Response Number:






Respondent Name: 
Stirling CO Event

Contact Details: 



	If Individual –


	Who are they?


	Where are they from?


	How did they respond?


	

	If Organisation – 


	Who does the organisation represent?

Stirling CO Event (Group 2)
	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 Don’t Agree.

· Reform to address anomalies not abolition 
· Issues with eligibility – can’t be done.
· ILF policy has been developed over the years – will create a huge problem for LA’s.

· Main Stream Care and support means main stream provision – not sure how the LA will be able to support ILF users in mainstream due to financial parameters.

· Once main issue has been addressed it will be important to work together to resolve issues.

· Need consistency for people.
· Streamline – ILF review can go – this can be carried out by the LA SW who have obligation to review annually.  One LA commented whether the ILF had a legal obligation to review through the Trust Deed.
· Single Assessment process – cut down on duplication.
· If the Government want a cost cutting exercise this is not necessary.

· Financial circumstances – ILF produce a 20 page document this has an impact on paperwork and could be reformed too.
· Gradual reform – address anomalies then gradual transition.
· Scottish Government is not keeping track of system in local government.

· Eligibility criteria – what outcomes do we want – how can we help to meet these.
· ILF deliver to IL outcomes – LAs provide basic care requirements.
· The process undermines SDS ethos – If went ahead less people would be supported.
Summary:  

· No don’t agree.

· Reform not abolition

· Address anomalies.

· Issues with policy will create huge problem.

· Streamline ILF.

· Gradual reform with gradual transition.


	Q2
	Response: 



	Q3


	Response: 

· Depends what happens with the funding and how this is divided.

· Difficult to comment when you don’t know the options – Don’t know if the Government is going to give it to LA’s.

· Ring fencing for continuation.

· Dialogue is important this concerns people’s lives.

· Whether transition will be arranged or there will be a cut off.

· LA reviews- were concerned that people will receive a reduced level of support.

· ILF offer secure care and support.

· What can we pay for?

· If we have ILF users will have to treat other services users the same and this would be unsustainable.

· There are geographical anomalies.
· There will be a two tier system and this will generate inequity.
· What if clients don’t want Direct Payments – don’t want to force them down this road.

· Group 1 users – this will insist – potentially force people into the care system – part of the money they may use as income – we don’t know anything about them – if this is taken away from them how are they going to manage?
· Direct payments would cause problems.
· SE PA’s with ILF funding – issues with tax etc.
· Capacity Issues – assisting recipients – legality – need legal consent concerns around sharing information (data protection)
· People may need to look at Guardianship – those that have not got one already – this will be a shock.

· Concerns about the impact that this would have on the LA – political backlash – could be messy – but will be covered up in the wider reform.
· Surprised ILF recipients are not kicking up a stink.

· Concerns that a lot of users did not get an invite to the consultation and those that did get one were told the event was full.  A lot of users are not computer literate and wanted to hear it from the horse’s mouth.
· Think it is a done deal anyway – from the document the questions are about how to make the closure – consultation is just lip service and restrictive.
· Future impact will be great due to changes in income – many cannot access different funding streams.
· Have a lot of people that want to apply to the ILF that can’t.
· Funding – how long for – we are already supplementing packages – costs are higher in rural areas and the LA will take a big hit.
· There will be a wider impact not just on ILF users – in what the LA can provide – not just domestic assistance – budgets will be cut and we won’t be able to find the money.

· Issues with accessibility – LA cannot continue to provide unless conditions of the Grant are passed on.

· Concerns regarding increase in packages, LA do not fund domestic services; they would have to use the package differently.

· Agencies have frozen rates for 4/5 years.  What if an agency went bankrupt and a new agency was put in place with higher rates – we would have to put the rate up.
· There are different charging policies – this will be an issue.
· Don’t charge for personal care – will not put this contribution in because it’s free for over 65’s – under 65 varies greatly – there are inconsistencies this will be a burden for all LA’s and who will fund the gap?
· There were concerns about transfer of funding for ILF users and if the ILF user died – what would happen to the funding would it remain or be given back to government – if the funding remained then it could be used more flexibly for other users – what if it was ring fenced what will happen then?
· How many years will the LA receive funding?
· Concerns about distribution of funds – they could distribute on attrition but that would crease inequity.

· Ring fencing will not happen – supporting people money disappeared.

· All LA’s need a fair share.

· If money is received for existing users and close the door to everyone else is will create a two tier system.

· There were concerns that a LA had lost £1m to another LA that had not done so well and hoped that this will not happen to ILF funding.

· They were also concerns that users would fall out the system due to the eligibility criteria and the result of this will be that it will impact on demands of other types of services.
· Reform the ILF system.
· There will be resource implications – assessments and admin – and teams will be very concerned about that.
· The LA’s have to make savings – a huge amount of money – over the next 5 years and are already under pressure without adding to the problem.

· Financial impacts – for redundancies for PA’s – where is the money coming from for that?
· ILF assessors and LA assessors to work together to carry out reviews – may need training.
· Need slow proper process and agreed timeframes.
· Is the transfer going to be gross or net?
· What’s going to happen to surplus monies that build up in User’s bank accounts – that is usually shared – what will happen to that.

· Need honest engagement with Service users – will not generate better things it just won’t.

Summary:  
· Concerns around the funding how, will it be ring fenced, distribution etc.

· Concerns around what services the LA will be able to fund.

· Equity – preserve for existing ILF users.

