
 

 

 

 
 
SCLD is a Centre for Excellence funded by the Scottish Government, 
other public bodies, consultancy and grant funding. Our mission is to 
work in partnership with people with learning disabilities, people on the 
autism spectrum and family carers to challenge discrimination and to 
develop and share good practice.  SCLD’s goal is an inclusive Scotland 
where everyone is valued and respected for who they are and what they 
contribute as equal citizens.   
 
SCLD’s member organisations include 12 third sector organisations and 
universities: Association for Real Change (ARC), British Institute for 
Learning Disabilities (BILD), Badaguish Outdoor Centre, Capability 
Scotland, Central Advocacy Partners, Down’s syndrome Scotland, 
ENABLE Scotland, Key, PAMIS and the Universities of Dundee, 
Glasgow and St Andrews.  
 
In order to gather people’s views and experiences of the current ILF and 
any proposed changes, SCLD facilitated a workshop for people with 
learning disabilities and family carers, which was followed up with a 
roundtable discussion involving a wider group of stakeholders. 
Participants who attended the roundtable included representatives from 
third sector policy and provider organisations, local authorities, COSLA, 
people with learning disabilities and family carers.  The Scottish 
Government policy lead on ILF also attended. 
The aim of the sessions was to facilitate a discussion of the diverse 
issues that need to inform the development of proposals on the future 
use of resources devolved following closure of the ILF. These 
discussions have helped SCLD to formulate a response that is informed 
by the experiences of people with learning disabilities and family carers 
and to identify some key structural and practice issues via the 
roundtable. 
 
We welcome the opportunity to offer our thoughts on the proposed 
changes and would highlight the following key messages: 

 It is vital that the new fund retains the ‘spirit of ILF.’ 
 An option worth of serious consideration is to use the monies that 

arise from ‘attrition’ to support community based approaches. 
 It is important that coproduction is embedded in the administration 

and allocation of the new fund. 



 

 

 The changes offer the opportunity for the new fund to adopt a 
preventative focus in line with the recommendations of the Christie 
Commission. 

 
 
CONSULTATION QUESTIONS 
Question 1  

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

Through the discussions we had with people with learning 
disabilities, family carers and professionals, people reported that 
ILF enabled people to: 

 Take part in and enjoy more social activities 
 Live more independently 
 Live healthy lives 
 Get out and about more 
 Support family members with profound and multiple 

learning disabilities’ care needs during hospital stays 
 Have “a life rather than existence” – this was particularly 

true of people with profound and multiple learning 
disabilities 

 Make their various packages of support work more 
seamlessly to achieve positive outcomes 

 Have more security about and control over their package 
 Enjoy more freedom in how to use their budget 
 Have less worries about their package of support and this 

being subject to cuts 
 Have portability of part of their care package (the 

opportunity to live elsewhere without the threat of support 
being removed) 

 Build up trust and relationships with ILF staff and reduced 
bureaucracy of managing their budget 

Participants did identify a number of issues with the current ILF 
system. These included: 
 

 Disparity in the hourly rates that you can pay staff between 
ILF and local authority funding 



 

 

 Because ILF is tied to DLA rates this was a source of 
stress if your DLA got reduced 

 The time limits for continuing to receive funding whilst in 
hospital which could mean people with profound and 
multiple learning disabilities losing their ILF during a 
prolonged stay  

 Coverage and administration of the fund is patchy across 
Scotland which means access is unequal and peoples’ 
experiences of ILF implementation are different (e.g. some 
local authorities have viewed the ILF as a contribution to an 
individual’s overall budget) 

 In circumstances where local authorities have absorbed the 
ILF funding into the overall package of social care funding 
allocated to an individual this had the effect of diverting 
away from the original principle of ILF towards one that is 
focussed on provision of basic health and social care 
needs. 

 
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?  
 

The consultation document acknowledges that there are 
significant inequalities inherent to the current ILF system. Our 
discussions with stakeholders suggest that when distributing the 
devolved resources that arise through ‘attrition’ the following 
issues need to be considered: 
 

a. Distribution should not exacerbate inherent equalities in 
the existing system 

b. There may be opportunities to ameliorate inequalities that 
exist by implementing a different approach 

c. Distribution across a wide range of community care groups 
offers the greatest potential impact 

We do not think it would be sensible for the funds made available 
through ‘attrition’ to be used in the same way for others in the 
future. However we strongly advocate that any new funds retain 



 

 

the core principles of independent living1. 
There was a significant focus on this question during the 
roundtable discussion. There was consensus among participants 
that it was the ‘spirit’ of ILF that was an essential part its value ie. 
it was set up to enhance peoples’ opportunities to live 
independent lives as equal and active citizens in the community. 
However, we heard several examples of how the application of 
ILF in practice was focussed on filling the gaps in essential 
health and social care funding for individuals, particularly 
healthcare needs for those with profound and multiple learning 
disabilities.   
The projected amount of monies made available through 
‘attrition’ annually (estimated at £2.5million year on year by the 
Scottish Government) is small when compared to the current 
level of spending on ILF.  This, alongside the fact that the fund 
has been closed to new applicants since 2010, means the level 
of funding available, as compared to the level of need, does not 
have the potential to make any significant contribution to 
independent living if the new fund is applied at an individual 
level.  This is likely to remain true even if the most restrictive 
levels of eligibility criteria were to be applied. This strongly 
suggests that a different approach would be more efficacious as 
discussed in answer to question 3 below. 
 

