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Preparing for the 2014 Care Act: Consultation on the proposals  

and impact of the Care Act in Cheshire East 

Analysis report 

Background 

The purpose of the public consultation was to communicate the changes brought about by the 
Care Act and to engage with Service User, Carers and the community on specific impacts of the 
changes coming into force on 1st April 2015.    The implementation of The Care Act requires 
Cheshire East Council to review its policy for charging for care services, the deferred payment 
system and the Direct Payment offer, to accommodate the new legislation and the discretionary 
elements which the Council has choice over subject to consultation. 

The Care Act 2014 is the single largest change to social care policy for a generation.   It seeks to 
bring together a number of existing pieces of legislation and introduces new duties and additional 
demand to local authorities to ensure that wellbeing, dignity and choice are at the heart of health 
and social care across the country. 

The main issue for the Council in introducing the Care Act is to determine the likely impact of new 
work and to up-date policies to be compliant with the Law. 

Consultation approach 

Consultation on changes to the way the Council charges for care services brought about by the 
Care Act was carried out between Monday 1st December 2014 until Sunday 25th January 2015 
(an 8 week period) 

A number of approaches were used to communicate the changes and engage with service users, 
carers and the wider community on the impact of these changes: 

• A consultation document1 was produced and published on the Cheshire East Council Website, 

which outlined the background to these changes, highlighted what they mean for service user 

in the future and sought to understand the strength of agreement with key policy changes.   

• A feedback document accompanied the consultation document, which could be completed 

online or as a paper copy.  In total, 116 paper copy and online questionnaires were completed 

by a range of stakeholders, including services users, carers and their friends and family.  

Responses were also received from representatives of an organisation, business or group, 

including Cheshire Centre for Independent Living (CCIL), Age UK, The Neuromuscular Centre 

and a domiciliary care provider. 

• All Social Care customers were notified of the consultation by letter. 

• Information was provided in accessible text. 

• A dedicated phone line was available. 

• An email account was set up specifically to receive comment and views (two emails were 

received on the consultation) 

• People were able to write into the Council with their views (one letter was received from a local 

resident) 

• A twitter account was set up. 

• The Council also received 1 text summary and 1 poem on the subject.  
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• A series of events were held at a range of locations across the borough: 

Date Location Number of 
attendees 

4th December 2014 Sandbach Town Hall 28 
8th December 2014 Middlewich Community Church  10 
9th January 2015 Macclesfield Town Hall 33 
12th January 2015 Municipal Building, Crewe 33 
12th January 2015 Nantwich Civic Hall 32 
19th January 2015 Wilmslow Parish Hall 24 

 

Consultation analysis 

Responses to the consultation have been analysed and reported by Cheshire East Council’s 

Business Intelligence Team.   

Findings from the consultation feedback questionnaires provide the primary source of analysis for 

the consultation, whilst more detailed feedback gathered through the consultation events and open 

comments boxes within the questionnaire have helped to form a fuller, more comprehensive 

understanding of views and issues.   

Key findings 

Respondents to the consultation were most likely to agree with the proposals to: 

• assess Disability Related Expenditure (DRE) on request by the customer (70% said they 

agree) 

• introduce a small weekly fee for full cost customers who choose to access services arranged 

by the Council (59% indicated their agreement) 

• reduce the charge for Home Care and introduce a 3% overhead cost (56% agree) 

• change the rates for Care4CE care services (the Council’s internal care provider) so they are 

in line with the true cost of providing the care (56% agree with the proposal). 

Less popular proposals were: 

• a small 3% adjustment to the formula used to calculate care charges (32% agree compared to 

44%, who expressed disagreement with the proposal) 

• providing carers services net of a small flat rate fee (38% agree compared to 37% who 

disagree) 
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Analysis of finding 
 

1. Changing the ‘charging formula’ 

 
The Council use a formula to assess the extent to which an individual can financially contribute to 
their care.  This takes into account a person’s income and any savings or capital they have but 
protects all living, disability and housing costs. 
 
Currently the Council takes 97% of the remaining amount (known as disposable income) as a 
contribution towards care services.  The proposal is to move the proportion of disposable income 
which is considered to 100%, which is consistent with many other Councils and our neighbouring 
authorities.   
 
Survey responses 
Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with this proposal.  Although 
almost a third agreed with the approach (32%), a higher proportion said they disagreed (44%).  A 
quarter (25%) had no strong view. 
 
Figure 1:Agreement that the Council should make a 3% adjustment to the charging formula  

8% 24% 25% 26% 17%

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree or disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

 
 

Detailed views:  
Survey comments and feedback 

• Most expressed concern about the impact on people they felt were the most vulnerable in 
society and those already hit by benefits changes.  There was a view that the increase was 
unfair and that other living costs (and how they often vary and fluctuate) weren’t taken into 
account by the proposal. 
 
“If people have no disposable income... What funds will people have available to pay for 

non-FACS-eligible needs e.g. cleaning, shopping, gardeners?” 
 

• The comments highlighted a general feeling that the change would affect users differently, 
for example there would be a higher impact on those who pay the full cost of their care.  
The importance of taking individual circumstances into account was stressed by some who 
felt that a lesser charge, phased or sliding scale approach would be more acceptable. 

