
 

 

CONSULTATION QUESTIONS 

Question 1  

What aspects of the current ILF worked well and what elements did not work so well? 
 

Renfrewshire welcomes the opportunity to comment on the future use of 
resources devolved following the UK Government’s decision to close the 
independent living Fund and is committed to finding sustainable and 
equitable outcomes for both ILF users and devolved resources. 
 
The self directed support elements of ILF worked well for all ILF users and 
gave people opportunities for independent living which were previously 
unavailable. ILF gave people choice and control over their care and much of 
the SDS agenda reflects the success of ILF. 
 
However there was much about ILF which did not work so well. The 
application and finance processes were complicated and labour intensive 
particularly in the administration of eligibility criteria and charging policies. 
The fund also discriminated against older people with disabilities and the 
changing eligibility criteria produced inequalities both for service users in the 
fund and those who were excluded. ILF and Council procedures are two 
parallel bureaucratic processes which overlap and cause inequalities and 
conflicting policy positions.  
 

 
Question 2 

Should the money that becomes available after existing ILF recipients no longer 
need it be used in the same way for others in the future? If so, why? If not, how  
else might the money be used?  
 

We believe that the money that becomes available after existing ILF 
recipients no longer need it should not be used in the same way for others 
in the future.  We feel that the new SDS process with outcome focussed 
assessment and choice and control for service users addresses many of the 
issues ILF was created to resolve and continuation of this practice would 
give two processes for entitlement regarding assessed need and also 
perpetuate inequalities in funding provision 
 
We consider that future options for this funding might include: an SDS ‘pot’ 
to use for supplementing day centre replacement /alternatives; support for 
people in transition from child to adult or adult to older person services; or to 
assist with reablement for all service users. This funding would be 
accessible to all people eligible for services. 
 

 
Question 3 

If the available resource is simply that which is transferred from the Treasury, how  
would you like to see it used if it was not to be a continuation of the existing approach?  
 

As stated above, if this resource was not devolved to local authorities, we 
believe that future options for this funding might include: an SDS ‘pot’ for 



 

 

use of all people eligible for services; use to supplement day centre 
replacement/alternatives; support for people in transition from child to adult 
or adult to older person services; to provide support for further education or 
employment; or to assist with reablement for all service users. 
 

 
Question 4 

What innovative ways might there be for increasing the overall amount of money in the 
pot?  
 

We feel there are limited options for increasing this ‘pot’ as we would need 
to be very clear about the purpose and eligibility criteria for such funding.  
 
Money could be ring fenced only for SDS services but this would involve 
new eligibility criteria and budget monitoring and would be very labour 
intensive to administer in Councils 
 
Another way of increasing this money may be by changing the charging 
policy and no longer capping the charge which would result in reduced 
payments from the fund. 
 
However without financial investment or a change in the application of 
current awards, it is difficult to see how the money in the pot can be 
increased. 

 
Question 5 

With any available resource, where is the most effective area to target resources which 
can have the biggest impact on an individual’s ability to live more independently?  
  

We considered a variety of areas which could be targeted to have a 
significant impact on an individual’s ability to live more independently including 
the following: 

 further education 
 employment 
 reablement 
 preventative/early intervention 

 
We feel that targeting the resources to the above areas would also widen 
the scope of those eligible to receive this support and include people with 
mental health problems and those with sensory impairments, particularly 
deaf people, who are under represented in current ILF funding. 
 

 
Question 6 

Once funding has been devolved to the Scottish Government, which option do you think 
will be most appropriate for Scotland?  
 

We considered the pros and cons of each option but felt that on balance Option 1 
outweighs the other options as it would restore some equity within Local Authorities 
and give equality of opportunity to those currently outside the scheme. It is also the 



 

 

option that sits best with the Self Directed Support and Integration agendas 
 
The disadvantages of this option highlighted in the consultation paper are that it 
would lead to disparity in funding between Local Authority areas based on existing 
expenditure. However, this is what happens at present and would need to continue if 
the promise from the Scottish Government is to be fulfilled. Any proposals to realign 
the budgets would result in inevitable changes to existing care packages. 
 
Although with this option some users may eventually find that their overall support 
packages may reduce in line with Local Authority eligibility criteria, others may find 
their packages increased, improving their opportunities and quality of life. 
 
Another disadvantage quoted is that this option could further add to a lack of 
portability of packages between Local Authority areas. We believe that this is a 
separate issue as currently transition processes, eligibility criteria and charges vary 
across all local authorities and whilst ILF packages are portable, their supporting 
Local Authority services are not. We do not believe that any of the options would 
ensure portability and equity across Local Authorities and that this issue should be 
considered outside of the ILF debate. 
 
The idea of New Partnership and/or Trust as presented in Option 4 looks attractive 
but its purpose and remit would have to be very clear. What would a new trust 
provide that would be significantly different from opportunities available via SDS 
within existing services and by whom would this be accessible? If it requires to be 
constituted and then managed in some way, this would entail additional support and 
administration and, depending on the size of the financial pot the Trust was 
managing, might not be the most cost effective approach. The Trust would have to 
be  cost effective, innovative and flexible as more of the same is not an option.  
  
We believe that the lack of information regarding the exact level of funding which will 
come from the UK Government will cause difficulty in determining the best possible 
options as it will be the deciding factor in how the resources are distributed. 
 

• How will the allocation from DWP work after 2015 and will it diminish by 
attrition over time? 

• Will the contribution from the Local Authority be affected? 
• Will Local Authority be able to consider the post payment as available income 

for charging purposes? 
•  ILF have advised that there is likely to be a 10% reduction in the ILF funding 

transferred to Scotland – will the Scottish Government make up this 
difference?  

 
We feel that there is an opportunity to be more radical in our approach and perhaps 
consider the complete removal of ILF and reassessment of all existing users. This 
will give a new start in 2015 with resources based on assessment of need and all 
subject to the same eligibility criteria. 
 
 
Question 7 

To assist with our partial Equality Impact Assessment in relation to the future 
development of a sustainable Fund to support fund disabled people in Scotland to 



 

 

live independently, please describe any equality issues (in relation to age, disability, 
sex, sexual orientation, gender re-assignment, race, religion or belief, pregnancy and 
maternity and marriage and civil partnership) that you feel may arise and suggest 
ways in which these could be addressed.  
 

We feel that ILF eligibility criteria is inherently unequal as those over 65 had 
no access to the fund (although current users over 65 continue to be 
eligible) and other groups of disabled people were not eligible e.g. former 
residents of long-stay hospitals. Any EIA supporting protection of the 
existing users will have to take these issues into consideration 
 
The eligibility criteria of any new fund will need to be approached with care 
to ensure equality and also to address any changes to existing packages of 
care. 

 


