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Dear Consultation Team 
 
Denbighshire County Council has already forwarded to you a letter which puts forward the 
views of adults with learning disabilities and their families.  We fully endorse their very 
measured views.  The following are the views of the Council itself on the potential impacts 
of the proposal. 
 
Question 1: do you agree with the Government’s proposal that the care and 
support needs of current ILF users should be met within the mainstream care and 
support system, with funding devolved to local government in England and the 
devolved administrations in Scotland and Wales?  This would mean the closure of 
the ILF in 2015. 
 
Whilst it is undoubtedly the case that one funding stream should simplify the process and 
reduce bureaucracy, without knowing the details of any future funding arrangements it is 
difficult to determine whether this proposal will deliver improved services to current 
recipients.  More detail would be necessary about the proposed funding levels before any 
reliable form of analysis of impact could be carried out.   
 
Since the Welsh Government New Charging Measure limits the amount which a service 
user can contribute to their care to a maximum of £50 per week, the difference in the two 
charging processes alone could leave the local authority with insufficient funds to meet 
the expectations of current ILF recipients. 
 
Regardless of these issues, the administration of this new responsibility would also need 
to be adequately funded.  Again, without detail, it is difficult to estimate the impact this 
would have on workload for the authority. 
 
Question 2:  What are the key challenges that ILF users would face in moving from 
joint ILF/Local Authority to sole Local Authority funding of their care and support 

 





needs?  How can any impacts be mitigated? 
 
Without knowing the level of funding that would be transferred, it is difficult to know what 
the key challenges might be.  As mentioned, merely the difference in charging regimes 
could result in insufficient funds to meet current commitments.  Costs of services rise on 
an annual basis but there is no mention of inflationary increases in the sum which would 
be transferred.   
 
ILF funding supports family carers and there is very real risk of break down in those 
informal support arrangements if the funding transferred is insufficient to allow for 
continued funding.  There is obviously a danger that people who have lived independently 
in the community could be forced to live in residential care.   
 
The issue of eligibility could have a profound impact on ILF recipients.  If the Local 
Authority eligibility criteria were to apply, then existing recipients could find that their 
allocations are considerably reduced impacting on the options available to them.  Again, 
this could force some people into more formal service arrangements which are less 
flexible.   
 
The use of CDS arrangements could reduce the impact of some of these issues, but 
eligibility issues would still apply and may still reduce the overall funding available to 
them. 
 
These potential impacts could be mitigated by sufficient funding, either ring-fenced or by 
grant.  It would also be necessary for specific grant conditions to apply which would allow 
the Local Authority to apply separate and different eligibility criteria to current recipients.  
However, this would lead to a two tier inequitable provision of funding which is explained 
in more detail below. 
 
 
Question 3:  What impact would the closure of the ILF have on Local Authorities 
and the provision of care and support services more widely?  How could any 
impacts be mitigated? 
 
As previously stated, without the detail of the proposals, it is difficult to comment on 
potential impact.  The current arrangements had already been closed to new applications 
and it is not at all clear whether it is the intention that the fund transferred would increase 
over time to allow other people with similar needs to access the same level of funding.  
Without this level of commitment the inequity of service provision would increase and 
local authorities could lay themselves open to challenge. 
 
The issue of eligibility criteria is paramount in this regard.  Eligibility for ILF funding has 
changed over the years but none of the criteria is equivalent to local authority eligibility.  It 
would be essential that clear guidance is produced to clarify the ongoing position.  Should 
the local authority eligibility apply or is it anticipated that current recipients would be the 
subject of different eligibility criteria than other service users? 
 
There is very real concern about this lack of equity.  Whilst the fund is separately 





administered, the differences can be explained.  If ILF is closed this will no longer be the 
case. 
 
If the funding provided is inadequate to meet the needs of current recipients, there will be 
additional demand on local authority resources.  At the very least, insufficient funding 
would impact on services provided to other service users.   
 
Mitigation of these impacts relies on sufficient funding being transferred both to cover the 
requirements of recipients and the administration of the system.  Clear guidelines would 
need to be applied to this administration.  If the funds were to be allocated to the Local 
Authority via the RSG it would need to be ring-fenced, alternatively it could be 
administered through a grant system. 
 
Question 4:  What are the specific challenges in relation to Group 1 users?  How 
can the Government ensure this group are able to access the full range of Local 
Authority care and support services for which they are eligible? 
 
Whilst we are advised that this is a very small number of people, without more detail it is 
difficult to comment on the impact the change would have both on the recipients and on 
the Local Authority.   
 
The packages of support purchased by these recipients would be very long standing and 
it is unlikely that they would want to change these arrangements in any way.  However, 
they may well not meet the Local Authority criteria and the resultant relationship could be 
difficult from the start.  Detailed information needs to be provided to the Local Authorities 
as soon as possible to start building relationships well ahead of any transfer date.  The 
additional support necessary to ensure a smooth transition would be a particular 
challenge for the authority and this would need to be recognized in the fund transferred. 
 
Again the issue of balance between meeting expectations and dealing equitably with all 
service users will be challenging, potentially more so with this group of people. 
 
Question 5:  How can DWP, the ILF and Local Authorities best continue to work 
with ILF users between now and 2015?  How can the ILF best work with individual 
Local Authorities if the decision to close the ILF is taken? 
 
As previously stated, detailed information needs to be provided to the Local Authorities 
about the specific level of funding each Authority would receive together with details of the 
ongoing commitments for individuals.  This is particularly the case for Group 1 recipients. 
 
Detailed guidance needs to be produced to clarify the issue of eligibility and the potential 
impact of two tier funding. 
 
It would be essential that communication between all parties starts long before the end of 
ILF so that recipients and their families are assured of ongoing support. 
 
Further consultation on impacts both for current recipients and the Local Authorities 
should take place once more detail is available. 





 
Communication with recipients needs to start as soon as possible to ensure that the Local 
Authorities are not ‘blamed’ for the unavoidable changes.  Relationships are likely to be 
difficult in some cases and this needs to be managed by all parties not left to be resolved 
after the event by the Authority. 
 
Finally 
 
Despite the possibly negative comments above, Denbighshire County Council is 
supportive of a decision to reduce the bureaucracy and costs of administering a separate 
fund.  If the decision is made to close the ILF, the Council would work proactively with all 
parties to ensure a smooth transition and the continued support of current recipients. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Phil Gilroy 
Head of Adult and Business Services 
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