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Preliminary comments in response to the consultation document.  

 

P.1 The consultation document states:  

“It was intended that, from April 2015, local welfare provision would be funded from general 

grant to Local Government, instead of an identifiable sum being made available specifically for 

this purpose. Local authorities would continue to decide what local provision to provide and at 

what cost, as they are best placed to understand the needs of their local communities. 

This decision was recently challenged in judicial review proceedings which have now been 

settled. The Government has committed to making a fresh decision as to how local welfare 

provision should be funded in 2015/16.” 

 

P.2 The Council was an interested party in this judicial review because it was concerned that a 

decision had already been taken to cut the funding that had been allocated by the DWP to 

local authorities to fund local welfare provision from 1 April 2015. Our view is that this decision 

had been taken without the Government first completing its promised review of the way that 

local welfare schemes were operating; without any form of consultation; and without any regard 

to the provisions of the Equality Act 2010, in particular its Equality Duty. We agreed to be co-

signatories of a Consent Order, settling these proceedings out of court, in the hope that these 

failings would be rectified, the decision would be revisited and a new, properly constituted 

decision would then be reached following a fair consultation.  

 

P.3 Before responding substantively to the questions posed by the consultation document, the 

Council makes the following three preliminary points.  

a) The Council considers that the consultation is unfair. The Government has failed to 

provide sufficient information to consultees to enable them to provide a meaningful 

response. The Council’s response is therefore provided without prejudice to this point.  

 

b) The Council had an expectation, based on statements made by the Government, that 

funding for local welfare provision would continue beyond 2015-2016. There has been 

no explanation for the Government’s change of position and decision to cut the funding. 

The consultation document does not clarify this position. 

 

c) The Government’s decision-making around the abolition of funding for local welfare 

provision has been opaque. The consultation document does not clarify this position.  

  

We address each of these points in turn.  
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(a)  The Council considers that the consultation is unfair  

 

P.4 As we have expressed in our letter to the Government dated 11 November 2014, we believe 

that this consultation is unfair because it fails to provide consultees with sufficient information 

to enable them to respond sensibly to the Government’s proposals. We invited the Government 

to provide clarification on: (1) exactly how the funding for local welfare provision schemes was 

taken into account when the level of Revenue Support Grant (RSG) was set; and (2) why the 

Government considers that the general grant has been set at a level that is sufficient for local 

authorities to continue to fund their local welfare provision schemes. The Council needs to 

understand what realistic alternatives there might exist to the abolition of funding for local 

welfare provision (which is the premises of Options 1 – 3) and why the Government is not 

minded to consider those alternatives.  

 

P.5 A response was received to this letter on 19 November 2014 but it provides no such 

clarification to us or to the other consultees. As such we consider the consultation process to 

be flawed. Nevertheless, the issue is of sufficient importance to the Council and its residents 

for us to submit a detailed response to the consultation for consideration, without prejudice to 

our point that we do not feel that we are adequately able to respond without the information we 

have requested. We do so in the hope that, even at this late stage, the Government will change 

its position and reverse the decision to cut this essential funding, enabling schemes to continue 

in 2015/16. 

   

P.6 In our view, it is not credible for the Government to maintain a position that they are continuing 

to fund Local Welfare Provision schemes from the general grant if this grant, or the Financial 

Assessment for arriving at this grant level, does not take account of, or indeed even mention in 

the settlement commentary, a provision for local welfare provision funding and in substance 

does not entail any additional funding referable to local welfare provision.  

  

(b)  Our reasonably held expectations 

 

P.7 First, we expected that local welfare provision and the administration of it would be fully funded 

by Government.  In February 2011, the Government issued a consultation document, Local 

support to replace Community Care Grants and Crisis Loans for Living Expenses: a call for 

evidence, in which is stated:  

“we recognise that the design, set up and delivery of the new assistance will place an 

additional burden on local authorities and we are committed to ensuring that this is funded in 
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full by central government. Funding will transfer from the Department for Work and Pensions to 

local authorities in England.”  

 

P.8 The Government’s response to this call for evidence, issued in June 2011, addressed the issue 

of funding expressly and underscored that the reforms would be fully funded and would not 

place additional financial burdens on local authorities. In paragraph 60, it stated, “the intention 

is that Crisis Loans and Community Care Grants will end in April 2013. Current annual funding 

of £178 million for the discretionary fund will be allocated to the devolved administrations and 

local authorities in England. In England this will be on a non-ring-fenced basis and there will be 

no new duties on local authorities or the devolved administrations to provide the new 

assistance. This is not a cost-cutting measure and any new burdens on local authorities 

will be funded.”  

 

P.9 The White Paper published in December 2010, Universal Credit: welfare that works (Cm 7957), 

made clear that any new burdens on local authorities “would be funded”. This view was 

reinforced by the document issued by the Government in June 2011, entitled New burdens 

doctrine Guidance for government departments, which makes clear that any new burdens 

placed on local authorities by Central Government must be assessed and fully and properly 

funded. A new burden is defined as “any policy or initiative which increases the cost of 

providing local authority services. This includes duties, powers, or any other changes which 

may place an expectation on local authorities, including new guidance. In some cases, a new 

burden may arise as a result of a transfer of function”. The guidance further states that “if it is 

the Government’s policy that authorities should do something and that this will cost them more 

money, the department responsible for the policy must ensure that the necessary funding is 

provided”.  