 
“A 3% charge across the board is not fair, as it does not take into account individual 

circumstances” 
 

“A sliding scale between 1% and 3% depending upon the disposable income so that no-one is 
left with nothing on top of the ordinary living costs” 

 

• Some said they needed more information about the proposal, including details like whether 
a thorough impact assessment had been carried out to fully understand the impact on 

Base for %: 92 
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service users, the amount of money the Council would generate as a result of the change 
and the rationale and associated business case for the adjustment. 

• A few generally agree but felt the revenue generated must be reinvested in care. 
 
“Although I agree - I would like to feel that the increased charges are to pay for care rather 

than support process and policy changes - paperwork is not the answer.” 
 

• Two comments were received relating to the consultation itself – that it was hard to hear at 
the discussion group they attended and that the use of language was confusing. 

 
Discussion group participants 

• The majority of those who commented felt the increase was unreasonable or too extreme, 
and disagreed with change.  They felt that it left no safety net and that many rely on 3% to 
pay for other essentials.  Some felt they already pay enough for care and support and 
thought the proposal was unfair.   

 
“Would not see that this as being fair.” 

 
“No ‘wiggle room’ if 100% of disposable income is taken into account.” 

 

• The impact on the individual was thought to be considerable - that it would reduce social 
interaction and their independence.  Some felt it would also impact on others, like families, 
carers, and even local businesses, who might lose out because people won’t be able to 
purchase as much as they previously had.  There was also some concern that the proposal 
would impact some service users more than others, like those on low incomes, particularly 
when the combined impact of benefits changes were considered.  Some questioned 
whether the benefit to the Council was worth the change, given the impact on individuals. 
 

“Increase may cause social isolation in the community if someone cannot afford to get 
about.  Concerned about vulnerable people staying in their own home.” 

 
 “Taken in isolation, may be marginal but in conjunction with other proposals may cause 

difficulty.” 
 

• A few were not aware of the current rate and felt that this was too high and should be 
lowered (to 90%, for example). 

• Some wanted more information or had additional questions about the proposal, which 
included questions about the amount of money generated by the increase and how it would 
be spent, why the proposal hadn’t been introduced earlier and why the Council were trying 
to save money.  A few comments suggested that information should have been sent out 
before the event, whilst a small number found the concept hard to understand or didn't 
comprehend the reasons for change. 
 

“Where is the money going? What percentage?” 
 

“...this should have been sent out beforehand, we are having to read it on the hoof and 
don’t have internet access.” 

 

• More information and clarity was requested around the process and what can be included 
in the financial assessment by a number of participants. 
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• There was general agreement with the proposal from some groups, although caveats were 
highlighted, for example as long as money generated is reinvested in adult social care 
services and the increase was in line with other local authorities.  A few suggested that a 
gradual increase would be more acceptable. 

 
“As long as goal posts aren't changed - care stays the same” 

 
 

2. Changing the cost to customers of home care services 

 

The Council currently charges more to customers who can afford to pay than it pays the care 
market for home care services.  This is because the Council recovers some of the overhead costs 
incurred in commissioning these services.  The Council proposes to reduce the price passed on to 
customers receiving commissioned home care by bringing what it charges for care closer to the 
price it pays for the service and adding a small 3% overhead charge. 
 
Survey responses 
Over half (56%) of all those who responded to the consultation agreed with the proposal compared 
to around a fifth (21%) who said they disagreed. 
 

Figure 2: Agreement that the Council is right to reduce the charge for home care and to add 
3% overhead costs 

12% 44% 23% 11% 10%

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree or disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

 
 

 
Detailed views:  
Survey comments and feedback 

• There were some mixed views about this proposal from those survey respondents who 
choose to comment.  A few agreed with the proposal as they were pleased to see a 
reduction in charging, particularly as they felt it was fairer to only pay the true cost of 
providing care.  However, some were concerned about the impact on the sustainability and 
quality of care as they questioned whether Council-set charges would be enough to cover 
the costs of private care companies and their staff. 
 
“Are the Council's homecare charges at an appropriate level to support local companies 
and their staff to provide the high level of care the vulnerable people in our community 

deserve?” 
 

• Some wanted more information about the proposal, particularly in relation to financial 
information about the impact of the change, and a few respondents felt the information 
available was too vague for them to give an informed view.  Some also expressed 
confusion about the approach, as they saw it as ‘cutting with one hand and increasing with 
the other’. 

Base for %: 91 
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“Why cut with one hand and increase with the other.  Doing this surely costs money in 

administration and is of negative or neutral effectiveness.” 
 

• A few did not agree with the introduction of a fee to cover administrative and overhead 
costs, as they felt this should be covered by council tax or other means and not subsidised 
by service users. 

 
Discussion group participants 

• Most agreed with the proposal to reduce the charge as they thought this seemed fairer and 
was positive for service users. 

• However, there were concerns relating to the sustainability of charges within private sector 
and whether this might lead to a reduction in the quality of care in the longer term.  Some 
questioned how this would benefit the Council as they thought there would be a loss of 
revenue associated with the reduction and were concerned about how this would be made 
up.  Others thought it was a confusing approach and seemed to 'cut one thing and increase 
another’. 

