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1) Who this submission is from

This submission is from Inclusion London the London-wide Deaf and disabled peoples organisations CIC. Our contact details are at the end of this document.
2) Overall comment

Inclusion London welcomes the fact that the Green Paper accepts that the current system for funding care and support for adults in England is unfair: lots of people get no or very little funding, there is a postcode lottery and there is inflexibility and off-putting bureaucracy. 
We are particularly concerned the rights and independence of disabled people should be upheld in any new system of support and care: we are concerned that the green paper does not address the needs of disabled adults in enough specific depth and seriousness. Despite this it suggests possible future abolition of highly valued disability benefits. 
We would support changes in the system that would ensure better coverage of high quality social care, free at the point of use, available to all who need it and informed by the users’ perspective and wishes.
The document says ‘we will have to make some hard choices as a society about areas where spending has been switched and prioritised to stimulate new growth’
. That may be true, but Inclusion London does not believe that disabled people should have to bear the brunt of such ‘choices’. There are many areas of spending which are much less socially valuable and useful than adult social care and all of these should be taken into account in an assessment of priorities. 

We are concerned about the proposal to abolish Attendance Allowance via integrating it into a means-tested assessment for care and support costs. We are opposed to this and support the retention of Attendance Allowance. We are equally concerned about speculation that Disability Living Allowance may also be subject to restructuring, removal or integration into a new means-tested benefits structure.

Abolition of benefits which are a central component of a disabled person’s income, and have facilitated independent living, is casually dropped into the Green Paper. The paper makes no serious case in favour of their abolition.

Inclusion London agrees that the current system is unfair to many people: we support reform in the care and support system so that all who need support receive good quality, support on an equal basis. The new funding system needs to be an improvement on the current system. New legislation and a new system must not be at the expense of disabled people. Important disability benefits should not be abolished. We oppose the proposals in this direction in the paper.
3) Response to consultation questions

Question 1: 
‘We want to build a National Care Service that is fair, simple and affordable. We think that in this new system there are six things that you should be able to expect: prevention services; national assessment; a joined-up service; information and advice; personalised care and support; fair funding. 
a) is there anything missing?

b) How should this work?’
Response: 

Inclusion London believes it is important that people have the same right to support wherever they live, and can move home without losing their assessment or risking a worse deal. We believe there should be a national assessment that takes into account all the care and support needs a person has and that the individual concerned can easily understand, control and can question or appeal if they are not satisfied.
Personalised care and support: if personalisation is to lead to greater control it needs to be accompanied by adequate funding and support. The suggestion in this Green Paper of abolishing Attendance Allowance and possibly other disability allowances are a direct attack on ‘personalisation’, as these benefits are relatively user-controlled or ‘personalised’, and as such are highly valued by disabled people.
Information and advice: information and advice are crucial and should be accessible to the diverse requirements of Deaf and disabled people and cover the entire process involved in support applications and use. Information and support should integrate the skills, insight and services of disabled people themselves. The system should ensure that sources of support include that from organisations of disabled people. 

Joined-up services: The Green Paper says this ‘does not necessarily need to involve structural change’. But it will require legislation to support individual rights, enforcement and funding. It is worrying that the Green Paper sees a main outcome of joined up support as being ‘reducing costs’. In so far as it is envisaged that there will be a link-up with ‘personalisation’, this will require considerable support to disabled people’s organisations (as User-Led Organisations) to ensure they have the skills, secure foundation and range of services that users would need.
Fair funding: there is a lot of detail missing, which makes it difficult to provide a fully informed answer here and in response to question 3. 
a) What is missing? 
· security of funding;
· firmer enforcement of anti-discrimination legislation; 
· a fully rights-based system to support independence; 
· a guarantee that disability benefits will be respected and not reduced or abolished;
· security of universal, high quality, social care.
b) How should this work?