 

P.10 Second, the Government’s intention was that Local Welfare Provision Funding would not be 

“lost in the general pool of local authority funding” (see Hansard, House of Lords, 11 Jan 2012, 

col 214). During the passage of the Welfare Reform Bill, some concern had been expressed 

about the fact that the devolved sums were not being ring-fenced, and queries were raised as 

to whether this would result in either Local Welfare Provision Funding grants being expended 

elsewhere or there being insufficient oversight of the spending. However, the Government 

indicated that a settlement letter addressed to local authorities would set out the Government’s 

intention that the grant be spent on LWP. It was expected that the grant would be paid by the 

DWP pursuant to section 31 of the Local Government Act 2003 and therefore a specific and 

identifiable sum of money would be available to support Local Welfare Provision Schemes. 

This would be entirely separate from the Revenue Support Grant received by local authorities.  
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P.11 Third, we understood the establishment of Local Welfare Provision Funding and locally 

designed schemes to be a long-term reform. There was no indication in any of the 

documentation published by the Government that this reform would be a temporary measure, 

or limited to a two year period. On the contrary, the reform was an important part of the Welfare 

Reform Act 2012 and the Government had expressed a clear intention to conduct a review in 

2014-2015 with a view to informing “future funding”.  

 

P.12 Lord de Mauley, speaking on behalf of the Government during the passage of the Welfare 

Reform Bill, announced on 17 January 2012 that following the introduction of localised 

assistance, the DWP would conduct a review in 2014-15 to obtain appropriate information from 

a representative cross-section of local authorities, in order to help inform future funding levels 

(see House of Lords Debate column 473). In a further debate in the House of Lords on 25 

January 2012, he stated that the Government was committed to using this review as an 

opportunity to gather further information about the way in which local authorities have used the 

funding to help inform future funding levels (see House of Lords Debate column 1073).  

 

P.13  We understood that this review would inform future funding levels, and perhaps result in some 

adjustments between local authorities if there had been underspends, but did not understand 

the entire existence of Local Welfare Provision Funding to be the subject of a review. It was 

never suggested that Local Welfare Provision Funding would only exist for a two year period, 

and the Council heavily invested in the setting up of its Local Welfare Provision Scheme on the 

basis that this would be permanent, or at the very least a long-term scheme. The review has 

only just been completed and published by the Government. 

  

(c)  Lack of clarity in relation to the Government’s decision and the way it was 

communicated 

  

P.14 We understand the Government’s fundamental position is that the level of RSG for 2015/16 

was agreed as part of the Spending Review for June 2013 and this included the funding for 

local welfare provision. This decision was not communicated at the time nor has the nature of 

this decision been communicated in a consistent manner subsequently. The lack of clarity 

surrounding the decision has not been dealt with in the consultation document.  

 

P.15 This is an important point because, on the one hand, the Government says it is now consulting 

to enable it to make a “fresh decision”, including inviting any alternative proposals under option 

4, and on the other it is only considering options 1-3, all of which proceed on the premise that 
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the funding will effectively be cut. If we are to be forced to justify why a decision that has 

already been made by Government should not be made, we need first to be given significantly 

more detail on the nature of that decision and for the consultation document to have resolved 

the inconsistent communication that has preceded this consultation. 

 

P.16 The Council’s Grounds and Witness Statement for the Judicial Review provided a significant 

body of evidence on this which we will not repeat in full. What is particularly salient however, is 

that none of the documents received in 2013 at the time of the June 2013 Spending Review 

through to the Provisional Local Government Finance Settlement 2014-2015 made any 

mention in the covering documentation or explanatory notes of any changes to Local Welfare 

Provision Funding. The only way this could be detected was from a spread-sheet setting out 

the spending power and this indicated that Central Government funding for Local Welfare 

Provision in 2015/16 would be zero.  Whereas in the past, transfers from specific grants to 

RSG have always been clearly identified in the supporting documentation and the commentary 

(such as with the transfer of council tax benefit from the DWP), this did not happen on this 

occasion.     

 

P.17 Further, there have been several contradictory statements made by Government Ministers. 

This includes:  

(a) on 27 January 2014, Steve Webb MP a Minister for DWP wrote to councils’ Chief 

Executives, informing them for the first time directly that 2014/2015 would be “the last year of 

separate funding from the DWP” for local welfare provision. The letter stated that “the 

Government would continue to provide support to local authorities through general funds”. On 

the same day Brandon Lewis MP a Minister for CLG, told the CLG Select Committee that the 

money was being stopped completely.  

