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Summary
This House of Commons Library briefing paper sets out how, following the closure of the
Independent Living Fund (ILF), funding has been devolved for former recipients, and also
research into the impact of its closure.
The ILF was administered by the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) and was
closed on 30 June 2015; in England, responsibility was devolved to local authorities, along
with funding (although this was not ring-fenced). The Government committed to
providing funding to local authorities until 2019-20.
This note provides information about the calculation of the funding pot, and how local
authority allocations are determined, as well as the absence of ring-fencing and the fact
that local authorities now determine eligibility criteria at the local level (rather than criteria
set at the national level by DWP).
In January 2017, the Government published a review of the ILF’s closure, and there have
been surveys conducted by charities into the effect of the closure of the ILF and transfer of
funding to local authorities, some of which are considered in the paper.
Further information about the former ILF and its closure can be found in the Library
briefing paper The closure of the Independent Living Fund (ILF) (CBP 7787).

1. Transfer of the ILF to local authorities
In England, funding for the ILF, which was previously administered by the Department for
Work and Pensions (DWP), was devolved to local authorities from 1 July 2015.
The October 2014 edition of the Department of Health’s Care and Support Statutory
Guidance (which has since been superseded) included a section on the closure of the ILF,
which stated that:
Local authorities will have to meet all former ILF users’ eligible needs from 1 July
2015. Funding in respect of former ILF users will be distributed to local authorities on
the basis of local patterns of expenditure following transfer, to allow them to meet
users’ care and support needs.
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2. Funding to local authorities until 2020
2.1 Method of calculating the overall pot
As noted above, the transfer of the ILF funding to local authorities occurred on 1 July
2015; therefore, for the first financial year that local authorities assumed responsibility for
the funding, the Government provided nine months of funding (i.e. from July 2015 to
April 2016).
In a written parliamentary answer given in February 2016, the then Parliamentary UnderSecretary of State for Work and Pensions, Justin Tomlinson, said:
The Government has fully-funded local authorities to meet their additional obligations
to service users previously in receipt of the Independent Living Fund for the remainder
of the 2015/16 financial year and there will continue to be a separate grant to
support them for 2016-17. Under proposals currently being consulted on, the
Government will also enable local authorities to continue to fully fund the care
packages of former Independent Living Fund users for the remainder of the
parliament. 1

The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) document, Funding

Local Authorities to support former Independent Living Fund recipients: The Former ILF
Recipient Grant – Technical Consultation (February 2016), set out the proposed approach
and in the subsequent Government response (May 2016) to the consultation, the
Government confirmed it would adopt the proposed approach set out in the
consultation. 2
In terms of the funding “pot” available to the ILF, the Government noted that:
At the time of the ILF’s closure there were agreed support packages for English ILF
users amounted to £186.2 million for 2015/16. The ILF Trust deducted 25 per cent of
this total to cover payments during the first quarter of 2015-16. The remaining 75 per
cent, £139.7 million, represented the maximum amount that local authorities would
need to allow them to fully fund the remaining commitments to former ILF users for
the remainder of the financial year. The Government therefore issued a grant worth
£139.7 million to local authorities in England, covering the remaining 9 months of
2015-16. 3

In terms of funding for the remainder of the Parliament, i.e. up to and including the 201920 financial year, 4 the Government announced that:
To calculate the on-going funding required until the end of the parliament, the option
proposed is to use the now-closed ILF Trust’s financial model. The model makes use of
expenditure trends over several years to estimate the funding that would be required
to enable Local Authorities to continue to fully fund the care packages of former ILF
users, in each year of the parliament. The model predicts that commitments will
decline year on year, as former users no longer need access to funding.
[…]
The assumptions in the model are as below;

1
2

3

4

PQ 28404 29 February 2016
Department for Communities and Local Government, Funding Local Authorities to support former

Independent Living Fund (ILF) recipients: The Former ILF Recipient Grant – Technical Consultation:
Government Response, May 2016, para 2.15
Department for Communities and Local Government, Funding Local Authorities to support former
Independent Living Fund recipients: The Former ILF Recipient Grant – Technical Consultation, February
2016, p5, paras 1.5-1.6
At that point in time, the expectation had been that the 2015 Parliament would run until 2020 with
regard to the Fixed-term Parliaments Act 2011.
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•

Attrition, where former users no longer need to access ILF funding, will be at
5.0 per cent, per annum – slightly lower than the 2014-15 year which ran at
5.2 per cent, and;