 
“For people who receive care this is a positive thing, so agree. However there are concerns about 

the impact on paid care staff as a result of this change.” 
 

“From a carers point of view, it is very good. Struggling to find anything to disagree about. Don’t 
understand what the council will gain from it, it will mean a loss of income for them.” 

 
“Too much jiggery-pokery fiddling around with figures, maybe should just leave things as they are. 

You have to make the money up from somewhere else.” 
 

• Some had more detailed questions or asked for more information about the reasons behind 
the proposal, for example how the 3% overhead charge had been determined, the current 
cost of overheads and information about the impact of the proposal.   

• A few felt that the proposed fee was too high and should be capped or were concerned 
about fees increasing in the future.   
 

“Overhead costs of 3% seem quite high. Would want to know how this figure has been 
determined. There should be a cap on the charge so that people are not disadvantaged.” 

 

• A small number of tables were not affected by the change and felt they were unable to 
comment or had no strong views on the proposal. 

 
  



APPENDIX 2 

 

8 

 

 

3. Assessing Disability Related Expenditure on request by the customer 

 
The Council’s charging policy assumes anyone receiving disability benefits has disability costs 
over and above ordinary living costs and applies a £10 or £4 per week disregard to financial 
assessments for most people living in the community.  The Council proposes removing this 
automatic disregard for new customers and moving to a process where the claim for disability 
costs is verified against evidence of the disability cost. This is because most disability cost is 
deemed to be eligible for care and the Council could therefore be paying twice in some 
circumstances.  
 
Figure 3: Agreement that the Council should assess Disability Related Expenditure on 
request by the customer 

14% 56% 17% 9% 4%

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree or disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

 
 
70% of respondents were in favour of the proposal, with just over one in 10 (13%) saying they 
disagree. 
 

Detailed views:  
Survey comments and feedback 

• Although many of those who commented agree with the proposal, many were concerned 
about the capacity for the Council to carry out the new process and felt it would outweigh 
any money and resources saved in the first instance.  A few were also worried about what 
they felt would be an extremely onerous, bureaucratic and possibly distressing process for 
the customer and their carer. 
 
“Agree that if a customer requests a re-assessment then this should be done. However, for 

the money saved it is worth it? Question the capacity of the authority to do this!” 
 

• Many emphasised the importance of transparency in the process, highlighting the need to 
fully explain the rationale behind any decisions made to the customer and ensuring clear 
and consistent processes and guidelines.  An appeals process and the ability to reassess if 
circumstances change were also important, particularly given that some disability cost can 
vary depending on the type of disability and individual circumstances. 

• However, there were some concerns about the consistency of the process and how 
assessments would be evidenced.  A few respondents felt that the assessment should be 
carried out by a doctor using medical evidence to ensure that it is based on the true needs 
of individual. 

“Concerns as to how this would be evidenced and what would be classed as a disability cost. 
Some disability costs are very private and might feel embarrassed admitting them to a 

stranger. Would need very clear guidelines which could be shared with client in advance. 
 
Discussion group participants 

• Although many respondents generally agreed with the proposal, a higher number of 
concerns were raised by the groups in relation to the process itself.  Some felt it would be 

Base for %: 90 
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too onerous, distressing or complex for the customer and their carers, whilst others were 
concerned about the consistency of the assessments, how they would be evidenced and 
the real impact this change would have on people with disabilities (i.e. that it would reduce 
the amount of funding they received).  
 

“Onerous as to having to verify disability costs. Disagree that people should have to 
evidence their disability costs.” 

 
“Could be embarrassing explaining care needs.  They have already been through this with 

DLA workers.  Bottom line CEC taking back the persons benefits.” 
 

“How will it be verified? ...Automatic disregard is simple and easy to administer. Putting a 
burden on carers/claimant.” 

 

• Participants also raised concerns about the capacity of the Council to implement the 
proposal and felt this may outweigh the money saved in the long run, making the system 
too bureaucratic. 
 

“Agreed in principle, however this is a small change and potentially an administrative 
burden for the council.” 

 

• Some wanted more information or clarity about the proposal, despite some facilitators 
providing information or answering questions from the groups.  These mainly referred to 
clarification around disregards and what is actually covered by Disability Related 
Expenditure (DRE), as well as evidence of the kind of impact the proposal will have in 
practice.  One table felt the explanation in the consultation document was confusing.  

• Transparency and consistency in the process, as well as clear guidance about what is 
included in the assessment was also important, although some were concerned about how 
disability costs could be truly demonstrated in practice.  

 
“Clarity requested around what disability expenditure can be included when assessing the amount 

to be disregarded e.g. transport support.” 
 

• Some felt it was essential to take an individual approach to the assessments as the cost of 
disability will depend on the individual and so it makes sense to tailor the process.  Two 
groups felt that DRE should be set at a flat or standard rate. 

 

“...feel this is a sensible idea. All customers are different and should be assessed accordingly.” 