(b) On 28 February 2014 Baroness Stowell responded to a question about when the decision 

to stop funding Local Welfare Provision had been taken in the following terms: “This decision 

was taken at the Spending Round 2013 by the Department for Work and Pensions, reflecting in 

part the on-going need for welfare reform to help pay off the deficit left by the last 

Administration.”  By contrast, a DWP letter issued to the Council from Steve Webb MP dated 

10 May 2014 explicitly states that “I can assure you that central Government funding for local 

welfare provision has not stopped”.  

 

P.18 In view of the Government’s failure to rectify these anomalies in the consultation document, we 

question whether there is a real intention to make a “fresh decision” following consultation. 

Moreover we are concerned at the possibility that this consultation document may have been 

written in an attempt to simply give the appearance that the Consent Order is being complied 
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with rather than it precipitating a serious attempt to reach a “fresh decision”. We suspect this is 

simply a case of the Government ‘going through the motions’ of compliance possibly as an 

attempted protection against the likelihood of future court action.  

 

P.19 We remain of the view that the loss of the local welfare provision funding from April 15 has 

serious implications and we would like a decision in good time to enable us to respond 

appropriately prior to this date. We shall be looking with interest at the nature of the “fresh 

decision” that follows and at exactly how this is made. We remain hopeful at this stage that, 

despite the consultation document being flawed and appearing to signal a decision that has 

already been made, the Local Welfare Provision funding will be restored and that our scheme 

and others will be able to continue unaffected. 
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Response to the questions posed by the consultation document  

 

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. 

 

1.1 If it is still asserted that a decision was made in June 2013, we would welcome the commitment 

in the consultation document to make a “fresh decision”. This, in our view, is an opportunity for 

the DCLG to put right what is likely to be considered as a decision that was made unlawfully, 

without due regard being given to the full range of necessary evidence.   

 

1.2 We are naturally concerned that the only options which, according to the document, the 

“Government is currently considering” are those set out in options 1-3. These 3 options all start 

from the premise that the RSG for 2015/16 contains funding for Local Welfare Provision 

already, and indeed option 4 is included on the premise that a continuation of the hitherto 

specific funding for Local Welfare Provision would be considered as “additional funding”. We 

are asked to provide “robust evidence” why that “additional funding” should be provided. This 

appears to us to be asking councils to provide evidence for why there should be a continuation 

of the same funding that we have been allocated for the last 2 years of the scheme, since it 

was localised.  

 

1.3 We reject options 1-3 because they involve cutting the funding for Local Welfare Provision 

against a backdrop of reduced RSG. There has been a reduction in the general grant received 

by the Council from the Government year on year since 2010/2011. In 2013/2014, the Council 

received £187.289 million and in 2014/2015 we received £167.475 million. These reduction 

plans continue into 2015/2016 meaning the Council will receive less funding from Central 

Government in 2015/2016 than it has received in previous years and we are currently working 

on budget cuts in excess of £30 million for next year. In 2014/2015, the DWP provided the 

Council a total of £1,443,897 in LWP funding, comprising programme funding of £1,209,612 

and £234,285 to cover administration costs. It simply is not possible for the Council to cover 

these costs from an ever-decreasing general grant. Significant choices are being made 

currently about future service provision across the range of our Council services. It is simply an 

unreasonable expectation that this loss of funding should be swallowed up by the general grant 

and moreover it is counter to what is supposedly a continuing Government commitment to fund 

new burdens in full. We consider that these options lead to the almost certain probability that 

welfare provision schemes up and down the country will have to close from April 2015. This too 

is also a strong possibility for the Islington Scheme. We cover in more detail why we believe 

schemes should be funded and retained under question 2.   
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1.4 The Council only supports Option 4. We believe that separate funding for local welfare 

provision should be maintained in 2015/2016 and beyond and we see this as the only way that 

this Council and others will be able to continue to provide the support that vulnerable people 

need. The Council believe that the “fresh decision” should be to retain the 2014/15 Local 

Welfare Provision Funding that was provided by the DWP and that this should continue to be a 

specific grant, with the existing planned 2015/16 RSG allocation remaining unadjusted. 

 

1.5 We argue for Option 4 on four grounds: 

 

(a) To cut the fund will hit some of the most vulnerable people in our society disproportionately 

hard. 

 

(b) To cut the fund, far from saving money, will actually incur higher costs to Government 

elsewhere in the system, eg. in terms of expenditure on taking children into care, keeping 

families in temporary accommodation or admitting people to hospital, and so on. 

 

(c) To cut the fund will undermine efforts to get unemployed people into work, as local welfare 

schemes often help to support people into jobs. 

 

(d) To cut the fund will make the implementation of the Government’s flagship Universal Credit 

programme harder. 

 

(a)  Disproportionate impact on the vulnerable 

 

1.6 The number of people assisted by the Islington Resident Support Scheme (RSS) with direct 

awards as at week 33 of this year is 3,304. The Local welfare provision spend is £0.942m 

against a budget of £1.209m. Therefore we are currently at 78% of budget against profiled 

spend which is 63%. Demand is increasing, this time last year we had spent 58% of the 

allocation and by the end of the year we had spent in excess of our full allocation.  