•

average suspense numbers remain constant at the transfer level i.e. 67 users
per month with a value of £1.13 million per year

where “suspense is defined as where funding to an individual is temporarily stopped
during a period where the recipient does not require a care package – e.g. periods of stay
in hospital”. 5
The figures are then adjusted (or “protected”) for forecast inflation, as the table from
page 10 of the DCLG consultation document shows:

However, the Association of Directors of Adult Social Services (ADASS) and the Local
Government Association (LGA) noted in their response to the consultation that there were
a number of “cost pressures”, including the introduction of the National Living Wage for
example. The submission noted that:
The funding in scope is solely for existing former ILF clients, and with attrition and
suspense this understandably decreases over the four year period. The funding
therefore takes no account of new demand – ie people who would have previously
qualified for ILF funding. Under the terms of the transfer councils will simply be
expected to absorb this additional pressure from existing budgets … We accept that
funding commitments for former ILF clients will decline year on year due to attrition
and/or suspense. However, there is nothing in the model (as it is presented in this
consultation) that suggests that the costs of increasing needs and/or worsening
conditions is factored into the calculations. It would be helpful to receive clarification
on this point. 6

As noted above, the ILF Trust’s financial model did not appear to take account of these
matters, and the Government response to the consultation did not specifically address the
issues raised by the ADASS and LGA.

2.2 Distribution to local authorities
In terms of how the pot would be distributed between local authorities, the DCLG
explained that “due to the significant geographical variation in take up of ILF funding
5
6

As above, p6, para 2.2 and Annex A
Association of Directors of Adult Social Services and the Local Government Association, Funding local

authorities to support former Independent Living Fund recipients: the former ILF Recipient Grant –
Technical consultation response: LGA and ADASS, February 2016, paras 16 and 20
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across England, the Government believes that distribution of any future funding to local
authorities should remain in line with expenditure patterns at the time of the ILF’s closure.
This approach is, the Government believes, the most accurate way of providing funding to
local authorities that reflects former ILF client numbers in individual authorities”. 7
Information on the allocations for each local authority in 2015-16 (covering only nine
months of the financial year, i.e. the period after 30 June 2015 when the ILF was closed)
can be found in the DCLG publication Independent Living Fund Grant Determination
2015/16. 8
For 2016-17, the DCLG published Independent Living Fund Grant Determination 2016-17
– Payments to local authorities, although the funding amounts for local authorities for
each year up to and including 2019-20 can be found in Annex B of the DCLG’s February
2016 technical consultation document, and are reproduced in the Annex to this briefing
paper.

2.3 Absence of ring-fencing
Local authorities receive non-ring-fenced ILF grant funding from the DCLG.
In reply to the question, “why they [the Government] do not intend to ring-fence monies
identified by the Independent Living Fund as needed to meet the critical and substantial
needs of recipients”, the then Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State at the Department
for Work and Pensions, Lord Freud, told the House of Lords in June 2014:
The Government’s position on how local authorities manage their finances is clear;
local authorities need to be allowed to meet their statutory responsibilities in a flexible
and responsive way and the ring-fencing of funding prevents this. Allowing local
authorities the flexibility to manage their budgets locally means they can respond to
local needs and priorities to deliver more efficient services and better outcomes. 9

During the process of closing the ILF, the then Coalition Government held a consultation.
In its response to the consultation published in December 2012, the Government stated
that:
Many users asked that, if funding is devolved to local government, it was ring-fenced
to meet the needs of current ILF users. The government’s position on how local
authorities manage their finances is clear. The ring-fencing of funding prevents local
authorities from meeting local needs in a flexible and responsive way. The needs of ILF
users may change over time and local authorities are required to meet the care needs
of all disabled people in a consistent way. We understand that when assessed ILF
users may have current care packages reduced. Local authorities may choose to
manage any changes to care packages in different ways, providing some transitional
protection where required, but this needs to be considered on a case by case basis
after a detailed assessment of user needs. 10

2.4 Locally-determined eligibility criteria
Whereas previously the DWP determined eligibility criteria which applied across the
country, now each English local authority determines its own criteria. As the charity
Disability Rights UK noted prior to the transfer:
From 1 July 2015, your local authority is responsible for your care provision rather
than the ILF. Each authority has received a monetary transfer of the Independent
7
8
9
10

