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MECOPP Submission to the Public Audit and Post Legislative Scrutiny Committee   

  

Introduction 
MECOPP is a Scottish charity based in Edinburgh providing support to informal carers and those in 
receipt of informal care within Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) and other marginalised 

communities, ie. carers’ with one or more protected characteristics.  As the only organisation 
providing dedicated advice, information and casework support to individuals seeking to scrutinise 
and challenge local authority decisions about SDS through our SDS legal rights project 1, we are 

uniquely placed to comment on the problems encountered to date.   To assist in the consideration 
of our submission, we have set out the issues we wish to raise thematically.  
 

Lack of consistency across Scotland 
Our casework to date has highlighted patchy and inconsistent implementation not only across 
Scotland but also within local authorities.  Whilst we fully acknowledge the need to take into 
account local circumstances, we can cite several examples whereby the  experience and outcome 

of the SDS process for the individual is dictated by the knowledge, creativity and attitude to 
positive risk taking by individual practitioners.   
 

Failure to facilitate informed choice 
Our casework to date has highlighted consistent failures to ensure that practitioners with a 
responsibility for assessing individuals under self -directed support provide full and unbiased 

information about the options available under SDS.  This includes failing to give equal weight to all 
options.  For example, stipulating that option one is the most appropriate choice for BME 
individuals because mainstream services are not accessible.  Unfortunately, the ‘marketplace’ has 

similar difficulties surrounding accessibility resulting in little or no support being available.  Whilst 
ensuring ‘market sufficiency’ is beyond the scope of the legislation, it does highlight the need for 
local authorities to examine their current commissioning strategies to enable more creative use of 
available resources, ie. supporting micro-enterprises. 
 

Lack of transparency in decision making 
Evidence from FOI’s and our casework highlight this as a significant issue.  Individuals report that 

local authorities are reluctant and in some instances, refuse to disclose the monetary value of the 
award and how it has been calculated.  Support is stipulated in ‘hours’ which is problematic in 
terms of the individual commissioning services as charges vary from support organisation to 

organisation which will directly impact not only on the volume of services they can purchase but 
which services they can afford.  Individuals report that they feel resource allocation processes are 
characterised by distrust on the part of local authorities. 
 

Lack of clarity on what individual budgets can be spent on 
We note examples of individuals being informed that they cannot use direct payments for 
disability related expenditure, eg. specialised equipment, which has resulted in the use of personal 

funds, sometimes resulting in debt.  Local authorities are also becoming increasingly prescriptive 
on what individual budgets can be spent on, both in terms of the different types of services which 
can meet personal outcomes but also providers.  The outcome of this is to severely limit the 

choice, control and autonomy the individual is able to exercise.  We cite one example of a young 
man who purchased exercise classes with his budget to be informed by the social worker that they 
had sourced a cheaper alternative and that this would be what they would pay for despite the 

relationship he had built up with his previous and preferred provider.   Similarly, using SDS Option 

                                              
1 The 3 R’s Project funded jointly by the Baring Foundation and Life Changes Trust (www.mecopp.org.uk)  
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1 Ms X wanted to access a specific fitness facility near her home to meet the outcome of improving her 
physical and mental wellbeing. She was told that she couldn't access that facility and suggestions were 
made about cheaper options - Edinburgh Leisure. 
 

Resource led decision making 
This is by far the most worrying trend that we wish to highlight.  Individuals report that they are 
fearful of undertaking reviews of their care and support needs as they fear it will result in a cut to 

their individual budget.  This is borne out by our casework where significant resources are 
expended in challenging cuts to budgets.  We cite examples of practitioners sitting across from 
individuals with a calculator working backwards from the indicative budget to determine what 

they can afford to meet their personal outcomes.   
 

Changes to eligibility criteria 

Diminishing public sector funds have also resulted in eligibility criteria being tightened as a means 
of managing demand.  Increasingly, we are seeing individuals who have been awarded individual 
budgets but only to meet the costs of ‘hands on’ delivery of  care.  Funding to support social and 
community connections is being increasingly squeezed to the detriment of the individual and what 

it means to them to lead a ‘good life’.   
 

Insufficient monetary awards 

The different approaches to resource allocation have also contributed to significant disparities 
across Scotland.  Whilst all local authorities who responded to our most recent FOI requests 
stipulated that they use an ‘equivalency’ model supported by various resource allocation tools, in 

practice evidence would suggest otherwise, resulting in reduced levels of services.  We cite 
examples of families who have either had to reduce or give up their employment to make up a 
subsequent ‘shortfall’ in support. 
 

Delays in accessing services 
Individuals are increasingly reporting that despite having been awarded a budget, they have been 
unable to access the service identified in the support plan due to long waiting lists.   Where the 

service has not worked out for the supported person, individuals are reporting dif ficulties in 
negotiating a change of use of the budget to meet the outcomes in a different way, both of which 
are leading to considerable delays in receiving support.  From our casework, this appears to be 

particularly relevant to parents with an autistic young/adult in the family.  Individuals cite feelings 
of frustration in having to negotiate with ‘intransigent’ social workers who won’t listen leading to 
them ‘feeling like giving up’.    
 

Closing Remarks 
We fully acknowledge and do not under-estimate the scale of the challenges faced by local 
authorities.  However, our contention is that assessments and any subsequent entitlements to 

support are becoming increasingly prescriptive and resource led rather than outcomes focussed 
and as such, are contrary both to the spirit and intent of the Act.   We would urge the Committee 
to fully examine whether the Social Care (Self-directed Support) (Scotland) Act 2013 has achieved 

its intended purpose and to consider the need for additional guidance to support local authorities 
in the discharge of their legal duties and to provide clarity to the many thousands of individuals 
with care and support needs who are currently not benefitting from the potential of self - directed 

support to exercise more choice, control and autonomy in their own lives .  We believe that 
additional impetus for such scrutiny is afforded by the imminent implementation of the Carers 
(Scotland) Act 2016 which will extend the right to SDS for carers from 1 April 2018. 
 


