Response Number:


Respondent Name: 
Birmingham CO Event

	If Individual –


	Who are they?

 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Where are they from?

 FORMDROPDOWN 

	How did they respond?

 FORMDROPDOWN 


	

	If Organisation – 


	Who does the organisation represent?

Contact Officer Consultation Event
	Where do they represent?

Birmingham
	How did they respond?

Consultation Event


	How did they collect their information?

Consultation Event


Question Responses

	Q1


	Response: All parties agreed that the care and support needs of current ILF users should be met within the mainstream adult social care and support system and further that this shouldn’t be different in England, Wales or Scotland.  One member suggested that perhaps there should be one budget that would also include all the Users benefits.  Queries were raised as to whether the cut-off date should be 2015 or whether more time should be given to enable people to plan and cope with the impact of these changes.  Mitigating the negative impacts (or loses to people support) depended on how much funding would be transferred to the individual’s pot or person account.  
It was felt that Users would see this transfer as a cost cutting exercise, that would also take away some of their independence.  A number of people felt that the ILF had just given Users lots of money rather than proper support and advice on how to achieve their outcomes. There needed to be more advice on how to achieve outcomes with the same amount of funding and how to make the best use of funding.  All the contact officers present said that the fuller explanations needed to be given to the Users of the whole picture.  Most felt that the money should not be ring fenced because you didn’t know how long you would need to continue funding these Users.  Also it was not good policy for new people coming through transition to remain separated from the mainstream group.

Summary: This could have generated a different response if the question had been reworded.  If LA’s receive the User’s money and it is not ring fenced then the money could be distributed more fairly.  Hidden costs such as redundancy payments and additional resources need to be taken into consideration during the transition period from ILF to LA.  Most would like to know how the money would be allocated, for instance some LA’s i.e. Glasgow has a high proportion of learning and physical disabled ILF clients whilst other LA’s have similar Users with no ILF funding - a fairer way of distribution of funds should be considered. 

	Q2


	Response: If the ILF money was to be ring fenced, what formula will be used?  
Will the whole of the ILF funding be transferred?  
Overall it will be the responsibility of LA to decide how the ILF money is to be spent?  
If the ILF funding was split between LA’s would this create a postcode lottery? 
How will the funding system work, for example; will someone have their ILF money for 1 year and then the next year not have it?  
Does the government allocate funding for a specific period (1 year) and then stop allocating the ILF money? 
Reducing funding to care package could mean the loss of a Personal Assistant (PA) that may create employer issues such as redundancy, as well as the loss of potentially a longstanding care relationship.  
The transfer of ILF funding would be a massive piece of work and the LA’s would need a lot of support.  
What happens after 2015, through natural wastage, does the LA continue to receive the same budget? 
Currently there is a 2-tier system in operation since ILF closed their doors to new clients in 2010, the closure of the ILF created an inequality, if LA’s receive the ILF funding they can decide where the money goes.  
Two of the LA’s said that they could distribute the ILF funding to individuals through DP’s.  
Queries arose around capacity issues, where there is a 3rd party is managing the Users funding.  
Most LA’s have managed accounts, some have external organisations managing them and there are clear policies in place to be able to take over the ILF element. In fact it would be easier to have 1 pot of money it would be less admin for the Users.

A lot of pre-work between LA, Users and ILF – especially reviewing people would need to be in place and this would have an impact of LA support services.  
Concerns were raised about who informs the ILF Users about reductions in their care packages as the majority felt that the ILF packages would be decreased. Previously ILF users used to just get an increase on request, however when they go to the LA they will need to see that their care needs can be met and they can achieve their outcomes on less money, this would be in line with current LA Users – fairer access to all.

Different LA charges and how this would impact on the ILF element of the package was discussed.

Summary: Would there be ring fencing of the money?  
 Employment issues need to be taken into account.  
 Pre-assessment work at point of transfer, a lot of work needed – resources would this be joint ILF/LA project.  
 Charging, capacity and Direct Payments need to be defined. 



	Q3


	Response: Since the ILF closed to new applications in 2010, the LA know what impact the closure of the ILF in 2015 will have on them they are already working in a climate of ‘more for less’.  If the ILF funding stopped either to user or the LA, some thresholds may have to go up.  
Questions were raised as to how ILF funding would be distributed between LA’s.  Would the whole budget just be split between LA’s?  If the money goes to LA it would have to be distributed fairly and genuine care needs. 
Quality impact assessments would be needed.  
Those present felt that the LA’s would be seen in a bad light if they had to reduce peoples care packages because the Users would see that LA had received the ILF funding.  This could increase judicial reviews and complaints for LA’s.  
Some high costs packages could result in residential setting but this is what most LA’s are trying to move away from.  Long term, closing the ILF will work and be fairer but it will take a number of years for the transmission to become fairer and people to see this especially current ILF users.  Some LA’s haven’t been proactive in referring their Users to ILF.

Summary:   Impact already felt since ILF closed to new applicants in 2010.  Concerns over high need care packages.  Distribution of the ILF funding.



	Q4


	Response: Main response was how do we know who are eligible for LA services.  
Do the users want a referral to LA?  
What will the DWP do if they don’t want an assessment from LA?

It was stated that there are approx 3000 Group 1 users and half of them have LA input.  All present said it was ILF’s responsibility to contact these users and give a full explanation as to what is happening and the consequences if permission isn’t given for an LA assessment, but assessments will be carried out under LA criteria.  This could mean a reduction in support but still being able to achieve outcomes as in current personalised budgets.  
Concerns were raised with regards to current Self Employed PA’s and HMRC issues after 2015. 
Concerns rose with Group 1’s who have the maximum ILF package and a high level from LA.

Summary: How do they know these users, how will the information as to who is Group 1 be passed on? 
                   ILF could contact all Group 1 users informing them why they need to give ILF the consent to give them their details to LA.  Also to inform them of the consequences of not doing so.  ILF should also inform the users that they would be assessed on LA criteria and the possibility that their funding could be reduced.  Working closely with LA with reviews.




	Q5


	Response: It was agreed by all that the decision needs to be made as soon as possible.  
A longer lead-time and preparation time to get things in place, this will assist LA to work with Users.  
LA’s can get Users together through events.  It was felt that the location of the consultations for some Users were too far for them travel.  
The current information that has gone out to the Users was not user friendly, the problem being the people that can’t engage, it will most likely be them that it will probably have the greatest impact on. People need to go and talk to these Users, who will have the capacity to do this?  This could be carried out at the next review visit, although this could be too late for some Users.  
There is the possibility of “tapping into” the LA’s local sources i.e. customer services and at the LA review once a year, possibly take an extra 1/2 hr  (again extra costs/resources) as long as they know exactly what is going on and they have clear guidelines to work to.  
The possibility of all reviews over a 12-month period was suggested communication between LA and ILF needs to be strong in order to make the transmission of casework and Users easier.  Correspondence should go to Heads of Services with Contact Officers kept in the mailing list.

Summary:  Steering project to include contact officers. 
                    Longer lead time needed to relief anxieties to users.  
                    Communications through events. 
                    ILF working with LA for reviews. 
                    Prepare the groundwork now before a decision is made. 


	Other


	Response: 
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