 

“To take into account individual circumstance have flat rate” 
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4. Recovering a small weekly fee from those who pay the full cost of their care 

 

People who have capital over £23,250 (£27,000 from 2016 or £118,000 for those in a care home 
setting) are viewed as able to fund their own care.  The Council is required to offer these 
individuals an assessment to determine their eligibility for care services and where the customer 
chooses, to commission services on their behalf.  Often customers are able to benefit from the 
Council’s good rates.  The Council proposes a small flat rate weekly fee of around £3 to those 
people who are able to pay for their own care which would contribute towards the Council’s 
overhead costs.  
 
Survey responses 
When asked the extent to which they agree with the proposal, 59% of respondents reported that 
they ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’.  Just over a quarter (26%) ‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’. 
 

Figure 4: Agreement that the Council should recover a small weekly fee from people who 
able to pay the full cost of their care but access services arranged by the council 

11% 48% 15% 14% 12%

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree or disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

 
 

 

Detailed views:  
Survey comments and feedback 

• The majority of comments received from respondents were about concerns that more 
vulnerable people or those who are not able to source care themselves may be put off by 
the charge and therefore not use the service.  For this reason some felt the fee should be 
waived for those deemed to be in greatest need, like those who are unable to manage their 
affairs or those who have no friends or relatives who can help them source care. 

 
“Is there a danger that even with such a small charge, some people who require the 

councils help to source care, will be put off; they are then unable to source care themselves 
and they deteriorate - putting extra staring on social services and/or health further down the 

line.  Has a thorough impact assessment been conducted?” 
 

• Some felt that overheads and administrative costs should be covered by the tax payer and 
not the service user. 

• A small number generally agreed, depending on details such as the level of the fee and the 
service received for the price, although there was some concern that the changes adversely 
impact or are seen to penalise a particular type of service users, particularly those who 
have saved. 

  

Base for %: 92 
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Discussion group participants 

• Most agreed with the proposal and felt that the fee seemed fair, although two groups were 
concerned that it would adversely impact on particular types of service users, specifically 
those who lack capacity or how have no friends or family to help them source care. 

 
“£3 per week sounds reasonable, concerns impact on people who lack capacity and have no 

family or friends to act in their best interest.” 
 

• Some had questions relating to the detail of the proposal, like in what circumstances the 
Council would pay a lower fee or benefits from good rates from private service providers 
and whether the weekly rate is charged throughout the year.  Some said they found it hard 
to comment because they weren't in the situation themselves.   

• Two tables questioned whether the cost and effort involved in implementing the policy 
would be worth the money generated by the change or the potential increase in demand 
from private clients. 

 
“It doesn’t seem worth it as the income will be minimal” 

 
 

5. Reflecting the true cost of providing internal services in Council charges 

 
The cost to the Council of providing services directly through Care4CE (our internal provider of 
care) has been reviewed and found to be more expensive than care commissioned on behalf of 
individuals directly from the wider care market.  The proposal is to bring the charge for Care4CE 
services in line with the true cost of providing care. 
 

Survey responses 
Over half of respondents (56%) agree with this proposal compared to almost a quarter (24%) who 
disagree. 
 
Figure 5: Agreement that the Council should reflect the true cost of providing internal 
services in their charges 

9% 47% 20% 16% 8%

Strongly Agree Agree Neither agree or disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree

 
 

Detailed views:  
Survey comments and feedback 

• Many agree with proposal, although they specified caveats to this.  For example, as long as 
the costs of providing the service were made clear, that service users were given a choice 
about which care provider they chose and had the information to do so, that the cost of 
providing the service is in line with or lower than the national or market average to ensure 
that service users aren’t subsidising the Council overheads and administrative costs. 

 

Base for %: 89 
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“As long as true costs are demonstrated on the paperwork provided by the council to the 
client.” 

 

• However, a similar amount of comments referred to the need for more information, 
particularly relating to financial information behind the decision and a better understanding 
of those people affected as transparency and clarity on the true cost information and 
charges was important.  Some said they were unsure what the internal services referenced 
in the consultation document referred to. 

 
“A detailed breakdown of all the cost components used to arrive at the cost charged for 

each service should be made public” 
 

• Concerns were raised about the delivery model of internal services, given that they are 
considerably more expensive than those available externally and were therefore not seen to 
be providing value for money.  Some were worried the change would see people turn to 
private providers who are cheaper, reducing uptake and making internal services 
unsustainable.  Respondents thought it would, in turn, lead to a reduction in the quality of 
care (some held the view that internal services were of a better standard and quality than 
those provided externally) or a potential loss of internal, respite and day services. 
 
“If internal services are more expensive than external, an investigation should be made as 
to why.  If there is a difference in the quality of service provided then the external service 
should be improved.  If not, measures should be taken to get the same value for money 

from the internal service.” 
 

• A small number felt that increasing costs for vulnerable people and those who pay the full 
cost of their care was unfair.  Fully considering the impact of this and whether it was truly 
affordable for those individuals was very important. 

