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INDEPENDENT LIVING FUND CONSULTATION Oct 2012
SHEFFIELD CENTRE FOR INDEPENDENT LIVING (SHEFFIELD CIL) RESPONSE
The following is a response to the Independent Living Fund consultation from Sheffield CIL. This response includes the feedback from a focus group discussion on the proposed changes, attended by 11 disabled people, including a number of ILF users. It also includes the views of other Sheffield CIL members. 
HEADLINE CONCLUSION
Sheffield CIL opposes the proposal to transfer ILF users to sole local authority control.  We are concerned that any transfer would lead to a marked reduction in the support available to severely disabled people and will be of considerable extra expense to the taxpayer.
QUESTION 1.

Do you agree with the Governments proposal that from 2015, 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?
Sheffield CIL does not agree with the proposal that from 2015, the care and support needs of current ILF users should be met within the mainstream care and support system.
No detailed analysis has been advanced which compares the costs of transferring ILF to the local authority compared with retaining and improving ILF.   No evidence has been produced to show that a transfer could be cost effective.
Sheffield CIL believes that it would be sensible to keep the ILF model until such a time as decisions are reached on the realignment of social care and health, bringing funding streams more closely together, for example social care and health direct payments.
We believe that these proposals will further penalise disabled people for their impairments, conditions that are outside their control, and the subsequent barriers they face in living independent lives.
Sheffield CIL would also question the Governments decision to remove the only example of two funding streams working in harmony as intended by the Right to Control initiative, ILF and Adult Social Care.
QUESTION 2.
What are the key challenges users would face in moving from joint to sole local authority funding of their care and support needs? How could any impacts be mitigated?
Sheffield CIL are concerned that Local Authorities are unlikely to be able to guarantee to continue providing the levels or quality of support that people receive through ILF if users were to move to sole local authority funding.
Sheffield CIL has examples of ILF users who were able to attend University and secure a degree due to the added independence ILF was able to provide. Other ILF users are only able to access social activities due to ILF funding.  

Sheffield CIL believes that these proposals will ultimately result in the loss of hard won independence and inclusion in everyday life for disabled people, and will lead to an increase in social isolation.

We believe that decreases in funding will put further pressure on disabled people, their families and carers. It will lead to a growth in the need for more unpaid care and ultimately will impact on people’s health and wellbeing.

As one ILF user said ‘The money I get from ILF makes me have the life I have’.

Furthermore we believe it would be unfair to reassess all users under new and diverse criteria, especially at a time when local authorities are looking to reduce costs.
In order to mitigate any impacts we believe that there is a need to ring-fence resources and arrangements in order to protect quality across all local authorities.  Unless this occurs we believe that it is unlikely that local authorities’ will make up for the lost ILF contribution. 
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?
Local authorities are already struggling to implement personalisation and the workforce is having to adapt to the challenges of ensuring choice and control for disabled people.   We are concerned that the transfer of existing Local Authority resources to ILF clients could damage the availability of specialised support currently available to ILF users.

Furthermore training local authority staff to learn about ILF policies will lead to extra administrative costs above and beyond the cost of running ILF. Local authorities have already had to employ and train additional workforce in order to administer complex charging systems in response to personalisation and direct payments.
Sheffield CIL are also concerned that due to policy variations amongst local authorities, the transfer of monies could lead to a ‘postcode lottery’ with provision of care and support services being dependent on where you live.
Disabled people employ a huge workforce of Personal Assistants through their ILF payments.  Sheffield CIL believes that the proposals to close ILF will lead to high levels of redundancy and the loss of a highly valued and skilled workforce.
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?
Sheffield CIL believes that there is a risk that Group 1 users will fall outside of the net and may lose any support that they currently receive.  As disabled people who currently do not receive any local authority care and support services we are concerned that there will be no safeguards to ensuring that they continue to receive quality services that meet their needs.
Sheffield CIL are worried that currently there is no guarantee that ILF users will be taken on by the local authority. Staff shortages and experiences of social care users suggest that people may be left without services that they need due to long delays for reassessments.
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 ILF is taken?
Sheffield CIL believe that the proposal to close ILF should be withdrawn, or at least postponed until a reliable mechanism for ensuring protection of support can be developed and introduced. 
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