ILF CONSULTATION RESPONSES – BVCCF ON BEHALF OF ILF RECIPIENTS AND THEIR CARERS IN THE SCOTTISH BORDERS

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.

Response
Very difficult to respond to this consultation, given the lack of information on exactly how the Scottish Government will allocate the funding and whether or not it will be ringfenced. 

In general, ILF recipients do not agree with the Government proposal and believe that ILF should remain separate and independent from mainstream care and support. 
The closure of ILF is seen as a huge threat to disabled people’s right to live independently.

The eligibility criteria is very different from social work’s and ILF funding can be used for more than social work’s current narrow definitions of care, which may not continue. There is a concern that ILF funding would just be added to the social work budget and not used for the purposes it was intended. This could lead to social work tightening the criteria that is currently in use for ILF.
There is a fear that the changes could force people into residential care when they are no longer able to sustain their independence due to lack of funding.

If there were assurances that ILF funding was ringfenced, and that recipients would continue to receive ILF funding and use it in the way that best suits their needs, this would alleviate some of the concerns.  It may be more appropriate for the Scottish Government to establish a new, or use an existing, independent third party to administer ILF funding. 
There is an anxiety that people receiving ILF will be unable to live full and independent lives if the level of support provided by ILF does not continue. 
There is a lack of information about what support will be available to people who would have been eligible for ILF funding before it closed – or those who were unaware of the existence of ILF and therefore did not apply even though they may been eligible - and the inequity of the system. There is no indication if or how this would be addressed when ILF closes. 

The removal and potential reduction of ILF undermines the progressive work of the Day Opportunities Review current under way in the Scottish Borders. Many people use ILF to pay for their support worker, community transport, etc, to get to activities in their area.  If this is reduced they will be stuck at home and become isolated.  
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?

Response

ILF funding can be used for different purposes than support provided by the local authority and this may not continue to be the case. For example, people may use ILF funding to pay for housework, social outings and assistance with travel, which would not be applicable under current social work care services. There could be a danger that ILF funding would be used to complete a care package. There is concern that people will be assessed using the local authority criteria, which is different from ILF, and may not continue to receive their current level of funding, leading to a reduction in care and support. For some people, ILF pays purely for care, so there are real concerns that this funding will be lost.

There will need to be assurances that funding levels will be maintained for as long as needed. People who use ILF to enable them to work might become unemployed, while those who use it to employ carers may no longer be able to pay them – resulting in more people becoming unemployed and a negative impact on the economy, In some cases, ILF recipients employ someone to support them whilst a family member goes out to work – without this option, the family member may have to give up employment.
Not everyone who has been consulted has an assigned social worker, so have no current contact with the local authority, and feel that social work is not aware of their current situation and needs.

Local authorities are continuing to face extensive cuts and challenges and it is difficult to see how the level of support currently provided by ILF could be maintained. Social work departments may struggle to cope with the additional work and may not embrace the purpose of ILF, ie, it enables disabled people to live independently. There was a concern that people may lose the option of employing their own carers and will have to accept the carers provided by the local authority. There is a perception that the local authority would select the cheapest carers rather than seek to ensure quality of care. There is the potential to lose continuity of care. 
It was felt that local authorities are too bureaucratic, and that it takes a long time to speak to the right person and get the information needed. Some people felt that there was a culture of avoiding personal responsibility in the local authority. By comparison, it was felt that ILF was straightforward to deal with.  
The uncertainties around the future could adversely impact the physical and mental health of users and/or that of their unpaid carers. 

The administration of ILF funding, however it is done, should be closely monitored by a group of service users and carers.
There is also concern that those users who have complex needs, and require 24 hour care may end up in care homes or institutions if ILF is reduced or lost, as they would be unable to pay for the homecare or personally employed carers they need.

For many of those consulted there are no plus points to ILF being run by local authorities. The only way that it might work would be for the Scottish Government to buy into the philosophy of independent living and if the funds were ring fenced and run by social work as a distinct fund, like council tax benefit may be at the moment. Within this were concerns that even if ringfenced, too much of the funds would go on administration costs.

There are requests for assurances with any changes that funding levels would be maintained for as long as was needed to aid any transition, at pre-2015 levels.

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?

Response

This is a matter for local authorities to respond to. However, there are concerns that local authorities will be unable to meet the needs of individuals, currently work within different criteria and regulations, and are working in a difficult economic climate already.
There are concerns that the quality of service delivered by other care providers would be badly affected through reduced budgets and redundancies.
There is also concern that unpaid carers as providers would have extra pressure on them, perhaps causing them to give up work and causing stress and ill health.
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?

Response

There were no Group 1 users involved in the consultation meetings. However, there is a perception that they will be adversely affected by the proposals, and in some cases more so because they do not necessarily have support from social work.
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?

Response

Ensure that there is a single point of contact for ILF users to offer information, advice and support from now on. In Scottish Borders there was an ILF post in social work, but this was discontinued when ILF closed to new applications. This post should be reinstated. This post would need to exist well beyond any transition to enable users are fully supported.
The government and local authorities would need to give assurances that standards of living for users would not go down as a result of any changes, and that people would not be financially worse off.

ILF should be lobbying local authorities - particularly councillors - to ensure they understand the aims and philosophy of independent living and the impact it has on its users’ lives. Councillors faced with difficult budget decisions will be in danger of removing ring fencing or tightening criteria in order to save money. The message needs to get across to local authorities that ILF is not ‘the icing on the cake’ – it is essential to its users’ everyday lives.
There should be a co-ordinated approach to ensuring that the voice of users and carers is heard between now and 2015 and beyond. 
Most of those consulted wanted to know the detail of any personal data that ILF hands over to local authorities and to be fully consulted on the process.

Anything else you would like to tell us about

Is there anything else you would like to tell us about in response to this consultation?

The over arching feedback from users is that ILF works for them, enables their independence and improves their quality of life. Therefore it is difficult to understand why it needs to be changed. 

The government must take into account the ‘ripple’ effect – this is worth over £750,000 to the Scottish Borders, in the middle of a financial crisis, with the threat of huge losses to the local economy from welfare benefits reform also looming large.

The ripple effect also spreads to families, carers, and those in employment to support users, as increased stress, increased levels of unpaid care and unemployment may ensue.

Any changes require early and consistent communication and work to support users, particularly those who are most vulnerable.[image: image1.png]



