
 

 

As a recipient of ILF for many years my daughter would 
lose most of her supported independence if the fund was 
closed.  Not all recipients have ILF as an add on to their 
local authority support payments, most are assessed to 
include ILF support.  This means they would have 
received more local authority support if they had not 
been in receipt of ILF, as was the case with my daughter. 

Sarah Jane is 30 years old has cerebral palsy and is 
partially sighted, the first financial support she ever had 
was the ILF, when she had her community care 
assessment the ILF support hours were taken into 
account and she therefore needed less hours from the 
local authority.  The support (direct payment) would 
have been significantly higher if she was not in receipt of 
ILF, unlike those who never received ILF who would have 
been assessed for full support funding by local 
authorities. 

ILF was and is not added to support needed, in most 
cases it saved the local authorities from fully funding 
care packages as in my daughters case.  This 
consultation must take this into account and not treat 
this funding as an add on as this is not the case, it would 
seem those in receipt of ILF will now lose out totally and 
would have been better having full funding from direct 
payment instead. When a person needs 40 hours of 
support a week ie .....20 direct payment and 20 ILF......, 
they still need 40 hours no matter where the funding 
comes from.   

Equality comes in treating all care packages the same no 
matter where the funding comes from, the support needs 
to be in place whether paid for by ILF or local 
authorities.  The language used in the consultation 
document seems to imply those in receipt of ILF were 
getting extra, this was never the case all social work 



 

 

support assessments reduced support packages to take 
into account what was already in place. 

The funding of care, for those in need, is being attacked 
on all fronts in recent years so this consultation should 
begin by realizing the ILF was not an added extra but a 
service which reduced the input from local authorities for 
those in receipt of it. 