As above, p7, para 2.4
Taken from Thurrock Council’s website.
HL Deb 23 June 2014 cWA127
Department for Work and Pensions, Government response: Consultation on the Future of the Independent
Living Fund, Cm 8240, December 2012, p10, para 11
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Living Funds. The amount of support you will receive will vary from authority to
authority. Some local authorities may ring fence the transfer of the Independent
Living Funds so the level of your support is unchanged. Others may not. 11

Because local authorities determine their own local eligibility criteria, they may not provide
the same level of funding as the ILF used to. For example, as Bristol City Council noted:
The ILF had a different eligibility criterion than the one that Local Authorities were
required to assess to. They were also able to fund for different reasons i.e. social
activities. Bristol City Council ILF recipients will be individually assessed. The level of
funding that a person will receive will be based on their level of need and their
meeting the new Care Act eligibility criteria. 12

3. Reports on the early findings of the
transfer
3.1 The DWP’s post-closure review
In January 2017, the DWP published Independent Living Fund: post-closure review, based
on interviews with 50 former recipients of the ILF or their unpaid family carers, and staff
from ten local authorities. 13
The review found that users experiences of the closure of the ILF “ultimately hinged” on
their new package of support from the local authority:
Those that were awarded improved, matched, or a small reduction in their care and
support package had maintained the level of support and care they received prior to
the closure, as well as a similar level of choice and control over their care. They also
reported limited or no changes to their independence.
Those with a heavily reduced award experienced multiple changes as a result. They
argued that reductions in care were unfair and denied them opportunities to
participate fully in society. They encountered changes and restrictions to daily
activities, including less support for engaging in leisure activities, work and
volunteering. LAs [local authorities] found that face-to-face meetings with former
recipients and their next of kin to sensitively discuss alternative provisions, changes
and reductions to care, helped to mediate these difficult decisions. 14

For those former ILF recipients who experienced a “heavily reduced package”, they were
reported to have “a range of health implications including loneliness, particularly for those
living alone; weight loss; and frailty due to worry, or due to the physical demands of
having to perform everyday activities without the support of a carer. This was reported to
be detrimental to their mental health and wellbeing”. In addition, they suffered a loss of
confidence in the social care system, although these views were also shared by people
whose care package had not substantially changed or had improved. 15
The report also noted that ILF users had experienced “fear and anxiety” in the period
before they were informed what level of support they would receive from their local
authority. The review found that “former recipients felt vulnerable to future reductions to
funded care and support”. The review also noted that poor experiences of the transition
could have “potentially been improved by better communications with former recipients

11
12
13
14
15

Disability Rights UK, Independent Living Fund replacement schemes, factsheet F69, 8 February 2016
Bristol City Council, Independent Living Fund (ILF) Transfer – Frequently Asked Questions, undated, p1
Department for Work and Pensions, Independent Living Fund: post-closure review, January 2017, p13
As above, p54 and p3
As above, pp51, 52 and 54
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about how and when the arrangements would be decided” and that “future anxiety
related to annual reassessments might likewise be mitigated by similar improvements”. 16

3.2 Surveys conducted by the third sector
A survey was conducted the Greater Manchester Coalition of Disabled People of the ten
local authorities in the area, using Freedom of Information (FoI) requests that were
submitted in March 2016. The local authorities were asked, firstly, if they currently ringfenced the ILF funding they received, and, secondly, if they would continue to do so to
2020. The Coalition reported that:
Q1: Of the 9 authorities who responded 7 authorities (Manchester, Salford, Bolton,
Tameside, Stockport, Trafford and Bury) confirmed that for 2015/16 ILF transition
funding had been ring fenced to maintain the support of former ILF recipients. 1
authority (Oldham) said that the 2015/16 ILF transition funding had not been ring
fenced to maintain the support of former ILF recipients and 1 local authority
(Rochdale), failed to directly answer the question, although we suspect the answer is
‘no’.
Q2: In response to the second question, of the 9 authorities that did respond, 2
authorities (Bolton and Tameside) gave an unequivocal ‘yes’ to continue ring-fencing
the ILF transition funding to support former ILF recipients through until 2020 and 3
authorities (Stockport, Oldham and Trafford) gave an unequivocal ’no’. The remaining
authorities did not directly answer the question, with 2 authorities (Manchester and
Salford) saying they were awaiting further clarification from central government
before making a decision, 1 authority (Bury) suggested that former ILF recipients
funding is currently ring fenced but this would be reviewed on an annual basis, and 1
authority (Rochdale) suggesting that money would not be ring-fenced.