 

1.7 As a matter of course we seek to identify the underlying vulnerability for the RSS awards and 

the figures up to week 33 are as follows (note: it is possible to have more than one assessed 

vulnerability): 
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1.8 Should the scheme be lost there would be a significant impact on: (a) parents with children, 

with more than double the applicants being female; (b) the disabled and long term sick; and (c) 

homeless people or those at risk of homeless. 

 

1.9 It should also be noted that the RSS supports a large number of people fleeing domestic 

violence and helps others to establish themselves back in the community following probation 

and imprisonment. 

 

(b)   Incur higher cost to Government elsewhere in the system 

 

1.10 The 4 case studies given under question 2 exemplify this point. Of particular interest from the 

table above is:  a) 730 people assisted have mental health issues; and (b) 159 substance and 

alcohol misuse. Our scheme does not simply seek to deal with the presenting issue. The table 

below sets out the additional support that applicants have been linked with up to week 33: 

 

Organisation Number 

Islington Carers Hub 31 

Credit Union 121 

Help on Your Doorstep 92 

Income Maximisation Team 207 

Islington Working 127 

Shine – affordable warmth 158 

Total 828 

Underlying vulnerability Number 

Domestic violence 127 

Homeless or at risk of being homeless 762 

Learning disability 149 

Long term limiting health condition 942 

Mental health 730 

Old age 241 

Physical disability 724 

Responsibility for children or pregnant 983 

Establishing themselves back in the community 244 

Substance/alcohol misuse  159 

Total 4934 
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c)  Undermine efforts to get unemployed people into work 

 

1.11 The employment case study given under question 2 is a good example of where a small RSS 

intervention has enabled contact and support to be maintained with an employment outcome. 

The table above identifies that 127 work case files have been opened this year alone as a 

result of an RSS intervention. 

 

(d)  Universal credit would be impacted 

 

1.12  It appears short sighted to us to cut a relatively inexpensive provision that engages people and 

partners, enables underlying not just presenting need to be assessed and joins people up to 

the places where they can get support. If Universal Support Services Delivered Locally is to be 

an important facet of universal credit, there is no sense in removing provision that is integral to 

that support. It is often by removing small blockages that a person can move forward and take 

positive action, such as seeking and gaining employment. At Islington we have been selected 

to trial Universal Support Delivered Locally and we have included the RSS within the 

connected services providing the support that the trial envisages. It seems sensible to us to, at 

the very least, let this trial run its course and indeed to allow the national roll out of universal 

credit to happen (throughout 2015/16) before contemplating changing the Local Welfare 

Provision funding.   

 

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? 

 

2.0 First, option 4 leads us to ask questions of our own: (1) What has happened to the £174m of 

DWP funding? (2) Has it been offered up by the DWP as a saving? (3) Why is it not recorded 

as a transfer to RSG? 

 

2.1 In essence we do not accept the premise of this question as the consultation document 

misleadingly presents options 1-3 as a continuation of the current system of funding (i.e. that 

which is in place until April 2015), and a continuation of the current system of funding as 

involving “additional funding”. Our view is that the Government should retain this £174m of 

funding and the only way to do so transparently and to restore the confidence of local 

authorities and stakeholders would be to commit to providing this sum for the year 2015/16 as 
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a specific grant and to work towards retaining this as a specific grant into the next spending 

round.  

 

2.2 It is our view that a specific grant could be ring-fenced and, if it is considered necessary, a 

legal duty could be created in the same way as applies to Discretionary Housing Payments 

(DHP). If the Government is concerned about the use of the Local Welfare Provision it could 

require, in the same way as for DHP, that any unused Local Welfare Provision Funding is 

returned to the Government. We would not be opposed to this approach, as we would like to 

see the funds used appropriately by all local authorities. In Islington, we have proven that a 

scheme developed carefully together with stakeholders and residents can succeed and make a 

sustainable difference to people’s lives. 

 

2.3 If we must answer this question from the basis that a transfer of the £174m funding is 

considered to be “additional funding” and explain the benefits of this, we feel the most effective 

way to do this is to explain our existing scheme and to set out further (building on the points we 

made under question 1) what is likely to be lost, or at best seriously impaired if a fresh decision 

to provide the £174m of “additional funding” is not made by the Government.  

 

The Islington Scheme 

  

2.4 The RSS is a partnership with the charity, Cripplegate Foundation. We have combined funds 

for DHP, Local Welfare Provision (for crisis and community care), Council Tax section13 

hardship and charitable funds allocated by Cripplegate to create a fund that meets a variety of 

need. The scheme has a number of Recommenders or Trusted Partners who have a notional 

budget and they can access the fund on behalf of their clients. There are also Referrers who 

can make referrals into the scheme on behalf of clients. We have over 50 partners making 

recommendations or referrals into the scheme from the voluntary and statutory sectors. 