 
Discussion group participants 

• Most participants were concerned the proposal would mean that, because of the higher 
cost of internal compared to private provision, these services would become unsustainable.  
Care4CE was highly valued by many people and thought to provide care of a higher quality 
than that available elsewhere.  Some highlighted their concern around more specialist 
services, where private sector alternatives were not available.  However, some were 
surprised by the difference in price between the Council and private providers and 
questioned whether this was an issue of efficiency. 

 
“This proposal could result in ever increasing costs for these care4CE services as the people 

watch them reduce over time (because of the higher charges).” 
 
“£56 per hour people felt was far too high. Could not understand how the cost could be calculated. 

Customers who have used Care4CE felt that service was significantly better than standard 
agencies.” 

 
“From our example we struggled to find the services outside of the council”  
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• Concerns about the capacity of private providers to 'pick up the slack' were also raised, 
particularly given that the cost of services is lower than those provided by the Council.  
Some thought it might lead to increased pressure on carers, who might have to fill the gap if 
adequate services were not available.   

 
“Pushing people into private market – but there is no capacity in the markets to pick this 

up...Pressure is put onto carers due to this. People don’t find suitable/good enough care in 
the private sector.” 

 

• A number of additional questions were asked by some, particularly in relation to where 
service users would find alternative companies and whether they would be helped to do so, 
and how the rates and costs have been calculated. 

• Some agreed to the proposal in principle but felt it depended on a number of issues, 
including service charges reflecting the true cost of care, ensuring that information, advice 
and support was available to help people choose a provider or to be on hand to help if an 
agency breaks down and whether the quality of care improved as a consequence, where 
the money generated would be reinvested into care. 
 

“If the standard of care goes up with the cost of care.” 
 

• A few respondents felt that service users shouldn't have to pay more, and that they already 
pay for administrative fees and overheads through their council tax. 

 

 

6. Recovering costs in providing ‘deferred payment’ arrangements 

 

The Council currently offers an interest free loan to people who enter into long term care whilst 
leaving their property vacant.  The customer is required to pay what they can from their weekly 
income, deferring the rest of the costs to be collected either when the property sells or when the 
contract with the Council ends.  
 
Cheshire East Council currently charges a one off fee of £400 per deferred case to cover some of 
its costs.  The proposal is to increase this administrative charge to cover the Council’s costs in 
setting up and managing deferred payment arrangements, which has been costed at over £2,500 
per case and includes all legal and administrative processes and procedures, staffing and 
resources. 
 
The Care Act also introduces interest charges on deferred payments for the duration of the 
agreement – this can be set locally but should not exceed the nationally set maximum to track the 
market gilt rate specified in the most recent report by the Office of Budget Responsibility (this 
changes every 6 months and is predicted to be 4% in 2016). 
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Survey responses 

Views were more mixed on this proposal; although around half (48%) agree with the proposal, 
over a quarter (26%) disagree.  A similar proportion (27%) have no strong view. 
 

Figure 6: Agreement that the Council is right to recover costs in providing a ‘deferred 
payment’ arrangement through a revised administrative charge 

12% 36% 27% 16% 10%

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree or disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree

 
 

 
Detailed views:  
Survey comments and feedback 

• There were mixed views from those who responded to the consultation questionnaire - 
many felt increase in fee was too severe, yet a similar proportion generally agreed with a 
caveat.  For example, as long as the costs were actually those incurred, that enough money 
is raised from the sale of the property, that each case is assessed on an individual basis, 
there are no family living in the home and so on.   
 

“A change from £400 t0 £2500 is outrageous” 
 

“If the administration has cost the council and there is enough from the sale” 
 

• Some expressed the need for more details in relation to elements like interest charges 
(whether they are applied over a long period or whether they are time-dependent, for 
example) and cost information.  A number of respondents said they didn’t understand the 
concept. 

• A few suggested there should be an option to pay for this service from outside the Council, 
preferably via an approved list.  

 
“The option to purchase this service from a local approved list of solicitors at a lower cost should 
be explored. The proposals as they stand provide the service user with no opportunity to exercise 

choice.” 
 
Discussion group participants 

• Again, participants had mixed views – some felt that the increase in administrative fee was 
too high an increase from the previous amount and that people were being punished for 
saving and being prudent.  However, many agreed with the proposals in principle, with 
some caveats, including conditions that ensured interest charged shouldn't be excessive or 
higher than market rate, the fee should only cover true administrative costs and taken at the 
end of the contract, and so on. 
 

“Worked all your life and your property is taken off you, but if your neighbour has no 
property they get it all for free.” 

 

Base for %: 90 
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“Disagree about the interest put on the deferred payment as this this will offset the £2500. 
Don’t think it is unreasonable but will the interest not cover the £2500.” 

 

• Many asked for more information or clarification around the issue, including more specific 
service cost information and details of how the policy would be applied. 

• A few offered alternative approaches, like charging pro-rata or looking at each case 
individually. 

 

 

7. Charging for Telecare services 

 

Telecare is an assistive technology can help people live independently within their community and 
live in their own home for longer.  It can help by reminding you of important things such as 
medication, making sure you get help when you need it via the use of sensors, providing 
reassurance for your carers and relatives and helping to keep you safe.  
 

