Response Number:






Respondent Name: Stirling Contact Officers  Contact Details: 



	If Individual –

Unknown
	Who are they?

Did not specify
	Where are they from?

NA
	How did they respond?


	

	If Organisation – 


	Who does the organisation represent?

Stirling contact officer event
	Where do they represent?

Stirling 
Scotland 
	How did they respond?


	How did they collect their information?

DWP\ILF consultation event


Question Responses

	Q1


	Response: 
No – it was unanimous – nobody agreed with the proposal. Surely service users are entitled to some preserved right.  

You are not asking what would be a good idea – proposal is a rubbish idea. Nobody is going to be happy with it! Nobody is going to lobby for the closure of the ILF. 
Legal challenges – the ILF has given people a standard of life and now you’re taking it away.  Only option is for the ILF to be run down as it is and for it to wither on the vine.

Devolving - are we talking about devolving the money or devolving the function?  DWP need to continue to protect the money for life.  LAs can support the function – we do this anyway.

Public profile – everybody’s profile would suffer – legal challenges would be bad publicity for DWP.  Is the system unfair now? People don’t complain as people don’t complain about something they have never had but people do complain if you take something away from them.  Their lifestyles would change drastically – huge financial hit.

Perhaps set up a trust? This idea has a massive flaw.  LA would make a mess of it – give it to another 3rd party.  
How long is the money going to available for?  If only a couple of years why would LA want to alter their policies?

Alternative solution - LAs would be happy to do the reviews but not take on the responsibility for the funding.  Same assessment just reviewing that they still meet the criteria and spend the money in the way it was intended.  To recap the LA to carry out reviews and support function – the LAs are involved anyway.  Funding needs to match current levels of funding.  Users need a reassurance that this is what their funding is and it that it won’t change.

Preserved right – LA will then still meet their duty of care.

If packages from the ILF get undercut and reduced, it’s going to be hornets nest.  
ILF was always meant to be a top up – both LAs and users have treated it as such. This transfer of resources should be treated in the same way. If you do a preserved right, what happens if care needs go up – this would have to fall to the LA to fund.
An alternative to transfer to the LA would be to do a tender for a charitable trust to run the funds (turning the clock back to the start of this process?) Any separate organisation needs to be an independent, appropriate 3rd party to sort it out.  Government’s responsibility gone but money needs to be safe – make the independent organisation responsible.  There is a big risk that if money does not follow the individual it may look like DWP have cut the funding.



	Q2


	Response:  
Assessment - presume that each individual will have to be reassessed under each LA criteria.  This would very likely mean that each individual would loose funding.  People went to ILF because the LA can’t pay for certain things but the ILF could – things like self-employed workers; family members and domestic help.

HMRC rules – vast majority of Self Employed carers don’t meet HMRC rules, but it would be acceptable from the LA’s point of view if the person could prove that the HMRC are happy that the worker is registered with them- they will need paperwork agreeing this from HMRC.

Redundancy - who would be responsible for any redundancy pay if the LA could not support the carer the individual already has.  Some carers have been employed for many years and this would be extremely costly.

Charging policy - personal or non-personal care makes a difference – you only get free personal care if you are over 65.  This means that the individual would be charged for any non-personal care and any personal care if they are under 65.

Rates: The LAs have set rates approx £10ph, the ILF can pay a lot higher rate (up to £15ph) how is this going to work?

Legal issue – the LA’s have a duty to provide basic care and has the power to provide for people.  The ILF provides the ability to give an individual a “full” life – the LA are not obliged to pay for this and would struggle to agree to this.

Postcode lottery - if the Government devolve the money down to LAs how can they discharge the money fairly?  You cannot expect the LA to be given a pot of money and then be told to run two systems.

Each LA will have their own way of dealing with it.  Some LA have proportionally high number of users if the funding is shared out equally, certain LAs would end up with a lot less.  Best just to close the ILF and wind it down – don’t devolve just close it down.  

Human rights issue – you have given an award for life and then you just take it away – could end up in court – who would be responsible?  Better to just grind things to a halt. The ILF Users prob have legal options regards their funding stopping? 
Devolving the problem to LA to deal with.  How long will funding be guaranteed, would the tap be turned off after a couple of years?  If you’re going to do this anyway just do it now – don’t give it to the LAs and then stop funding after a few years.  The LA would then get all the flack.

LA/ILF need to work together to overcome some of the major differences in how they work.  

Welfare guardianship – some ILF users would need guardianship or Power of Attorney in place – this takes time and costs money.  The LA would have to assess the users capacity – could take up to six months.  An assessment would also need a Medical Health Officer to be involved – if an individual cannot afford to pay the costs incurred with this, it would force the LA to apply for guardianship.