 

Strategic intent 

 

2.5 The combination of funds increases reach and ensures that we focus on identifying underlying 

need. We have visibility of all the funds that clients are accessing rather than them attempting 

multiple applications to different sources of assistance. This includes £80,000 of charitable 

money that is administered on behalf of Cripplegate. Having both Recommenders and 

Referrers means that professionals on the ground are making decisions about need, not a 

central bureaucracy. Creating notional budgets has led to active decision-making with 

Recommenders ensuring that a client really needs what is being requested.  
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2.6 A key component of the scheme is additionality. We have linked recipients of RSS to 

assistance such as employment support, debt and financial capability support, the credit union, 

digital support and training from Adult Community Learning. We have had significant take up of 

this aspect of the scheme which is continuing to develop. 

 

Scheme justification 

 

2.7 The total number of RSS claims for 2013/14 was 5,678 (This year’s figures are given under 

question 1). The budget for the local welfare provision covering crisis, community care, 

Cripplegate and St Sepulchre was £1,289,612. By year-end we had spent £1,419,742. Crisis 

spend was lower than expected (£20,000) with lower success rate (49%) but we want our 

scheme to respond to need-based assessments through access to community care provision, 

providing for longer term solutions, so we are content with this position. 

 

2.8 The biggest presenting vulnerability for the full year (2013/14) was the risk of homelessness 

(1074 cases), followed by the need to support children (786). Single females with children have 

the highest number of applications (1106), highlighting how the scheme is helping single 

parents. Additional support was provided last year for employment and work-readiness (202), 

energy support (236) and the credit union (98). The remaining support was financial capability 

or debt related. 

 

2.9  We have included below the narrative of 4 actual cases that have led to sustainable outcomes. 

There is also an analysis of the saving afforded by effective and early RSS intervention. 

 

CASE 1 – Preventing children from entering the care system 

 

2.10 Two boys, aged 13 and 16.  Their parents separated, with both children living in Islington with 

the mother in a Housing Association property.  The father went back to Kent to live with his 

parents.  The children continued their regular weekly contact with their father.  The mother met 

another man and began a relationship.  This relationship became turbulent, with both partners 

drinking to excess, resulting in domestic violence and mental ill health.  The mother left the 

children home alone just before Christmas 2013 and has not returned to date.  The father 

stepped in and, with the help of Islington Children Services and our Housing Team, the father 

was rehoused locally with the boys.  He obtained a residence order through the Family 

Court.  The Local Welfare Provision element of the RSS was used to furnish the three bedroom 
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property they moved into.  DHP could not be used as the father was not in receipt of Housing 

Benefit at that stage. 

 

2.11 The period leading up to the mother leaving was traumatic in many ways for the boys.  They 

never witnessed any of the violence in their mother’s new relationship, as the couple never 

lived together, but they did see their mother with bruising and she was frequently leaving them 

for periods of time overnight to enable her to be with her new partner.  This came at a time 

when the older boy was working on his GCSEs and it was also just before Christmas.  Without 

the input of the Council, working across departments, the boys would have been placed in the 

care system.  The main obstacle to the father being able to take them on immediately was 

housing.  He was successfully housed but, with everything else that was going on, to then have 

to either live in a sparsely furnished home alongside the emotional upset of being rejected at a 

sensitive time of the year would have been significantly detrimental for the children.  The RSS 

fund meant that the family could quickly get their new home together, helping to resolve a 

major financial worry and helping the boys to finally get some stability.   

 

2.12 We see this as an example of the Council working in a joined-up way, utilising its resources for 

the most vulnerable in the best possible way, and most importantly preventing children from 

being taken into care.  The RSS funding on its own would not have prevented the involvement 

of the care system, but it did remove a major obstacle in a complex scenario.  Our Children’s 

Services Team has a notional budget to use for Local Welfare Provision for the RSS. One of 

the social work managers said: 

“My team alone has utilised the same ‘whole Islington’ approach to prevent 10 children coming 

into care during the last 6 months in very similar circumstances.  Interestingly they all ended up 

with their fathers which is a whole other debate.” 

 

FINANCIAL FACTS FOR THIS CASE AND CHILDREN IN CARE 

 

2.13 It is expensive for a child to enter and stay in the care system. The social cost is higher still. It 

is important to resolve all blockages in these circumstances and the RSS plays an important 

part in this. 

  

 Placement with an Islington Foster Carer costs an average of £62,400 per year. 

 An Independent Fostering Agency is an average of £83,200 per year.  

 The RSS package awarded in this case was for £2,450. 

 Last year, Children’s Services alone spent an RSS notional budget of £163,000 for this 

purpose on individual cases.  
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CASE 2 – Temporary accommodation and alcohol intervention 

 

2.14 AB and her three children were in temporary accommodation for over a year after they had to 

leave their previous home due to flooding. In May this year, AB and her family were offered an 

introductory tenancy by Islington Council. AB had no furniture to take with her to the new 

house, as her original furniture was destroyed and her temporary accommodation was 

furnished but the furnishings remained with the house. She received an RSS grant which 

covered white goods, furniture and flooring in her new property, as well as removal costs for 

belongings enabling her and her children to settle in quickly to their new home.  

