family-

resources-survey-statistics-2012-2013.pdf 
6
 Ibid 
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an unexpected but necessary expense of £500 compared to a quarter (26%) of 
non-disabled people.7  

 
1.9 Additionally, we also know that ongoing changes to the welfare system are 

impacting on disabled people’s income, increasing the likelihood they will be in 
need of emergency support. For example, due to ongoing delays to Personal 
Independence Payment assessments, disabled people are waiting, on average, 
for an outcome to their assessment for over nine months.8 Despite good 
intentions to reduce this wait, it is unlikely to improve significantly for many 
months. Disabled people are also facing financial hardship due to the 
combination of the Spare Room Subsidy and a shortage of alternative 
accessible accommodation.  Over 1 in 5 (22%) disabled people have reported 
going into debt and over a third (35%) said they were cutting down on 
essentials.9 Consequently, withdrawing emergency support would place 
disabled people under even greater pressure and place in jeopardy 
Government’s aspirations under the Fulfilling Potential strategy.  

 
1.10 We also reject this option on the basis it does not ensure funding for LWP is 

ringfenced.  
 

1.11 Although the scheme is currently funded separately through a special grant 
provided by DWP, it is not ringfenced and this has had a significant impact on 
the number of people who have been able to impact the scheme. Many local 
authorities have only spent a small proportion of the money allocated for LWP 
between  2013/14 and 2014/15, and some have wound down their schemes 
entirely.10 

 
1.12 10 months into the first year of the scheme, the average spend across 139 

councils was just 43% of the available budget. When local authorities were 
asked what proportion of applications they received were awarded crisis help, it 
was found on average applicants to the scheme had a 58% change of receiving 
support. This is in comparison to people’s chances of receiving help through a 
crisis loan in 2012-13 (before the fund was devolved to local authorities) was 
80%.11 
 

1.13 These findings are supported by DWP research which found that almost all 
local authorities (80%) did not spend the whole of the funds allocated to them 
for LWP in 2013/14.12 

 

                                      
7
 Life Opportunities Survey, analysed in Ipsos MORI (2013) Disabled People and Financial 

Wellbeing 
8
 The Disability Benefits Consortium undertook a survey of over 200 Welfare Rights Advisors 

between July and August 2014, and over 200 advisors. Over half of welfare advisers thought that 
over half of people (52%) applying for PIP were waiting in excess of nine months. 
9 In July and August 2014 the DBC conducted its ‘Big Benefits Survey’ which over 3300 responded. 
10

 Centrepoint, ‘Local welfare provision: Centrepoint Freedom of Information request’, March 2014 
available at http://www.centrepoint.org.uk/media/848993/local_welfare_provision_foi_briefing.pdf 
11

 Centrepoint, ‘Local welfare provision: Centrepoint Freedom of Information request’, March 2014 
available at http://www.centrepoint.org.uk/media/848993/local_welfare_provision_foi_briefing.pdf 
12

 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/370775/2-local-
welfare-provision-review-nov-2014.pdf 
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Option 2  
 
1.14 We are opposed to option 2 for the same reasons as we have given for 

option 1. That is that it would effectively cut funding for LWP, and remove any 
requirement for local authorities to provide local emergency support. This will 
have a negative impact on disabled people, who are more likely to rely on the 
LWP than non-disabled people.  

 
1.15 This option is slightly preferable to option 1, because it would require the 

Government to publish how much of each local authority’s Settlement Funding 
Assessments would notionally relate to local welfare provision.  

 
1.16 While this introduces a welcome element of transparency into the process, 

we are doubtful that it will ensure appropriate levels of local spending. Without 
any ring-fencing of the budget, or any requirement on local authorities to 
provide information on how their budget is spent, we cannot see any reason to 
suggest that this would have a positive impact on the lives of disabled people in 
need of emergency support.  
 

Option 3 
 

1.17 We note that option 3 will effectively ringfence funding for the scheme, albeit 
requiring local authorities to fund the scheme through their existing budgets. 
 