· Charging.
· Eligibility.
· Direct Payments.

· Guardianship.

· Implications for those who employ.

· Additional burden – workload/ assessments/admin etc – will the admin be divided between them?

· Need clear effective communication between the ILF and LA – need consistent message about expectations – what LAs can offer need honest and transparent answers.
· Group 1 users – problems with information sharing (data protection)

· Increase requests – LA already picking up increase requests.

	Q4
	Response: 

	Q5


	Response: 
· ILF – want them to play a big role in communication – to explain to User’s individually – what is happening and how it will impact on them.

· Send Assessors out to users for a hand over and closure review before transition – needs face to face contact – this will enable users to make decisions about there future.
· Users need accurate up to date information.

· Communication needed to be made over a period of time and it was important to get it right – ILF had a responsibility to ensure users are aware.  Need to look at how to communicate with 19,000 users.
· Need advice in benefits and Self Directed Support to.

· Communication was important otherwise User’s could feel confused and feel insecure.

· In reality this will generate distressing life changes for users.
· Need communication from now from assessors up to 2015.
· It was thought that most users and carers are unaware what is going on.

· Funding up to 2015 is no longer an honest portrayal – needs to be addressed – should not be sitting on it need communication out there from assessors who meet users.
· Need joint handover review – however this has huge staff implications – is funding support available for carrying out reviews?
· Teams already stretched – no resource.
· Need money – staff – training and not just for handover review – Need dedicated team.
· Review should be end of process – final part – work should be carried out before – handover should not just be one meeting.
· Need consistent information – a lot of different stories going out at the moment from ILF Assessors some are saying it is closing.  All need to sing from the same hymn sheet.
· We need information on funding – once we know that we can look at moving forward – until then it is just speculation, we don’t even know if the Scottish Government are taking it on?
· LA’s did not want the ILF to close and wanted the Scottish Government to know and asked that the representative from the Scottish Government to go back with the feedback.
· LA’s need to make plans as they will soon be looking at budgets.
· Thought the questions were premature and would need a long time to put plans in place.
· Needs discussing at National level first not individual LA’s – then they could get into the detail.
· Question difficult to answer until decision is made.  Not giving approach just that it is proposed to devolve.  Can’t get your teeth into it.
· DWP/ILF need to clearly communicate to LA’s the terms.

· Not helpful the way the questions are worded.
· LA’s thought it would be difficult to work together with central government due to the structure – needed changing.

· Concerns around Group 1 users – these were particular difficult if they had no LA involvement therefore the ILF had to write to them to explain the situation – consent/capacity issue – need legal consent and this needs addressing before they are referred to the LA.
· Issue around capacity – there may be no one who can give consent in the family - this needs addressing otherwise will cause problems – complex issue if adult lacks capacity – ILF cannot assess capacity need LA to do this and how we will share this information will be difficult.

· There were concerns that the proposals would take away peoples choice and control and it would leave peoples lives in tatters.
· What the LA’s can spend the money on goes against the ethos and would force people back into the care system.
· ILF approach is needs led used as a top up fund – Group 1 is different and some packages are very high – concerns when reassessed package will not be the same – eligibility criteria is different in LA’s.
· Carers organisations needed to be written to and would be useful in the engagement process.
· LA/ILF Assessors should deliver the bad news together at assessment – this could mitigate legal challenge on the LA as would be seen as a joint decision.

· Will have a big impact on carers – some may have to become out of work this will force people to provide unpaid care.
· A lot of carers are in their 70’s and 80’s and need care themselves.

· Disability Groups – vital form of support mechanism for clients – they need to be informed – could have a financial impact.
· Voluntary bodies are used for people to have a ‘voice’ these should also be involved.

· Need a LA/Assessor event.

· How do we work with people after 2015?

· Can’t see it being achieved in 2 years i.e. Group 1 – need process in place.
· What about impact on other benefits PIP etc, will have a huge impact on vulnerable people – without another set of problems.
Summary:  
· Communication.

· Resources – problem LA’s already stretched.

· Need training ILF Assessors – dedicated team.
· Reviews and proper handover.

· Consent/capacity issues.

· Issues around Group 1 users – information sharing – process in place.

· Impacts on users and carers.

· How do we work with people after 2015?

· Need proper process and carried out in a timely manner.



	Other


	Response: 
· As a general point it was thought that transferring to LA’s was a simple way of moving a problem – government wants to get rid and the easiest way is to give it to the LA’s.  
· It is not an attractive proposition to LA’s in Scotland.  Concerned about money being available – some LA’s have a tiny pot to accept the amount of risk and legal liabilities.  
· People will be institutionalised.  
· The ILF is an experienced funding stream and we know that the ILF care for people and that it should remain is a sensible solution.  Implications are terrible for LA’s and why should we accept it.
· Just let the ILF wither on the vine.

· As a third party admin function with a responsibility to police – provide assurance and accountability.

· Opportunity to bring ILF into the current climate.

· We work to a stringent criteria – it’s going to get worse.

· What about the bigger impact – what about people we are fuinding that could have had ILF?

· Response from the Scottish Government was that the Minister had been completely briefed and had detailed discussions.  Scotland will get site of responses.
· Dependent on decision there may be formal consultation in Scotland itself but this will not be known until a decision has been made.
· Consultation on SDS Strategy and SDS bill, MP’s and MSP’s interests will all be taken into account.
· The potential impact was understood within the SDS team and the Minister has been corresponded with on all issues – but will just have to wait for a decision.
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