 

2.15 The moving process was very difficult for AB due to her anxiety, but the support from the RSS 

made it much smoother than it might have been. AB also completed alcohol treatment last year 

and has been sober since December 2013. It has been important for her to have a stable home 

situation to be able to maintain this.  

 

FINANCIAL FACTS FOR THIS CASE AND ALCOHOL INTERVENTION 

 

2.16  Islington Public Health data 2011/12 states that 14,030 hospital admissions were coded for a 

condition wholly or partly due to alcohol. Once alcohol attributable fractions (AAF) were applied 

this equates to 9% of all (46,253) hospital admissions or  a total of 4,256 hospital admissions 

which could be avoided each year in Islington if alcohol consumption is reduced to zero, 

reducing the impact of alcohol on health services. 

 

 The Public Health budget of £25m has £9.1m dedicated to drugs and alcohol abuse.  

 The Adult Social Care budget of £81.9m has £1.9m dedicated to drugs and alcohol 

services. 

 For this case the RSS award was £1,960. 

 Last year, Adult Social Services alone spent an RSS notional budget of £133,000 for this 

purpose on individual cases.  

 

CASE 3 – Disability and long term limiting ill health 

 

2.17 FH has limited mobility due to rheumatoid arthritis, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease and 

scoliosis. He was sleeping on a very old mattress which was lumpy and sagging at the sides, 

and he reported falling out of bed on a number of occasions. He had also developed a 

pressure sore from a spring that was sticking out of the mattress. The Occupational Therapy 
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team said they would be unable to provide a new mattress as it is deemed standard household 

furniture. FH receives benefits so did not have the savings to buy a new mattress and therefore 

applied to RSS. Since receiving a new mattress and bedding, he has reported that he is not 

falling out of bed, and is sleeping much better. The sore has now had a chance to heal.  

 

FINANCIAL FACTS FOR THIS CASE AND DISABILITY MEDICAL RESPONSE 

 

2.18 The Unit Costs of Health and Social Care report 2013 (Annual Government report by PSSRU) 

records the following facts: 

 NHS elective inpatient cost per episode £3,891 

 NHS non-elective inpatient cost per episode £3,007 

 NHS day cases £846 

 Rapid response per episode £1,547 

 Annual patient rehabilitation cost on average £5327 

 For this case the RSS award was £119 

 

CASE 4 – Mental health and temporary accommodation 

 

2.19 CT suffers from severe post-traumatic stress disorder, anxiety and depression. She has 2 

young children and moved into a new flat. She was in temporary housing before this, so she 

had no furniture. She moved into a flat and it was completely unfurnished. The neighbour 

downstairs complained because it was noisy as she didn’t have carpet. She faced losing her 

tenancy for not having carpet. She and her children were sleeping on blankets on the 

floor.  She was very upset and this exacerbated her depression and anxiety. The RSS has 

meant she now has a fully furnished house and carpet. She could not afford to buy essential 

furniture with her benefits.  

 

FINANCIAL FACTS FOR THIS CASE AND MAINTAINING TEMPORARY ACCOMMODATION 

 

2.20 In London temporary accommodation is a significant issue due to the cost of private sector 

housing and social housing demand far outstripping supply.  

 The average cost of housing a family with two bed need in temporary  accommodation 

is £15,500 per annum.  

 Management costs are a further £1,500 per annum.  

 For this case the RSS award was £1,960 
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The way forward for the scheme  

 

2.21 Islington has been selected to trial Universal Support Delivered Locally. We have combined an 

employment support team (iWork) with the Citizens Advice Bureau’s Fit Money financial 

capability provision and Adult Community Learning digital support. This is co-located with staff 

from JobCentrePlus (JCP) at our newly designed Customer Centre which also incorporates 

transactional self-service. The combined RSS funds are utilised by the team conditionally to 

help unblock some of the repeating issues that can prevent a person from moving forward into 

employment.  

 

2.22  With the roll out of Universal Credit accelerating from 2015, it seems particular short-sighted to 

us to effectively cut a relatively small Local Welfare Provision Fund when there is a significant 

impact expected through the Universal Credit programme. Anything that would facilitate 

contact that assists people to gain universal support ought in our view to be welcomed and 

retained in the current environment, not withdrawn. The ultimate prize is worth investing in and 

it is often the smaller interventions that make the biggest difference. 

 

2.23 Below is a case study for a client who was assisted by the RSS and then, as a result, was 

linked up to on-going employment through the iWork Team. So far this year, there have been a 

total of 127 referrals from the RSS directly to iWork. 

 

 

EMPLOYMENT CASE 

 

2.24 Ms M is a lone parent age 25 with one child aged 4 years old. She is from a family that has a 

cycle of worklessness, Anti-Social Behaviour Orders, criminal records and domestic violence. 

Ms M lacks confidence as she left school with no qualifications and has little work experience. 

She was first referred to iWork by her Family Support Worker from the Council’s Ambler 

Children Centre. She failed to attend her first two appointments so it was decided that they 

hold three-way meetings in the Centre giving her an opportunity to talk about what she wanted 

to do, her ideas, feelings and the support she wanted for her child.  