1.18 Whilst ringfencing funding for LWP is certainly an improvement on the 
previous two options because it provides some protection to the scheme, 
without extra funding it will put further pressure on local authority budgets, 
potentially cutting funding for other services which disabled people rely on. This 
is at a time where significant cuts to local authority budgets, with a further 
reduction of 13 per cent planned for 2015/16,13 is already putting increased 
pressure on services like social care. In fact we know that the total number of 
people receiving social care services in 2013-14 was down 29% from the 
amount who received social care in 2008-09.14 

 
1.19 We know that social care budgets are already under immense pressure, 

with many councils being forced to cut social care budgets. According to 
ADASS, social care spending has fallen by 12 per cent at a time when the 
number of those looking for support has actually increased by 14 per cent. This 
has forced departments to make savings of 26 per cent in their budgets – the 
equivalent of £3.53 billion over the last four years.15 

 
1.20 Our preference is for a fourth option – a nationally funded scheme, delivered 

locally, which is ringfenced to deliver LWP only. We set out the details of this 
scheme in our answer to the next question. 

                                      
13

 DCLG, Key information for local authorities and non-domestic rates pools: final local government 
finance settlement 2014-15 
14

 Community Care Statistics, Social Services Activity, England - 2013-14, Provisional release [NS] 
July 08, 2014. Health & Social Care Information Centre 
http://www.hscic.gov.uk/catalogue/PUB14397 accessed 20/11/14 
15

 http://www.adass.org.uk/social-care-services-unsustainable-adass/ accessed 08/10/14 

http://www.hscic.gov.uk/catalogue/PUB14397
http://www.adass.org.uk/social-care-services-unsustainable-adass/
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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?  

 
2.3 We propose the Government implement option 4, an alternative system for 

Local Welfare Provision (LWP), maintaining current levels of funding. We 
believe this will help to solve several problems with the current system and 
ensure the scheme continues.  
 

2.4 We agree that local authorities, with their existing social care strategies and 
duties, are in an ideal position to determine the support needs of local 
vulnerable people. However, this locally-delivered scheme is not without its 
problems. Awareness of the scheme amongst disabled people who are in need 
of it, is low. Those who were aware of LWP were unclear about the rules, 
eligibility, how to apply, and what type of support they could expect to receive.  

 
Low awareness of LWP 
 
2.5  Our research with disabled people found very few were aware that their local 

authority offered support of this kind. In fact only 16% of respondents were 
aware that they could go to their local authority for help. These are people who 
should be aware that the scheme exists as nearly half (47%) said they had 
previously applied for a crisis loan from the Jobcentre. 
 

2.6 Whilst we recognise that some local authorities are doing a good job of 
increasing awareness of LWP with vulnerable groups in their communities, we 
feel that this low level of awareness amongst disabled people, a group highly 
likely to rely on this support, is unacceptable.  
 

2.7 Many disabled people told us that they did not know how to search for this kind 
of support because there wasn’t a named scheme to search for. Currently local 
authorities run LWP under a variety of names. This makes it very difficult for 
individuals find out what their local authority is offering. For example, 
Liverpool’s scheme is called the Liverpool Citizens Support Scheme, whilst 
Lambeth operates an ‘Emergency Support Scheme’.  
 

2.8 The case studies, below, exemplify why it is so difficult for people to find out 
any information about their local scheme 

2.8.1 Suzanna16 originally went to the Jobcentre for a Social Fund Loan for her 
son who is autistic. He was going to move out of the family home and she 
needed support to furnish his flat. However, the Jobcentre was very 
unhelpful and said he was not eligible for support. Suzanna felt that it was 
only because she was being ‘very pushy’ that the Jobcentre adviser finally 
told her to go the council to apply for support. She feels she would have 
never found out about this otherwise and if her son was left to fight for this 
himself he would never have got anywhere. Suzanna believes the system is 
very confusing and she felt like she was made to beg for some support. 

                                      
16

 Names have been changed in all examples to protect anonymity  



 6 

2.8.2 Wendy is a full time carer for her husband who has suffered two cardiac 
arrests and problems with his back which affect his mobility. He is in receipt 
of ESA and DLA but Wendy is unable to claim for Carer’s Allowance 
because her husband does not receive the higher rate of the care element 
of DLA. She cannot work or claim JSA because she cares for her husband 
full time. This leaves them surviving on a very small budget. When their 
fridge freezer broke and all their food perished they were unable to afford to 
replace it and had no savings to rely on. Wendy rang the Jobcentre because 
she knew that in the past you could apply for Crisis Loans. She said they 
were very unhelpful and told her they could not provide her with support. 
They did not signpost her to any further support. Searching on the internet 
for alternative forms of support was fruitless because Wendy did not know 
what she was looking for. Wendy only eventually found about the support 
offered by her council after writing to her MP. She said although she is 
happy with the support she eventually received, it would have been a lot 
quicker and easier if she was made aware of the support at the point when 
she needed it.  