We think that proposals in the direction of greater personal control by service users are in principle correct. However, to work well these proposals will need a number of elements. These include: 

· Professionals and staff need to be properly trained to understand disability discrimination, how to avoid it and to work in a non-discriminating way with Deaf and disabled people;

· A genuine person-centred ethos where individuals are supported to make informed choices between high quality services and support, and to question and appeal decisions they do not agree with.
· High quality services available to all at the point of need.

· Good quality, accessible advice systems in every area involving deaf and disabled people’s organisations.
Question 2: 
‘We think that, in order to make the National Care Service work, we will need services that are joined up, give you choice around what kind of care and support you get, and are high quality.

a) Do you agree? 

b) What would this look like in practice? 

c) What are the barriers to making this happen?’
Response: 
Inclusion London believes that many of the points to be made under this question are very similar to those expressed in response to question 1. 
a) Do you agree?

We think that an adult care system would work best where services are high quality, free at the point of need and regardless of income, where the individual has the resources to make a choice between quality services and when services are joined up and as easy to access and know about as possible.
b) What would this look like in practice

Joined up support: if this means that people using services are able to go to one central source for their funding, care and support needs rather than multiple different sources then this can be very useful to the individual – if the services are of good quality, easy to access, are universal and well funded.
If the motivation behind joined up services were, however, to facilitate a reduction in spending on services we believe it would fail as far as the individual is concerned. We make this point in the context of the current national political debate about cuts in state spending and specifically in welfare spending. This debate, and the example of councils such as Barnet in London, is raising considerable fear and concern. Or if ‘joined up support’ means abolishing disability benefits such as AA in the mistaken belief (as the Green Paper suggests) that they create an unfair benefit to some older people, then the term ‘joined up’ is being misused.
More detail is required on some of the other points raised. For example, the role of local authorities in providing quality services and care is stressed. However, local authorities are under intense budgetary pressure which has a direct and indirect impact on adult care and support. There are fears that such pressures will escalate in the medium term future. Such pressure will represent a barrier to local authorities being able to ensure the quality and joined up supply of services locally. 
Other local services that adults rely on such as GP services are, particularly in areas with multiple deprivation such as east London, under huge pressure including from a privatization trend in the health service. Good local GP services are critical to adult care and support.
c) What are the barriers to making this happen?

There are many barriers including: 

· Inadequate central financing of the system of care and support.

· Attempting to put more of the responsibility for paying on to the individual via insurance based systems linked to means-testing.
· Restricting disability benefits (such as AA) – which will restrict individual choice and control.

Question 3: 

‘The Government is suggesting three ways in which the National Care Service could be funded in the future: 

Partnership – People will be supported by the Government for around a quarter to a third of the cost of their care and support, or more if they have a low income. 

Insurance – As well as providing a quarter to a third of the cost of people’s care and support, the Government would also make it easier for people to take out insurance to cover their remaining costs. 

Comprehensive – Everyone gets care free when they need it in return for paying a contribution into a state insurance scheme, if they can afford it, whether or not they need care and support. 

a) Which of these options do you prefer, and why? 

b) Should local government say how much money people get depending on the situation in their area, or should national government decide?’
Response:

a) Which of these options do you prefer and why?

Inclusion London believes that the funding system must allow for all who require care and support to receive it – which is not the case presently. We believe that care and support must be available free at the point of use. 

We are very concerned at the potential for schemes based on insurance and co-payment, as the three options in the Green Paper are, to disadvantage individuals on low and insecure incomes and to create a two-tier system of care. Such problems may also disproportionately affect disabled people, who have a greater likelihood to be living on lower incomes. We think all of the systems have this potential.