The Council currently provides a range of Telecare equipment and determines the customer’s 
ability to contribute towards the low weekly charge of £1.14 through a financial assessment.  The 
Council currently charges customers at the same rate for the monitoring of Telecare and the 
response that may be required to them in an emergency. 
 
It is proposed that the Council introduces three levels of service based on the different needs of 
the customers: 

• Level 1 – customers who have environmental Telecare sensors only 
People receiving this service will be expected to pay the flat rate charge and would not be 
financially assessed. 

• Level 2 – customers who have lifestyle Telecare sensors 
This may include sensors that identifying whether an individual has fallen or left their 
property.  As customers might require a visit from a responder, this service is often more 
costly.  It is therefore proposed that people would be financially assessed to determine their 
contribution. 

• Level 3 – customers who have advanced sensors 
This is a more advanced service that includes using Global Positioning System (GPS) 
technology to identify an individual’s location.  As customers may require support across a 
wide area and ongoing monitoring if a person is lost and continues to move following an 
alert, it is proposed that people would be financially assessed to determine their 
contribution for this service.  
Please note that this is not currently provided by Cheshire East but may be introduced in 
the future. 

 

Survey responses 
Around half of all respondents (49%) said they agree with the proposal, although almost a third 
(30%) disagree. 
 
Figure 7: Agreement that the Council is right to set Telecare charges to reflect the cost of 

providing emergency response services 
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11% 38% 22% 23% 7%

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree or disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree

 
 
Detailed views:  
Survey comments and feedback 

• The majority said they needed more information, particularly in relation to the basis of 
current costs, any subsidy received for Telecare services, details on the level of fees to be 
charged for the new options and so on.   

 
“It depends what that cost would be - some possible costs to the 3 levels suggested in the 

consultation document would have been helpful.” 
 

• Although there was some general agreement, many felt the level of the service should 
depend on individual need and income. 

 
“Charges should be set to reflect costs but adjusted according to income.” 

 

• Some were concerned that increase costs would prevent, or put people off, using the 
Telecare which could lead to a larger impact for a wide range of services in the future, 
including health and social care.   A few respondents were keen to emphasise the services 
longer-term benefits, such as increased independence for the individual and less reliance 
on services.   

 
“People may decide not to have tele-care if they feel the cost is too high, which in the long-

term could mean higher costs for health and social care.” 
 

• Others suggested that an average cost or flat rate should be implemented across all three 
levels, or suggested that the increased costs should be phased in gradually.   

 
Discussion group participants 

• Most agreed with the proposals, and felt they were reasonable.  Some said they would be 
happy with the charges, particularly where levels 2 and 3 would be assessed. However, 
participants did highlight some caveats, for example if charging was phased or gradually 
implemented.  Others agreed with some elements of the proposal, particularly the flat rate 
for level 1 service, but felt that the increase for subsequent levels were too large. 
 
“Sounds reasonable for level 1. Higher level may have impact on finances. What are costs 

for the other 2 levels? ... People with higher needs whom need level 2 or 3 may feel 
penalised as have to pay more.” 

 

• Many participants wanted more information or had additional questions, particularly relating 
to the proposed charges for the difference levels and actual costs of providing the services, 
as well as whether or not Telecare would be taken into account in Disability Related 
Expenditure. 

• Telecare was seen as a vital service by many and considered to be a good value service 
that promotes independence and keeps people safe.  The long term benefits, including a 
reduction in reliance on health and related services in the future, were highlighted by many, 

Base for %: 88 
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and concerns that an increase in cost would lead to a reduction in the numbers of people 
able to use it were raised by a small number of participants. 
 
“Very worried - its about keeping people safe surely? If it prevents people having to go out, 
it's a good idea to have the available facility. We have telecare and a fall censor so it would 
increase our charges. We can't answer without knowing the rates that will be charged. 

Object strongly, that someone who could need lots of telecare equipment may not have it 
even though they will then be at risk of becoming very unsafe.” 

8. Charging for carers’ services 

 

The Care Act introduces new rights for carers, including the ability to request a social care 
assessment of their need to determine their eligibility for services.  Where a carer meets the 
Council’s eligibility criteria, they can be offered assistance to meet those needs through a personal 
budget Direct Payment.  
 

In order for the Council to meet the increase in demand for carers services it anticipates as a 
result, it is suggested that a small weekly low flat rate fee contribution is made through a personal 
budget Direct Payment. 
 

Survey responses 

Views were more split in relation to agreement with this proposal; although a similar proportion of 
those responding to the consultation agree (38%) as disagree (37%), whilst around one in five 
(22%) said they strongly disagree.    
 

Figure 8: Agreement that the Council is right to provide carers services net of a small rate 

fee 

9% 29% 26% 14% 22%

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree or disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree

 
 

Detailed views:  
Survey comments and feedback 

• Most comments indicated disagreement with proposals, some very strongly.  Carers save 
the Council money and there was a view that those who need services shouldn't have to 
pay for them.  Some were concerned that the proposal may discourage carers from 
accessing services and support, or deter them from providing help at all, which would result 
in increased costs to the Council in the longer term.   
 
“Not morally right to charge carers as this prevents service users needing more assistance 
from LA health service. Would cost more if put into permanent care. Disgusting to charge a 

carer.” 
 