2.8.3 Sarah was in need of emergency support but she did not know it existed. 
She says she is tired of fighting a losing battle and has got the stage where 
she has given up trying to get any help from her local council.  
 

2.9 We propose giving the scheme a nationally recognised name which would help 
increase awareness of the scheme and help claimants get support faster. 
Moreover, information should be provided on national websites such as Gov.uk. 
Organisations supporting disabled people who they know are vulnerable, could 
also refer people to a nationally recognised scheme, and provide advice on how 
they can apply and what they can expect to receive. As there seems to be 
higher awareness of previous crisis loans provided by JobCentre Plus, a cost-
effective solution for promotion would be to display materials in all JobCentre 
Plus buildings and on JobCentre Plus websites. This may also reduce the 
enquiries that JobCentre Plus advisers need to personally handle about the 
scheme.  
 

2.10 It can also help claimants who feel might find it very difficult to contact a 
complete stranger at their local council and have to explain that they have 
reached the point where they cannot afford to eat or pay their rent. If they could 
simply ask about the scheme, whatever it may be called, it would take away this 
additional barrier to getting help.  
 

Clearer rules for how LWP works 
 

2.11 Another issue with LWP in many areas was that many people using the 
scheme were unclear as to how it operated. For example, those who had 
applied to their local council for support and been refused, told us they were 
unclear as to why, and that they did not feel they were in a position to challenge 
any decisions that might have been unfair. Some people told us it put them off 
applying again in the future.  
 

2.11.1 Case Study: Paul transferred from ESA onto Pension Credit and during the 
transfer period was suddenly left with no income because his ESA ended 
before his Pension Credit had come through. The Jobcentre told him to 
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apply to his council. However, when he rang them they told him they could 
not help and that he needed to go to the county council. When he got in 
contact with the county council, they also refused to provide support.  
 
This was a very stressful time for Paul as he was unsure if he would be able 
to pay his mounting bills, and he had no savings to pay with. Paul feels that 
it would be very helpful if he could have gone to the council with some 
information about the support he was entitled to. He is unclear as to why he 
was refused help and who is actually entitled to receive something. He said 
he would not go to them again for support. 
 

2.12 In contrast, many disabled people, particularly those who are in receipt of 
ESA, told us they are aware of crisis loans available at the Jobcentre and are 
clear about who can apply and how. Almost half of the respondents (47%) to 
our survey said they had applied for a crisis loan, compared to only 16% who 
said they were aware they could go to their local authority for assistance. This 
is despite crisis loans no longer being offered. 

  
2.13 Some quotes from disabled people illustrate what was preferable about the 

social fund, when it was administered through Jobcentre Plus: 
 

‘It was easy to apply for [a crisis] loan and pay it back weekly.’ 
 

‘Considering it took a lot of ringing around to find out about this help, it 
would be helpful if there was more information about how support is 
available somewhere like Gov.uk, as it was with Crisis Loans.’ 
 

2.14 For these reasons we propose that LWP be governed by nationally set, 
guidance which ensures the all local authorities follow a set of minimum 
standards. This would ensure that wherever someone lives they have the same 
likelihood of accessing the scheme and are able to challenge decisions when it 
is felt they were unfair. This would be in line with Scotland where its local 
authorities run the Scottish Welfare Fund which follows national guidance. The 
Scottish Government website sets out what people can expect from the 
scheme, including guidance on how to apply.17 
 

2.15 We believe this structure can still leave room for flexibility and local 
discretion as to how support is delivered. It would also be more cost-effective 
than to spend time producing separate local materials to promote the scheme.  
 

2.16 For example, some people told us that they appreciated getting support in 
kind from their local authority. Local authorities can provide support in a variety 
of ways, either providing a grant, or more commonly providing vouchers for 
items which the person is in need such as furniture or a fridge freezer. Some 
people were provided with vouchers for their local food bank. Some disabled 
people we spoke to were appreciative of this because they were given the 
items they needed without having to worry about paying back any debts. By 
comparison, some disabled people told us they found crisis loans as the only 
option unhelpful as they did not want to get into debt. Instead, support in kind 

                                      
17

 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/People/welfarereform/scottishwelfarefund 
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such as furniture or fridge-freezers, was welcome by the disabled people we 
spoke to.  
 