 
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?  
 

Our stakeholder discussions suggest that one option worthy of 
serious consideration is an approach that is not based on 
individual level distribution of funding.  This would involve funds 
being used to develop local community focused projects, 
supporting independent living for groups. We understand that it 
may be politically sensitive to switch from an approach that 
delivers funding directly to individuals to one that funds 
community approaches. However, we believe that given the 
current status of the fund this may not be an insurmountable 
problem. More importantly we believe that a community focused 
approach has the potential to have a greater impact and to 
contribute to independent living for a wide range of disabled 

                                                 
1 As defined by the Independent Living in Scotland project http://www.ilis.co.uk/  



 

 

people.  
 
This approach would also have the potential to support disabled 
people who have either faced significant cuts to the amount of 
support they receive or who have unmet needs which do not 
reach eligibility criteria set by local authorities. In line with many 
public policies it could promote working in co-productive ways 
with disabled people and advance a focus on prevention. 
 

 
Question 4 

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

Our discussions with stakeholders did not draw out any specific 
ideas around approaches that would increase the overall pot of 
money. However, building on our suggestion that there is a 
community focus to any newly established Scottish fund, it may 
be worth considering building a match funding approach into the 
applications criteria of the new fund. This could come from local 
authorities and other public bodies to support them to contribute 
to building a sustainable local approach to enabling disabled 
people to live independent lives. Such an approach would have 
the benefit of directly engaging local authorities and other public 
bodies in identifying priorities and contributing to independent 
living for disabled people in their communities.   
 

 
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?  
 

There was consensus amongst stakeholders that any new fund 
should retain the core principles of the ILF and suggestions that 
if it could be utilised in the following ways: 
 

 Supporting people at times of transition 
 Short breaks and holidays 
 Paying for equipment which supports people’s independent 

living 
 Young people at college 
 Support to get a job 



 

 

 Transport 

Given that the amount of any pot is likely to be relatively small, it 
was suggested that the biggest difference could be achieved by 
awarding the money to people with a focus on prevention, for 
example to people who may not meet with local authority 
eligibility criteria.  This acknowledged that sometimes offering 
small amounts of money to support people might avoid the need 
for more complex higher cost packages if a person’s situation 
deteriorates.  
 

 
Question 6 

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

Throughout our discussions with stakeholders we  identified a 
strong though not unanimous view that the devolved funding 
should not be distributed via local authorities. There was a sense 
that funding administered through local authorities would be 
likely to: 

 reflect restrictive eligibility criteria applied to social care 
funding assessment and therefore be crisis driven rather 
than preventative 

 be unevenly applied across local authority areas 
 be spent in other areas that do not advance the principles 

of independent living 

Another important area of consensus we found in our 
discussions was that the allocation of funding should be decided 
in coproduction with disabled people and carers. These 
principles could be delivered effectively through either option 2, 3 
or 4. 
 

 
Question 7 

To assist with our partial Equality Impact Assessment in relation to the future 
development of a sustainable Fund to support 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.  
 

It will be critical to ensure that the distribution of remaining 



 

 

monies should not further exacerbate the pre-existing 
inequalities between recipients and non-recipients of ILF.  It 
would therefore be useful to consider the profile and 
characteristics of current recipients to define more clearly whom 
the remaining monies should advantage. 
 
It will also be critical to ensure a fair distribution between groups 
of disabled people, for example: 

 people with physical disabilities 
 people with learning disabilities 
 people with mental health needs 
 people with visual or hearing impairments 
 people with complex needs arising from multiple 

impairments 
 

Furthermore, it is vital to recognise the intersectionality between 
disability and other protected characteristics under the Equality 
Act 2010, recognising that multiple forms of discrimination may 
present barriers to independent living.  EQIA processes should 
therefore consider the impact of other protected characteristics 
(gender, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, sexual 
orientation, marriage and civil partnership, age, faith and belief 
and race,) in combination with disability when deciding the most 
appropriate use of the remaining ILF monies.  For example, it is 
known that disabled people from Black and Minority Ethnic 
Groups are in general less likely to access formal services.  
Awareness raising of any new funding should therefore be 
tailored to relevant equality groups, for example through 
provision of accessible information in relevant languages.  
 
It is worth noting therefore, that any potential focus of the 
remaining monies, for example on specific groups (e.g. younger 
people) or specific transitions (e.g. the transition between school 
and college or employment), runs the risk of disadvantaging 
other groups, for example older disabled people.  Any focus on 
transitions would therefore best be broadly defined to include 
multiple types of transitions, for example the transition from living 
with a family carer to living in one’s own home.   
We are also concerned at the suggestion to limit the remaining 
ILF monies to short-term support during period of transitions.  
People with learning disabilities may need more time and support 



 

 

to adjust to periods of change in their lives and the sudden 
withdrawal of support monies could lead to poor outcomes.  A 
more sustained level of support to achieve the goals which 
people set themselves may be more appropriate. 
We would also like to underline the responsibility of the Scottish 
Government and other public authorities to promote independent 
living for disabled people without discrimination, both as a 
general principle of the current Social Care (Self –Directed 
Support) (Scotland) Act 2012, the Human Rights Act 1998 and 
the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities. 
 

 