 

2.26 iWork developed an action plan and set learning and development goals. Ms M spoke about 

wanting to go into retail, but felt she would be unable to use a computerised till due to a lack of 

computer and numeracy skills. Ms M enrolled on a number of Adult Community Learning 

courses provided by the Council including computers for beginners, literacy and numeracy, 
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Take3Days and a customer service course. Half way through these courses she disengaged 

with both iWork and her Family Support Worker at the Children’s Centre.  

 

2.27 Ms M applied to RSS for some crisis food support. We provided her with £60 of food vouchers. 

The RSS Team partnership worker linked her back to iWork to renew her support. This is 

known as “additionality” under the RSS. Her action plan was revisited and revised as it was 

established that classroom learning wasn’t working for her. We spoke about volunteering as a 

way for her to get some of the skills she needed, she was keen and started volunteering at a 

charity shop. She completed 3 months there which led to a retail course with Marks and 

Spencer’s called Marks and Start. She was gaining confidence as she acquired skills and 

experience. 

 

2.28 Ms M was also provided with some income maximisation assistance to help her manage her 

money and some debt management support. Through discussion and evaluation the team 

identified that Ms M had low confidence due to her lack of qualifications, skills and work 

experience. She wasn’t engaging with other adults only family members. Her child was not 

being stimulated; his social needs were not being met.  

 

2.29 Ms M has grown in confidence and has gained skills and qualifications to add to her CV which 

has led to part time employment with Marks & Spencer. With the support of her Family Support 

Worker her child has a nursery place. She has gained practical parenting skills and has noticed 

how much her son has grown and developed since attending nursery. With her new confidence 

she has been able to support her family but also knows that further support is available if 

needed.  

 

2.30  Ms M is still on a journey and her ultimate aim is to gain full time employment at Marks & 

Spencer. What is clear is that as a result of the RSS intervention, providing a crisis payment of 

just £60, the support work recommenced and Ms M’s circumstances and future chances have 

improved dramatically. 

    

Conclusion for option 4 

 

2.31 The consequences of not funding the scheme with so-called “additional funding” would impact 

upon residents with specific needs, including clients fleeing domestic violence, tenants 

impacted by welfare reform seeking cheaper housing, and parents seeking to improve the 

environment for their children. Moreover, now that there is an explicit link to employment 

support, the work of this team (iWork) will also be inhibited if the RSS has to be withdrawn. We 
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are linking to the credit union to assist claimants in readiness for Universal Credit direct 

payments and establishing ways to assist people out of debt by linking to our Multiple Debts 

Team. The RSS and its Local Welfare Provision funding is an important cog in the wheel that 

moves people to more sustainable futures, dealing with underlying (not just presenting) need. It 

is important that the reinstated “additional funding” of £174m is found to enable this essential 

work to continue.  

 

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

protected characteristics of the four options discussed? 

 

3.1 In terms of the recipients of support from the RSS this year to date, it is clear that some groups 

with protected characteristics within the meaning of the Equality Act 2010 are 

disproportionately represented. For example as at week 33 of this year:  

(1) 67% of applicants are women and 23% of all applicants are single with children;  

(2) 52% of all recorded vulnerabilities are for disability or long term limiting health conditions; 

and  

(3) 25% of recipients of support through the RSS describe themselves as “Black, Black African 

or Black Caribbean” (which is significantly above the census figure of 12% of the Islington 

population for this group).  

 

3.2 Islington currently receives one of the highest allocations of Local Welfare Provision Funding in 

the country, and the totality of this sum has been expended in assisting the poorest residents 

of the Borough. This reflects the high demand for support in Islington, which is the 14th most 

deprived local authority in England and the 5th most deprived in London. According to HMRC’s 

“relative” child poverty measure (now referred to as the “Children in Low-Income Families” 

measure), Islington has the 2nd highest child poverty rate in both the UK and London. The 

rankings are the same for children aged 0-15 and 0-19.  

 

3.3  The loss of LWPF funding and the potential loss of RSS provision would clearly have a 

detrimental impact on all these groups which would need to be properly assessed by 

Government. 

 

Question 4 – Do you agree that some impacts can only be assessed locally depending on the 

decisions made by individual authorities? 

 

4.1 The decision to change the basis for Local Welfare Provision funding was purported to have  
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been made by the Government in the Spending Review of June 2013. This being the case, the 

Government should have included this factor in an Equality Impact Assessment. The practical 

implication of moving Local Welfare Provision Funding into an already-diminishing level of RSG 

for 2015/16 would clearly have the potential to impact on the capability of local authorities to 

continue with local schemes. The Government should have sought to identify this, predict and 

assess future activity and identify the likely impact of that activity. There is no evidence that the 

Government has undertaken this and it is our view that they have not fulfilled their Equality 

Duty in this regard. 

