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Introduction 

This document presents the TUC response to the consultation 

document published by HM Government in October 2014.  

The TUC is the voice of Britain at work. With 54 affiliated 

unions representing 6.2 million working people from all 

walks of life, we campaign for a fair deal at work and for 

social justice at home and abroad. 

We negotiate in Europe, and at home build links with 

political parties, business, local communities and wider 

society. 

Background 

In 2010 the government published proposals for reform of 

the Social Fund which were enacted in the Welfare Reform 

Act 2012. A key element was that Community Care Grants and 

Crisis Loans would be replaced by new schemes, to be 

created by upper-tier English local authorities and the 

devolved administrations. April 2013 to March 2015 the 

government provided funding to these authorities and 

administrations roughly equivalent to the funding that had 

previously been available for Community Care Grant and 

Crisis Loans   

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/362995/141010_Consultation_on_how_LWP_should_be_funded_in_15-16.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/362995/141010_Consultation_on_how_LWP_should_be_funded_in_15-16.pdf
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The government’s options 

The government’s consultation document indicates that the 

government plans to cease providing the grant related to 

historic Social Fund spending and has put forward a number 

of options: 

Option 1 funding local welfare schemes from existing local 

authority budgets. 

Option 2 as above, but the government would publish a 

figure indicating how much each local authority was 

expected to spend on this provision. 

Option 3 the Revenue Support Grant to local authorities 

would remain the same, but they would be required to spend 

part of it on their local welfare schemes.  

Option 4 other options. “If your proposals imply additional 

funding over and above what has already been provided to 

local authorities then please provide robust evidence to 

support this.” 

TUC comments 

The TUC supports option 4. Options 1 and 2 would leave the 

costs of the new policy to be borne by those least able to 

bear them – poor and vulnerable families. Option 3 would 

leave the costs to be borne by local authorities that 

already face extreme funding pressures. 

These schemes are a vital safety net for vulnerable 

families facing unexpected and unavoidable expenses. The 

need for such provision has long been accepted: before the 

local schemes there was the Social Fund and before the 

Social Fund there were Supplementary Benefit single 

payments. Not having such a fund would mean, for instance, 

that a family whose fridge broke would not be able to 

provide the children with fresh food. It would make it 

harder for poor families to cope after disasters like the 

recent floods. It would be harder for victims of domestic 

violence to find new accommodation. More children would 

have to be taken into care and many vulnerable adults would 

cease to be able to live independently. 

The Children’s Society has pointed out that this year £172 

million helped 1.2 million families, indicating just how 

important this provision continues to be. But 73 per cent 

of local authorities say that they will abolish or cut back 

their schemes if central government funding is abolished. 

This is a strong indication that removing central funding 

will lead to widespread hardship and at present there is no 

http://www.childrenssociety.org.uk/news-and-blogs/press-releases/Tens-of-millions-of-pounds-of-emergency-support-for-disadvantaged-families-at-risk
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alternative evidence about the likely impact on the level 

of local provision. It stands to reason that local 

authorities facing high and unexpected levels of demand may 

feel they have no alternative but to cut provision. As Cllr 

Claire Kober said for the Local Government Association: 

“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.” 

We agree with the Work and Pensions Committee that it would 

be sensible for the Department to continue the current 

funding arrangements beyond 2015 “until it has a clear 

picture of the level of demand”.  

We also agree with the Committee that, if the government is 

determined to press ahead with a new policy in the absence 

of such a clear picture, the only fair way forward would be 

that “the local government settlement administered by the 

Department for Communities and Local Government should be 

increased by the full amount that would have been allocated 

for these elements of the discretionary Social Fund, and 

this sum should be ringfenced for local welfare schemes.” 

 

 

 

 

http://www.local.gov.uk/web/guest/media-releases/-/journal_content/56/10180/6583322/NEWS
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmworpen/1153/115307.htm