This led the Greater Manchester Coalition to conclude that “it is clear from the responses
received that independent living for former ILF recipients is a postcode lottery in Greater
Manchester and that most of our local councils are refusing to use the government
funding to support former ILF recipients”. 17
A report was published in September 2016 entitled One year on: Evaluating the impact of
the closure of the Independent Living Fund, by the charity Inclusion London, which
explained that the report “seeks to evidence the impact of the closure with a focus on the
situation in London. It brings together statistical analysis from Freedom Of Information
(FOI) requests sent to all 33 London boroughs with findings from a survey sent out to
London Deaf and Disabled People’s Organisations (DDPOs) as well as qualitative evidence
provided by former ILF recipients concerning their experiences of transfer to Local
Authority (LA) support”.
Inclusion London said that it had found a number of emerging themes:

16
17

•

Post-code lottery for former ILF recipients across Local Authorities.

•

The detrimental impacts of the ILF closure on former ILF recipients, ranging
from distress and anxiety to removal of essential daily support.

•

The lack of consistent practice across different Local Authorities regarding
referrals for CHC funding.

•

Limitations of the mainstream care and support system and failings in the
implementation of the Care Act.

As above, pp3 and 55
Greater Manchester Coalition of Disabled People, ILF – Postcode Lottery?, undated; see also
“Government’s failure to ring-fence ILF funding ‘is leading to postcode lottery’”, Disability News Service, 5
May 2016
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•

The value of the model of support provided by the Independent Living Fund.

•

The importance of Deaf and Disabled People’s Organisations for making Deaf
and Disabled people aware of and supported to exercise their rights. 18

The report argued that there was an “urgent need for a radical rethink of how Disabled
people are supported to live independently”, and its conclusions included the following:
Despite assurances to the contrary in the run up to June 2015, the closure of the ILF
has directly resulted in the removal of support from Disabled people with high support
needs … The postcode lottery of support provision this research reveals is simply not
acceptable. Disabled people’s independence, choice and control should not be
dependent on the choices, compromises and dealings of local politicians. Disabled
people need a national independent living support service that ensures consistent
nationally applied levels of support … [T]he ability and competence of local authorities
to implement the Care Act 2014 is highly questionable. 19

In response to the survey, it was reported by Community Care that:
Ray Puddifoot, London councils’ executive member for adult social care, said: “Local
government in London is facing a funding gap in adult social care of between £630
million to £817 million by 2020. Despite this, local authorities recognise the
importance of continuing to support service users – including previous recipients of
the ILF – to live independently.
“Councils are already experienced at working with service users and are doing their
best to drive forwards the personalisation agenda; supporting and giving people more
choice and control of the care they need and in the provision of services that will help
to keep service users living independent lives for as long as possible.” 20

18

19

20

Inclusion London, One year on: Evaluating the impact of the closure of the Independent Living Fund, News
story, 5 September 2016
Inclusion London, One Year On: evaluating the impact of the closure of the Independent Living Fund,
September 2016, pp46–47, paras 9.3–9.5 and 9.11
“Councils ‘levelling down’ care packages after ILF closure”, Community Care, 7 September 2016
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Annex
Local authority funding allocations 2016–17 to 2019–20 – taken from the
Department for Communities and Local Government’s Funding Local Authorities to
support former Independent Living Fund recipients: The Former ILF Recipient Grant
– Technical Consultation (February 2016)
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About the Library
The House of Commons Library research service provides MPs and their staff with the
impartial briefing and evidence base they need to do their work in scrutinising Government,
proposing legislation, and supporting constituents.
As well as providing MPs with a confidential service we publish open briefing papers, which
are available on the Parliament website.
Every effort is made to ensure that the information contained in these publicly available
research briefings is correct at the time of publication. Readers should be aware however that
briefings are not necessarily updated or otherwise amended to reflect subsequent changes.
If you have any comments on our briefings please email papers@parliament.uk. Authors are
available to discuss the content of this briefing only with Members and their staff.
If you have any general questions about the work of the House of Commons you can email
hcenquiries@parliament.uk.

Disclaimer
This information is provided to Members of Parliament in support of their parliamentary
duties. It is a general briefing only and should not be relied on as a substitute for specific
advice. The House of Commons or the author(s) shall not be liable for any errors or omissions,
or for any loss or damage of any kind arising from its use, and may remove, vary or amend
any information at any time without prior notice.
The House of Commons accepts no responsibility for any references or links to, or the content
of, information maintained by third parties. This information is provided subject to the
conditions of the Open Parliament Licence.
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