
Local Welfare Provision – A consultation 
 
Officer response by Kirklees Council  
 
Julian Hobson 
Policy officer 
Civic Centre 1 
Huddersfield 
HD1 2NF 
 
Julian.hobson@kirklees.gov.uk 
 
November 2014 
 
Question 1: Do you have a preference for options 1,2a,2b,3a,3b or 4? 
 
The only option that would guarantee continued provision in 2015/16 and beyond is option 
4. 
 
None of the other options provide for a fully funded scheme.  
 
Option 2 in both its guises constitute an overall cut .   
 
Option 3 seeks to secure funding by top slicing local government funding which would 
inevitably result in funding pressures elsewhere.   
 
Option 4 must be to continue to fully fund provision in the same terms as applied in 
2013/14 and 2014/15. 
 
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? 
 
Kirklees Council operates a Local Welfare Provision scheme that provides support with fuel, 
food, and furniture for those in crisis and greatest need. Without funding to support those 
in greatest need their needs would go unmet increasing the likelihood of deeper crisis and 
increased vulnerability.  
 
Much of Welfare Reform has coincided with the period for which LA’s have had 
responsibility for Local Welfare Provision. It is worth noting that in Kirklees 50% need help 
with food because of the structure of the benefit system and the time it takes to secure 
entitlement or for entitlement to change, whilst 28% need help because of the sanctions 
regime (fig 1) 
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The structural demand created by the welfare system will not go away. It is our fear that as 
the system is reformed more radically under Universal Credit, the need for short term 
support will increase exponentially.  
 
Local authorities are experiencing unprecedented funding pressures which in essence limits 
provision to statutory services. It is extremely unlikely that an authority could continue to 
provide any form of Local Welfare Provision without direct ring fenced grant that doesn’t 
also reduce funding available for other services. 
 

 
 
Question 3: What is the likely impact (and extent of any impact) on groups that display 
protected characteristics of the four options discussed? 
 
This is the wrong question, it simply cannot be answered because it would depend upon 
what decision would be made by each authority subject to each option. If the question was 
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“Rank the options in the order of impact upon those that display protected characteristics,  
starting with the least and ending with the most likely negative effect” than the ranking 
would be 4,3,2 (without knowing the effect of a or b in the case of 3 and 2 the exact order is 
unknown). 
 
There is no question that those with protected characteristics are overrepresented in the 
recipients of LWP, just as they are overrepresented in Welfare Recipients generally. They 
would therefore be disproportionately affected by any decision to withdraw funding.  
 
Question 4: Do you agree that some impacts can only be assessed locally depending on the decisions 
made by individual authorities? 
 
Yes (see 3 above), however it would not be reasonable to suggest that a decision as to whether 
there is an impact or not is entirely within the gift of the Local Authority. Having localised the system 
of support it is in incumbent upon government to ensure that funding is available. 
 
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 
 
Option 4 is the only way by which provision can be protected, it is therefore the only option that 
could ensure adherence to the public sector equality duty. If the other options produce any 
undesirable outcome either reduction in LWP or reduction in services generally or both then it 
would be difficult to see how they might adhere to the duty at all. 
 

Question 6: Do you agree this is the right timetable? 
 
No – the timetable of this is far too tight. Funding in respect of 2015/16 should be on the 
same terms as 2014/15 and reinstated immediately. Any decision to withdraw funding at a 
future date should be properly considered and take full account of the impact by way of full 
and considered research.  
  
   

 