“This is an insult!. Carers do save the LA so much, they need to be respected.” 
 

• There was some agreement to the change in principle with caveats, as long as the fee was 
small, if it was a flat rate and not financially assessed, for example.   

Base for %: 90 
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“Yes, if you are just referring to a personal budget but no if it includes things like access to 
the carers centre and the emergency card which should continue to be provided to all as 

really useful services that are valuable for many and encourage a wide take up.” 
 

• Some wanted more details about the proposals, specifically cost information. 
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• Some comments highlighted the need to review carer assessments, which some felt 
weren’t followed up with action. 

 
“The new act must start with reviewing carers assessment - currently no follow up of any 

action points.” 
 
Discussion group participants 

• Many participants strongly disagreed with the proposal, with some stating it would not be 
‘unfair’ and ‘an insult’.  Those who held this view felt that carers save the Council money by 
providing free care and should be helped and supported without charge in their role.  Some 
were concerned that introducing a charge would discourage carers from access support 
services, or continuing in their role as a carer in the future, resulting in increased care costs 
for the Council in the long run. 
 
“Difficult to get care anyway, this would make it more difficult. Carers do enough already. 

It’s an insult!! Carers do enough!” 
 

• A few agreed with the proposal, although their agreement depended on a variety of things, 
for example ensuring the fee was small and a flat rate (not a financial assessment), and 
that support for carers would improve as a result.   

• Many said they needed more information, or asked more detailed questions about cost 
information and the fee rate, what services would be provided and what 'carer payments' 
could be used for.  Some participants who currently have caring responsibilities expressed 
their dissatisfaction with the quality of current carer support and said they would not be 
willing to pay for what is being provided at present. 

• There was some concern that the proposal would be overcomplicated (one participant 
mentioned the burdens of managing two direct payments - their own as a carer and the 
cared for person's), bureaucratic and seemed to be more expensive to implement in 
administrative costs. Others liked that idea of receiving direct payments as they felt it 
recognised their role as a carer and the financial implications of this. 
 

“Again difficult to say without knowing what charges would be. What is the charge for? 
Could have been achieved by reducing the offer of award. Overcomplicating the process 

unnecessarily.” 
 

“Carers do spend a lot of their own personal money on cared for person...Good that role of 
carer has been recognised – they save local authorities lots of money.” 

 

• Ensuring that the costs are fully assessed and explored on an individual basis was 
important, and not being charged more than was necessary or affordable was seen as key. 
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9. Amending the Direct Payment offer 

 
The Council is proposing to improve the offer of a Direct Payment and make the process clearer to 
customers.  As part of this process, it is proposed that: 

• all start up grants, contingency funds and additional costs associated with managing a 
Direct Payment are removed from the up-front offer and become a claim by the customer 
as part of the disability related expenditure assessment based on the customer’s need 

• Direct Payment arrangements are better explained and made clearer to the customer 

• audit of the Direct Payment account is conducted by the Council initially at 12 weeks and 
then at random intervals thereafter. This may be more frequent if the customer is 
experiencing difficulties. 

 

Survey responses 

The majority of respondents (40%) ‘neither agree nor disagree’ with this proposal.  Just over a 
third (35%) agreed with the proposal whilst around a quarter (26%) said they disagreed. 
 

Figure 9: Agreement that the Council should amend its Direct Payment offer 

8% 27% 40% 17% 9%

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree or disagree Disagree Strongly Disagree

 
 

Detailed views:  
Survey comments and feedback 

• Mixed views were reported about this proposal; some agree with the caveats, such as the 
condition that changes make the system easier and less complex, that the new system 
would allow flexibility for contingencies and would use simple language and explanations.   
 
“Anything that makes the process easier would be welcome.  Not providing contingencies 
etc. up front would be okay as long as the systems to access them when needed work well 

and do not delay access.” 
 

“Provided the council explains to the customer in simple language the direct payment offer.” 
 

• However, a similar proportion emphasised how vital start-up grants are in building 
contingency funds if individuals are employing workers in order to meet statutory 
employment duties.  Without this there was a concern that safeguarding issues or legal 
challenge could result.   There was also a fear that the proposal won't allow for flexibility 
and creativity, and that they would make complex system worse, for example having to 
claim back money from the Council would increase bureaucracy and admin for users and 
their carers. 
 

“Do not reduce buffers. I have had to use this to keep solvent for each of the last three 
years.” 
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“Does not allow for contingency or leeway for any flexibility...if you take away the 
contingency - this allows people to be more in control with freedom and flexibility to be 

creative...” 
 

• Many feel current system is not fit for purpose and that the Council need to ensure that 
direct payments are in line with actual expenditure and market costs.  A number of 
respondents felt the Council should audit more regularly to ensure a build-up of funds does 
not occur, provide more support, clarity and transparency about the system and what is 
required at beginning, ensure clearer guidelines and more actively promoting direct 
payments 

 
“Current system is not fit for purpose, as it does not pay market rates” 

 
“Like direct payments but need extra support and review often” 

 
“If the council wishes to reduce the overall level of funds held in DP contingency accounts it 

could do this by a simple and more efficient administration.” 
 