Funding  
 

2.17 LWP is a critical form of support for disabled people who are more likely to 
be struggling financially and less likely to be in a position to manage 
unexpected expenditure such as replacing a broken fridge.  

 
2.18 Disabled people are less likely to be in employment,18 more likely to be on 

benefits and also face the higher costs associated with being disabled. For 
these reasons they are less likely to be able to accrue savings to cope they are 
faced with sudden extra costs. For example, one in ten (7 per cent) disabled 
people have got into debt to cover the additional costs of illness or disability.19  

 
2.19 We do not believe this critical support should be funded out of existing 

funds. This merely puts pressure on other budgets within the local authority 
which are likely to have an impact on disabled people. We have previously 
shown evidence which shows how local authority budget pressures are already 
having a negative impact on social care, reducing the likelihood disabled people 
can get the social care services they need (see 1.18).   
 

2.20 Therefore we propose that, as a critical part of the social security system, 
the DWP fund LWP via a section 31 grant from DWP to councils at least at a 
similar level to that which was provided for 2013/14 and 2014/15. This was 
previously proposed by the Work and Pensions Committee.20  
 

2.21 It is essential that funding for LWP is ring-fenced, in same way the budget 
for discretionary housing payments (DHP) has been. This would ensure this 
essential part of the social security system, which protects disabled people from 
facing crisis, is protected within local authority budgets which are under 
increasing pressure.  
 

2.22 There is a danger that without this funding, disabled people will be put under 
greater stress and be less able to maintain their health. For example, without 
this support disabled people might be forced to turn off their heating, increasing 
their chances of getting ill. They might have to cut back on travel costs, 
meaning they are trapped in their home, causing them to be depressed and 
having a negative impact on their physical health. This shifts costs to the social 
care budget and to the NHS as disabled people’s health deteriorates and with it 
their ability to live independently of support. This goes against the direction of 
Government policy, which has recently emphasised integration of local public 
services.  
 

                                      
18

 There is therefore a 30.1 percentage point employment gap between disabled and non-disabled 
people, representing over 2 million people. Office for Disability Issues 
19

 Demos (2014) The borrowers, http://www.demos.co.uk/files/TheBorrowers_REPORT.pdf?1395871961 
20

 House of Commons Work and Pensions Committee, Monitoring the performance of the 
Department for Work and Pensions in 2012-13, March 2014 

http://www.demos.co.uk/files/TheBorrowers_REPORT.pdf?1395871961
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2.23 We also suggest that where demand outstrips supply, local authorities 
should be able to apply for extra funding through central government funding. 
With future changes to the welfare system on the horizon, for example, reduced 
eligibility for PIP, demand for this pot from people, disabled people in particular, 
is only set to grow. 

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

protected characteristics of the four options discussed?  

 
3.3 Disabled people are over-represented amongst recipients of LWP (and the 

Social Fund, when it was in operation). Any option which reduces funds for 
LWP is highly likely to have a disproportionately negative impact on disabled 
people. 

 
3.4 People with disabilities, long term health conditions and mental health 

conditions are more likely to be in receipt of LWP than other groups, accounting 
for up to half of recipients in some areas (51% in West Berkshire; 41% in 
Wolverhampton and 32% in Cornwall and Solihull).21 
 

3.5 Moreover, cumulative impact analysis conducted by Scope and Demos 
estimated that localisation of the Social Fund would affect 844,360 disabled 
people who may lose up to £43.2 million in Crisis Loans.22 
 

3.6 Research on the borrowing habits of disabled people further highlights the 
negative effect that reducing funding for LWP is likely to have. One in ten 
disabled people (13%) have been turned down for credit in the last five years,23 
resulting in disabled people being over-represented among high cost credit 
users (18% compared with 5% of non-disabled people).24 
 

3.7 Disabled people also have an increased chance of ‘distressed borrowing’, that 
is when a person borrows in a time of distress or urgency, or borrows an 
unaffordable amount. For example, one in five disabled people (17%) rely on 
credit to meet unexpected costs25. This results in getting trapped in ever 
increasing debt as they are unlikely to be able to meet even low cost credit 
repayments in the future.  
 

