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East Dunbartonshire Direct 
Payment Support Service’s 
response to the Scottish 
Government consultation on the 
future use of resources following the 
UK Government’s decision to close 
the Independent Living Fund 
 
About East Dunbartonshire Direct Payment Support Service 
 
East Dunbartonshire Direct Payments Support Service (EDDPSS) 
provides information and advice to enable disable people (and their 
supporters, where appropriate) to explore all their options for 
independent living. Our service provides people with information and 
practical support to manage their Self Directed Support (Direct 
Payment). 
 
EDDPSS is a service provided by Glasgow Centre for Inclusive Living 
(GCIL) which is a Disabled People’s Organisation based in Glasgow. 
GCIL is run by disabled people for disabled people. Our aim is to 
promote independent living by helping disabled people gain the 
information, skills, and support to challenge barriers and make informed 
choices.  
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Independent living means: “…disabled people of all ages having the 
same freedom, choice, dignity and control as other citizens at home, at 
work, and in the community. It does not mean living by yourself, or 
fending for yourself. It means rights to practical assistance and support 
to participate in society and live an ordinary life.”   
 
EDDPSS is funded by East Dunbartonshire Council. 
 
Joint Statement 
 
GCIL supports the following joint statement from Disabled People’s 
Organisations: 
 

‘The money available from the ILF supports disabled people to 
participate in society and lead an ordinary life in a way that funding 
for social care based on other criteria and delivered by LAs does 
not.  Therefore, disabled people and their directly accountable 
organisations call upon the Scottish Government to: 
 
Protect existing users – you cannot empower one group of people 
by disempowering another already disempowered group  
 
Meet new demand, firstly, from the money that becomes available 
through attrition from the existing resource, and in the longer term, 
find new money to address this demand  
 
Replicate existing ILF policies; eligibility criteria, accountability 
mechanisms, portability, flexibility and staffing expertise in 
Scotland 
 
Administer the funding nationally, through an independent trust.’ 
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Consultation Questions 

Question 1  

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

What worked well  
 
Participants reported that: ILF is a good organisation to work with 
and works well in its present form. They are user friendly, quick 
to respond, and provide good continuity of service. They appear 
to be accountable and approachable and, in the main, very 
positive experiences were reported. 
 
It was also reported that:  
 
It offers recipients choice to get out into the community to 
contribute and give back to society. 
 
It bridges a gap from what is on offer by local authorities. 
 
The support you purchase gives you independence and 
confidence, leading to new opportunities that previously would 
not have been an option. 
 
It can provide assistance and support to: use public transport; 
attend college; do voluntary work; attend places of interest; build 
and maintain connections within your own community; and 
generally enhance your quality of life. 
 
What has not worked well 
 
The changes in the eligibility criteria over the years and the 
closure of the ILF to new applicants have excluded many 
potential applicants in need. 
 
Reviews can be stressful for users, having to explain or justify 
use of funds and sometimes having funding cut.  
 
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?  
 

Participants reported that they felt strongly that existing 
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recipients be safeguarded.   
 
Some also expressed grave concern about the present attack on 
disabled people from the UK Government’s welfare reform 
agenda and felt anxious about the future and that the ILF monies 
may go the same way i.e. be cut, or reduced in some way.  
 
Participants felt strongly that this should be addressed by 
resourcing any future ILF model appropriately and not penalising 
existing recipients for decisions made over which they have no 
control.   
 
Some felt they were being made to feel responsible / guilty that 
there were many disabled people in need who would also have 
had access to the ILF if the fund had not closed.  
 
Some pointed out that, to penalise one group of disabled people 
in order to address the fact that a political decision had been 
made affecting another group, was absurd.  ILF users are not 
responsible for the fact that others also have support needs.  
What needs to be addressed is the extent of unmet need that 
now exists for many disabled people. 
 
Rather than closing the fund, the ILF should receive the 
investment it needs to be able to apply the wider, more inclusive 
criteria it used when originally set up.  
 
We should take the opportunity to look at different ways of using 
funds.  However, the starting point should always be to listen to 
what any individual’s particular needs are.  
 
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?  
 

Some said that the present ILF model worked well: it had been 
shown to be very cost effective in terms administration costs and 
this should be retained in any new system. 
 
Again, it was believed that existing recipients be protected.  
 
New resources that become available should be used to support 
new applicants. 
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Some participants felt that they needed more information before 
they could effectively answer this question. 
 
 
Question 4 

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

Again, participants felt strongly that the present system should 
be protected, along with existing recipients. Ideally, we should 
seek to replicate the existing model. 
 
Any new criteria should have the principles of independent living 
at their core i.e. promoting choice and control for the individual to 
participate as an equal citizen.  The ILF works best when 
addressing an individual’s needs on an individual basis.  
 
Participants suggested various ways of making more effective or 
efficient use of existing resources.  These included: pooling 
budgets; streamlining the assessment process (eg reducing 
duplication in assessments by different agencies); and reducing 
bureaucracy.   
 
 
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?  
 

Participants were reluctant to narrow down the focus of any 
available resources as the very flexibility of the existing Fund is 
what they valued most highly. The Fund currently allows 
recipients the freedom to attend college, carry out voluntary 
work, contribute to society, be part of the community, and 
provides access to activities that individuals enjoy and want to 
do.  It pays for workers’ wages; provides access to community 
based activities beyond local authority level; and enables access 
to opportunities not otherwise available. In short, it allows the 
person to live independently. 
 
To preserve this flexibility, any alternative should continue to be 
based on individuals’ needs and planned outcomes. 
 
As with the current system, any new system should also ensure 
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that an individual can have control over their funding.  
 
 
Question 6 

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

There were mixed views about the merits of having a 
predominantly local system as compared with a national 
administration body.   
 
Some participants felt that the devolved resource should be 
managed by the local authority, but with protection for users e.g. 
funds should be ring-fenced, perhaps with a specific panel to 
support the process. There should be less red tape (in the local 
authority) and there should be the option under SDS to maintain 
the status quo.  If local authorities were to manage devolved 
funding, they should be subject to statutory guidance on how this 
should work. 
 
Other participants believed that the devolved resources should 
be managed by an independent national body as with the current 
ILF as this has been such a successful model. 
 
 
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.  
 

Clearly, eligibility criteria or procedures adopted by a new Fund 
should not discriminate against any of the groups mentioned in 
the question.  There should be protection for those currently 
funded under existing criteria. 
 
 