• Some said they required more information about the proposal, for example details and 
explanations about motives behind the change and cost information. 

 
Discussion group participants 

• There was general agreement in favour of this proposal from some groups, with caveats; 
for example, as long as the service user is given enough money to set themselves up, that 
the top up might be given in some, but not all, circumstances, that the policy is applied fairly 
and is not just used as a money making exercise, as long as individual payments don’t stop 
and so on.  However, the majority of comments related to the current system and how it 
could be improved.   
 
“Okay with the proposals as long as the customer gets the amount of money they need to 

set up.” 
 

“Council should ensure this is applied fairly and utilised where needed and not just a 
method for council to achieve savings.” 

 

• Many valued the start-up grant and emphasised the importance of building up contingency 
to allow for the payment of costs relating to employer duties when employing help or 
support through direct payments (such as Police checks, holiday and other statutory pay).  
Some relayed experiences (both personal and those of friends and family) of having to pay 
for services out of funds that had built up because payments had been stopped.  In these 
instances, having a 'buffer' and financial flexibility was very important.   

 
“I know lots of people who are not receiving money into their bank accounts and are having 

to make up the gap themselves and incur bank charges.” 
 

• Linked to this were points raised by many participants relating to failings within the current 
direct payments system, including complicated and onerous administration for individuals 
and their carers.  Many felt that the Council should provide more clarity and support, and 
assist direct payment recipients by auditing more regularly.   
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“Need a review process which offers customers chance to read the reviewed paper work.  
Frequency of payments – some agencies changing weekly with only 7 days to pay.  Money 
advocates not always flexible to pay various care agencies where this meets customer 

needs.  More flexibility to meet needs.” 
 

• Many emphasised the importance of an approach that focuses on individual need and 
allows for flexibility, as some recognised that direct payments are not suited to every 
individual or situation. 

• Some participants wanted clarity on what could be purchased by direct payments and what 
it covers. 

 

10. Care top ups 

 

The Council assesses the needs of individual service users’ and defines a ‘personal budget’ to 
meet them.  A person may choose a service provider that is more expensive than the Council's 
relevant normal rate for someone with their assessed care needs.  The difference between the 
normal rate and the cost of the private care provider is known as a top up payment and is usually 
paid by a family member as your finances will be required to support your care needs.   
 
The Council is required under the Care Act to put in place arrangements to formalise top up 
payments through signed agreements and is proposing that top up payments are checked to 
ensure they are sustainable.  This would protect the customer from having to change care provider 
or move care home if the top up is not affordable and sustainable.  

 

Although no question was asked in the consultation document about agreement with this proposal, 
the topic was covered by a small number of groups at the consultation events. 
 
Detailed views:  
Survey comments and discussion group participants 

• Of those participants who commented, there appeared to be general agreement with the 
proposal, as they did not want people to be moved around if this situation occurred.   

• Cheshire Centre for Independent Living emphasised the importance of the Council working 
alongside the domiciliary market to review costs and benchmark against internal provider 
services. 

• However, the need for more information and clarity was highlighted.  For example, how 
checks for sustainability would be made and assessed, what would happen if an individual’s 
circumstances changed, and so on).   

 

11. Other comments 

 
A small number of other comments were received via email, letter and in the form of a poem.  The 
views and issues raised have been included in the analysis along with all other feedback, although 
the main points raised included: 

• Issues relating to the consultation process, specifically that the views of service users 
ignored and events attended were poorly organised (not running to time, no clear focus and 
so on) 

• Concerns about the closure and removal of some care services and a lack of transparency 
and clear communication around this 

• Feedback about the cost and efficiency of Care4CE and internal care services 

• Concerns around the cost and quality of some domiciliary care providers 
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• The increase in the amount of disposable income taken into account in the charging 
formula is too high 

• More awareness raising activity should be done to increase the public’s understanding of 
how local services are funded 

• Full cost residential care clients should be rewarded for saving and paying tax by making 
them tax exempt whilst they are in care 

• Concerns about the increase in Telecare charges 

• Issues with help and support provided by third sector organisations around domiciliary care 
providers and respite care. 
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Demographic Profile of Respondents 

Figure 10 and 11 below show the gender and age profile of those who responded to the 
consultation questionnaire.  Slightly more females than males (53% to 47% respectively) 
completed the survey.  Around a third (32%) were aged between 65 and 74, just over a quarter 
were aged 55 to 64, just under a fifth (18%) were 35-54 and 15% were aged 75 and over.  The 
smallest response was received from those aged under 35.  
 
Almost two-thirds (63%) had not attended a consultation event.  34% of those who responded 
indicated that they had a limiting long term illness.

 

Figure 10: Gender of survey respondents 
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Figure 11: Age of survey respondents 
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Figure 12 Respondent type 
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Cheshire East resident (not as a service 
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The majority of respondents completed the consultation survey as a carer (41%).  22% were 
residents of Cheshire East, but were not responding as a service user or carer, and 17% 
responded as a service user.  Most respondents who classed themselves as an ‘other’ category 
were a friend or relative of a service user. 
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