                                      
21

 Information provided by local authorities to Child Poverty Action Group on ad hoc basis, spring-
autumn 2014, unpublished. 
22

 Scope and Demos (2013) The Cumulative Impact of Welfare Reforms, 
http://www.demos.co.uk/files/Table3-detail.pdf 
23

 Research conducted by Ipsos MORI’s Social Research Institute on behalf of Scope which 
comprised a representative survey of 1,009 disabled adults aged 16+ which was carried out 
between 27 July and 10 August 2012 across Great Britain. 
http://www.scope.org.uk/Scope/media/Documents/Publication%20Directory/Credit-and-
Debt.pdf?ext=.pdf 
24

 Personal Finance Research Centre, University of Bristol (2013) The impact on business and 
consumers of a cap on the total cost of credit, 
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/geography/research/pfrc/themes/credit-debt/pfrc1306.pdf cited by Scope, 
Disabled people and financial well-being, 2013 
25

 Life Opportunities Survey, analysed in Ipsos MORI (2013) Disabled People and Financial 
Wellbeing 

http://www.scope.org.uk/Scope/media/Documents/Publication%20Directory/Credit-and-Debt.pdf?ext=.pdf
http://www.scope.org.uk/Scope/media/Documents/Publication%20Directory/Credit-and-Debt.pdf?ext=.pdf
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/geography/research/pfrc/themes/credit-debt/pfrc1306.pdf
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3.8 At the same time, disabled people are more likely to be unable to afford an 
unexpected financial shock. Over a third (37%) of disabled people said they 
could not afford an unexpected but necessary expense of £500 compared to a 
quarter (26%) of non-disabled people.26 Further, disabled people are more 
likely to be unable to meet loan repayments - 6% of disabled people are two or 
more consecutive repayments behind, compared with 4% of non-disabled 
people.27 

 
3.9 In 2009/10 around one third (31%) of Crisis Loan final decisions were made in 

respect of disabled people, and this represents an increase of 11 percentage 
points on the previous year.28 
 

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

  
4.1 We are unable to answer this question as we are unclear as to its intention. 

 
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.  

 
5.3 Funding, maintaining and ring-fencing the LWP will protect disabled people, 

one of the key groups protected under the public sector equality duty. By 
ensuring the continuance of the fund, the Government will ensure that disabled 
people can access this essential support and are protected from facing crisis. 
For example, becoming behind with rent payments and facing the prospect of 
eviction or not being able to afford to eat for a few days. For some, getting 
trapped by high cost payday loans is also a possibility.  
 

5.4 It is essential that Government monitors how local authorities are managing to 
meet the needs of disabled people and providing guidance which ensures local 
authorities monitor those who do and do not get support from the scheme and 
the impact this has on this group. This is especially important as the welfare 
reforms and cuts to social care continue to impact upon disabled people.  

 
6 Do you agree this is the right timetable? 
 
6.3 We are concerned that local authorities will be near to finalising their budgets 

for 2015/16 already. If the Government decides to require councils to fund the 
scheme without an additional budget it could mean it is even less likely local 
authorities will have funding available to continue the scheme. There does not 
seem to be any way around this as local authorities must sort their budgets in 
time. This is another argument for providing a separate funding pot for the 
scheme to ensure its continuance. Without further funding, there is likely to be 

                                      
26

 Life Opportunities Survey, analysed in Ipsos MORI (2013) Disabled People and Financial 
Wellbeing 
27

 Wealth and Assets Survey, analysed in Ipsos MORI (2013) Disabled People and Financial 
Wellbeing 
28

 Department for Work and Pensions (2011) DWP Local welfare assistance to replace Social Fund 
Community Care Grants and Crisis Loans for general living expenses - Equality impact assessment 
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confusion and chaos as local authorities are likely to have set their budgets by 
the time a decision is made on the fund.  
 

6.4 Local authorities will have little time to find the funding for LWP and most of 
their budget will already be accounted for. It is also unlikely they could find time 
to consult with councillors about any changes to the budget, which seems to 
contradict the drive towards localism.  

 

For more information about this response please contact Rosanna Singler, Policy 
Officer, E: rosanna.singler@lcdisability.org, T: 020 3242 0269 

 

mailto:rosanna.singler@lcdisability.org