In principle, Inclusion London believes that adult care and support should be funded from central taxation. We do not agree with the way in which a greater degree of tax funding has been ruled out of consideration in the Green Paper. We would support reduction on spending on non-socially useful areas with funds reallocated to social care and other crucial areas of welfare spending.
We would like to see more information on the workings of any of the systems proposed. We believe that the financial calculations and assumptions on which ministers have presumably based the proposed options on this paper, and used to rule out alternative options, need to be publicly available and open to scrutiny. 
Particularly in the absence of detailed funding information, we are concerned about the degree of means-testing that is implicit in all of the options, including the one termed ‘comprehensive’. All options have a significant individual cost, without full information on the exact workings, financial thresholds and so forth. They therefore clearly all imply the potential for the individual contribution to rise considerably and/or the potential for the care that is provided for those unable to make an individual financial contribution to become increasingly minimal and low quality. 
These are major issues that require an informed discussion – and from our specific point of view, a discussion that is clear about and able to consider the implications of these proposals for disabled people.
b) Should local government say how much money people get depending on the situation in their area, or should national government decide?
Inclusion London believes that assessment and support should be equal in different areas of the country. The current postcode lottery should end and there should be consistency nationally. We would be concerned to ensure that any discretionary power by local authorities would not be capable of misuse, particularly given the current and likely future pressures on local government funding and spending and in light of recent bad experiences (see for example: 
http://www.thisislocallondon.co.uk/whereilive/northeast/hendon/4631888.Barnet_served_High_Court_injunction_over_warden_cuts/ )
The Green Paper notes that when consulted earlier in 2009 ‘the majority of people were more concerned that a system which varied a person’s level of care and support be because of where they lived was unfair’
. Inclusion London agrees – funding must be consistent, wherever you live. Specifically disability benefits should be nationally consistent.
Threat to disability benefits

Although it is not explicitly consulted upon (there is no chance to express an opinion in response to a direct question), the section of the Green Paper dealing with funding is also where proposals with additional implications for disabled people are situated. Inclusion London opposes the Green Paper’s suggestion of abolishing Attendance Allowance (via integrating it into a means-tested assessment for care and support costs).
Attendance Allowance: 

The Green Paper threatens Attendance Allowance as we now know it
. It proposes merging AA into a means-tested overall care assessment. 
The document suggests that Attendance Allowance is unfair – because it is not means tested. We do not agree. AA (and DLA) is popular in part because it is easy to claim – because it is not means-tested. Making AA means-tested would make it more complicated and discourage claims.

The Green Paper also suggests it is unfair because some older people get it and others do not – and proposes merging it into an overall care assessment. This totally misrepresents the point of Attendance Allowance – which is to meet additional, disability-related, costs.

The Green Paper uses the fact that the overall system of applying for support is complicated to argue for getting rid of Attendance Allowance. But means-testing makes any benefit system much more complicated – and puts many disabled people, and particularly older disabled people, off applying. 
There have also been concerns that if these kinds of arguments result in abolishing Attendance Allowance, Disability Living Allowance may be next. Indeed, the Green Paper repeatedly talks about the case for restructuring ‘some’ disability benefits and only gives Attendance Allowance as an example. Disabled peoples’ fears were confirmed by the refusal of the government spokesperson, in a debate in the House of Lords in 13 October, to reassure peers that DLA might not be under threat. Lord Ashley of Stoke asked ‘which elements of disability benefit they are considering integrating into the wider social care budget in England.’ The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, Department for Communities and Local Government & Department for Work and Pensions, Lord McKenzie of Luton, replied ‘At this stage, we do not want to rule out any options and so are considering all disability benefits.’
Inclusion London is entirely opposed to the proposals in the Green Paper in relation to Attendance Allowance and the potential threats to DLA and other disability benefits. No evidence of the benefit that would follow from such draconian steps is made at all in the Green Paper. We know that the lives of disabled people would be made much harder by the removal of AA (and/or DLA and other benefits). The argument that AA somehow creates an unfairness is based on a confusion. The placing of AA (or other currently non-means tested benefits) into a means-tested pot, especially one potentially run by hard up local councils, would destroy these benefits.

For further information contact: 

Anne Kane

Policy Manager, Inclusion London

Inclusion London

Unit J410
Tower Bridge Business Complex
100 Clements Road
London SE16 4DG
Email: policy@inclusionlondon.co.uk
Telephone: 020 7237 3181
London Deaf and Disability Organisations CIC
Company registration no: 6729420
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