Unfair system – the way the ILF was closed to new applications caused a lot of problems.  People are coming into the system now who need ILF support but cannot get it – the system is therefore already unfair. 
Transition protection (like war pension) – this would be the fairest and the most painless way –just give all ILF users their award for life – due to attrition within a decade or so it would have withered away. 

Why? – why change a system that works? If its not broke don’t fix it!!
Alternative idea – If ILF money is awarded for life – LAs would be happy to do the assessments (providing you give the LA the 2% admin).

HR DLA – what is going to happen when HR DLA is abolished?  Would this mean that nobody is eligible for ILF funding as the must receive this benefit to continue to get ILF funding.  Is this DWP’s way of closing it down for good?  - The ILF facilitator commented that it is likely to mean a change in the ILF’s Trust Deed.  (The PIP Test is the same principle for incapacity benefit – this led to a 30% reduction in what was paid out.)  

PIP  - people scared already.  PIP is designed to increase eligibility for people with learning difficulties.  PIPs rates unknown – ILF is closely monitoring.

LA taking legal action – some LA’s may take legal action to stop this from happening – it’s a nasty task and one that LA don’t want to take over as it will just mean a reduction for every single user.  Some LAs would see a 90% reduction in the amount of ILF money they would get. Legal cases would then be brought against the LA. The LA’s may take action against this happening.

Would the money follow the individual?  If the money stayed with the individual and was centrally administered the LA could then monitor to make sure that the money was being spent correctly.  

Group 1 users – some may have LA funding, some don’t.  Sometimes the LA don’t know that ILF are involved as well.  The max payment for Group 1 and Group 2 users are very different.  We would need to know who the Group 1 users are – we don’t have the resources to look into these cases – very costly.  Some have no contact with LA at the moment – this transfer is going to be very hard for them.

User events – very disappointing that so few users were able to attend.  Surely every ILF user needs to have their say – why such a small number and why only one event in central Scotland?   It would have been useful to have a joint user and LA meeting – we need to know how users feel as that will impact on how we would deal with the situation.

Care elements – what about support to service users?  More support is required.  Users are going to need support – independent support – maybe an advocacy? Users currently are able to contact the ILF directly and they will miss that support and personal touch.

The reality is that most ILF users will end up in residential care, as LA won’t be able to find the £400 that ILF previously paid for them to be looked after at home.  The ILF was to prevent this from happening and did the job well.  LAs cannot give them the same service.

Could they not move to self-directed support?

Users have got a life now – they employ their own carers – if LA take over it will all change – Unpaid family carers will loose their jobs because they will need to provide additional support – would have an impact on the economy in general.

Difficult legally for the LA to dish the money out for the purpose for which is it intended.  ILF gives what the LA cannot give.  LA cannot meet this obligation.  It is potentially a Hornets nest!  An alternative to the option proposed is to freeze awards – give people the assurance that they have their award for life.  Why should the LA be the ones to give the bad news – why should they have to deal with this?  IF awards were cut then LA would get legal challenges.  Users have established expectations.  Ring fencing or3rd party intervention?



	Q3
	NA


	Q4


	Response:
Group 1 – the ILF will need to get permission from these users to pass information to the LAs as the LAs don’t know who they are.  Funding would stop in 2015 from ILF and responsibility would move to the LAs but what would happen if the user did not approach the LA or didn’t give permission for the LA to contact them.  Whose responsibility is it?  Big fear – what is going to happen to this individual.

Cannot group 1 users have reviews with the LAs now.  Over the next 3 years we need to tell users why this change is happening, when and how it would affect them.  These people are not interested in politics all they are bothered about is what’s happening to me.  Need to communicate this early.  



	Q5


	Response: 
LA and ILF assessors have always worked closely together.  Need to consider resources – people leave the LAs and are not replaced – more resources would be needed to handle this extra work.

From a finance point of view – if the LAs start to handle these cases they must work under the LAs set of rules.

Communication - has to be clear, regular and robust.  Need to let people know what’s happening, when its happening  - would we need a mandate?

ILF – user – LA – this requires a 3 way communication.  

LA’s have also been involved in assessing the amount of money ILF users receive get as they are at their reviews – and they put in an application to the ILF stating how much funding someone required, how can the same LA then go back and say it’s changed, when they agreed that yes this is the right package for that individual.  If we then change the goalposts it makes a mockery of the review process.  

Users are not passive.  Disability groups will not be passive either – LAs won’t stand for it either – some will consider if it is in their best interest to hire a QC to challenge the proposal.

The ILF cannot be closed by 2015 – 2 years is just not enough time to get things sorted out – especially with Group 1 users.



	Other


	Response: NA
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