 

4.2 We accept that data and information in relation to the impact at a local level is more readily 

accessible to the Council. However, that does not affect the obligations on the Government to 

carry out a proper EIA in light of the information which it obtains and which is reasonably 

obtainable, both in respect of local and national impact. We accept that the precise impact may 

vary between authorities. For example, the fact that 25% of RSS recipients in Islington 

describe themselves as Black, Black Caribbean or Black African (against a census position of 

12%) may be different to elsewhere. Nevertheless, we consider that it was possible and indeed 

it is the Government’s duty to assess nationally the likely impact of a change to what was 

previously a national scheme which already had indicators on support for groups such as 

disabled people and single mothers. The likely impact on these groups, should the practical 

implication of the Government’s actions lead to the likelihood of scheme withdrawal or 

significant adjustment by local authorities, seems to us to have been left unconsidered by the 

Government.  

 

4.3 In October 2011, the DWP produced an Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) in relation to the 

proposal to replace Community Care Grants and Crisis Loans with Local Welfare Provision 

Funding. The EIA noted that the system of grants and loans was of “particular importance to 

people who are covered by equality legislation” which may be due to “their having 

characteristics which make them more or less likely to take up either a Community Care Grant 

or a Crisis Loan” and further noted that just under a third of all applications for Community Care 

Grants were disabled. The EIA concluded that whilst certain protected groups were 

disproportionately represented in terms of receipt of funding from the discretionary elements of 

the Social Fund, there was no basis for supposing that localisation of Local Welfare Provision 

would result in any adverse impact. This conclusion was reached on the basis of the important 

premise that the overall level of funding for Local Welfare Provision Funding was going to 

remain unchanged. Since this premise has changed, in our view a further EIA should be 

undertaken by the DCLG without delay.  
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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. 

 

5.1 We undertook an Equalities Impact Assessment from the outset of our scheme and we will 

continue to keep this under review.  If the Government adopts the Council’s preference for 

Option 4, namely to continue the funding available for local welfare provision for 2015/2016 

such that the Council is able to continue its current scheme, it is unlikely that this will have an 

impact that will require the Council to conduct an assessment pursuant to section 149 of the 

Equality Act 2010.  

 

Question 6 – Do you agree that this is the right timetable? 

 

6.1 We agreed in the Consent Order we signed with the Government that a decision should be 

made in time for the provisional local government finance settlement in December 2014. We 

remain of the view that it is necessary to have funding certainty from the beginning of 2015 to 

understand the impact on the potential continuation or otherwise of a scheme from 1 April 

2015. Clearly time is needed for the Council, stakeholders and residents to adapt to any 

potential change. 

 

6.2 Notwithstanding that, we are concerned at the nature of this consultation, which we consider to 

be flawed and unfair. We are concerned that the Government will not have the evidence to 

enable a “fresh decision” to be made, particularly as the current practice of Government 

suggests to us that a decision has already been made to cut the fund. We are doubtful that we 

will see a “fresh decision” in the circumstances. That being the case, if an extension of the 

time, with proper consultation and transparent and lawful decision-making (including the 

requirement to meet the Equality Duty) would lead to an outcome that is more accountable and 

most importantly favourable to the recipients of LWPF in Islington from April 2015, we would be 

open to considering a different timetable. 
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Summary of our response to the consultation document  

 

7.1 To summarise our submission: 

 

1)  We are disappointed that the tone and the content of the Government’s consultation document 

on the future of Local Welfare Provision, plus the options it contains, suggest strongly to us that 

a decision to cut the funding in question and bank the consequent saving has in fact already 

been made. The Government states that it is only currently considering Options 1 – 3, each of 

which proceed on the premise that funding for local welfare provision is to be cut. The use by 

Government of the term ‘additional funding’ to describe Option 4, in particular, implies that the 

assumption behind the consultation is that the funding has already been cut. 

 

2)  It is therefore our view that, whilst the Government committed genuinely to revisit the question 

of Local Welfare Provision funding in the Consent Order and to make a fresh decision, the 

consultation document does not proceed on this basis.  

 

3)  However, given that it appears we have little option but to engage with this exercise if we wish 

to try to save this vital fund for the vulnerable people who depend on it, we have argued here 

for Option 4, namely the restoration of the £174m of dedicated Local Welfare Provision 

Funding.  

 

4) We have argued for Option 4 on four grounds: 

 To cut the fund will hit some of the most vulnerable people in our society disproportionately 

hard. 

 To cut the fund, far from saving money, will actually incur higher costs to Government 

elsewhere in the system, eg in terms of expenditure on taking children into care, keeping 

families in temporary accommodation or admitting people to hospital, and so on. 

 To cut the fund will undermine efforts to get unemployed people into work, as local welfare 

schemes often help to support people into jobs. 

 To cut the fund will make the implementation of the Government’s flagship Universal Credit 

programme harder. 

 

5)  It is our sincere hope that the Government will heed what consultees write in their responses to 

this consultation. We expect that the vast majority of consultees will respond in favour of 

Option 4, but we fear that the Government will then ignore them and cut the funding for local 

welfare provision anyway, whilst pretending not to. We would be delighted to be proved wrong. 

 


