
Appendix N
Summary feedback from consultation on review of charging policy 2020.
Advantages – 

Financial benefit for the Council

 To make the very small budget go further to help more individuals
 It would ease the cost on the council
 Reality is that people are living longer and assessments for services should be fair and based 

on what people can afford to pay - people should not expect the Council to pay more for a 
service that could be provided cheaper and at the same standard elsewhere - although I do 
not require services at the moment I may do so in the future and support the changes 
proposed

 Council will have more funds to use
 keeps costs within defined limits
 If making a contribution to costs helps sustain the service that is the priority. We cannot risk 

the collapse of the service for financial reasons
 Changes might allow the SBC to maintain the current level of services to all clients rather than 

struggling to maintain or possibly cutting services. It might also reduce the impact on the SBC 
budget

 Council saves money. I would like to think that means more funding is available for those 
underfunded, but I don't think this will happen

 To generate/increase income to address the shortfall
 Financial input from central government continues to fail to support a proper social support 

service without charge at time of need. Your proposals are in part a consequence of this. As 
such they are one way of trying to maintain service levels to all

 Help in care - profit should not enter into it
 Obviously it means the Council will have more money to spend on other elements of Council 

responsibility
 It seems that this will increase council revenues
 Changes in policy of this nature would be intended to reduce the liability of SBC and any 

advantage would be to SBC and not the individuals affected

Help all who need support
 Care that is less required may be withdrawn to allow care to be focused on those who require 

it more
 The help will go to the people that really need it.  If everyone is reassessed, this will make it 

fair and target the money available where it needs to go.  People will not be disadvantaged by 
the cost of double up care by a higher charge.  The charge will not be more than the cost of 
the service

 To be able to provide a quality, affordable service, available to all those assessed as needing 
care support

Fair charging 
 There may be more equity in extra care housing
 Will be paying for services I actually use
 The charging could be proportional to the amount of use clients are making of SBC services
 I personally think it is appealing that you trying to recover costs from those who are most 

vulnerable and dis-advantaged



 It is right that service users contribute towards their care if they are able to do so. It is fair 
that those who can afford to pay a little more, do so 

 Since so many more peopled now need care at home, it is understandable that those who 
have sufficient means should make a contribution to the service

 The money has to come from somewhere. The people who can pay, it would be hoped would 
help those who cannot receive the help they need. This makes such a difference to people on 
their own

 Charge fair rate for all
 People that can afford it should be contributing towards any level of care required whether 

that means at home, residential or nursing home care
 Needs driven. Fairer system
 Charging people for certain services
 If folk can pay something towards their care they should but many people on the £16000 

threshold will spend to get their capital down below the threshold

Improve quality of care
 Improves the quality of care
 I would hope that it will provide improved services and put the money where it is needed 
 Perhaps lead to better care with more money being able to be used by the council but I highly 

doubt it and no extra money will be being used

Miscellaneous
 I agree paying something towards care provided you get a good service but that rarely 

happens
 As we only receive cover for medical care this would not financially impact us.  Assume this 

would enable the council to employ more staff to assist the elderly. The short break part 
doesn’t affect us as it has never been offered and mother-in-law would decline anyway in 
case she didn't get home again

 Only those clients which currently pay fees should be consulted as they alone will affected by 
the proposed change

 I would be happy to pay towards respite and a day care centre
 I appreciate the increasing cost of care needs met in a fair and consistent way
 Some people might pay less - but we have no idea how many, so it is hard to comment on the 

impact. Some modelling on numbers facing decrease/increase would have been helpful

No Advantage
 None x15
 I see no benefit in these proposals to service users. It is unlikely to maintain status quo and in 

fact is more likely to increase funding required through moves towards more centralised 
support

 Will be an advantage to SBC only
 No advantage to anyone. People should be able to choose the support best for their needs 

and wellbeing regardless of who supplies the support and what the cost is. Within reason 
obviously

Disadvantages - 



Those that need help won’t get it

 Those that could really benefit from help not being able to get it due to finances  
 those who require access to services to improve their mental health may decline if there is a 

cost associated therefore may continue in the same cycle or worse still mentally deteriorate
 Potential rise in charges which cannot be met
 This is hugely unfair, and there are a great many people whose quality of care and respite will 

be reduced, as they will not be able to afford adequate support
 It would affect your clients on the borderline for charging as they would maybe not ask for 

what they require
 Older people are proud and don't always want to disclose their savings in a financial 

assessment so may lose out
 Many pensioners may not be able to contribute
 Paying for care leaves partners unable to pay for the help that they need as they get older and 

need to pay for the basic help at home
 Could have a detrimental outcome for those currently in need, and highly depend on, their 

support

Increase in costs for people, reduction in savings and financial hardship
 The older generation want to provide for their children (who see their parent's house/capital 

as theirs) and expect the taxpayer to fund the care costs - which local councils are unable to 
do so people will have less money to pay for everything else they need

 Significant rise in costs for people already disadvantaged by circumstances largely outside 
their control. There is little enough support for carers of adults and to strip more from people 
either on Carers allowance (joke amount of money) or people working outside the home then 
doing another full time job when that finishes is very unfair. People pay into the system all 
their life and when they need help they have to pay again. If they had pissed it against the 
wall and contributed little they get everything free. The system penalises those who have 
worked and lived within their means and saved to provide for themselves only to have if 
snatched by eye watering key expensive levels of care

 Exploiting those who have saved all their working lives to pay for those who did not
 Reduced availability of personal funds
 Those who already dis-advantaged and +65 you are taking more off a pension fund away, that 

is already below a minimum average
 My father is over 65 and a full-time wheelchair user (tetraplegic, paralysed from the neck 

down). He needs ~10hrs care per day, 7 days per week. The council do not have enough care 
staff to meet his daily care needs. Therefore he has to employ a carer privately through the 
direct payments scheme. The changes will mean he has to pay more for his private care at 
home. This seems unfair as he only went down the private at-home care route due to a lack of 
available council carers

 Huge increase in cost of care for those who are most vulnerable and who need the most care. 
 It leaves service user's with little or nothing for other pursuits
 This policy will cause further hardship to those in the community who are already 

disadvantaged through no fault of their own e.g. disabled, elderly etc. This is particularly 
galling when SBC is so obviously inefficient and profligate in so many other areas

 Punishing people who have spent their lives saving, even though their income is low
 Significant impact on the users of these services and their families. Already those who care for 

these people pay so much towards their care that is not taken into account. If these extra 
payments are to be made this will have a negative impact on families who are already 
struggling to care for their loved ones. These service users already do not have anywhere near 



the amount needed spent on their services to allow them to reach their potential to then take 
away more money from them to only still be receiving the same care and provision is a great 
disadvantage

 Increased costs for those clients currently paying fees
 The proposed taper rate increase from 65% to 100% is very harsh on those with a very low 

amount of money left over already from income after rent, charges etc are paid. I oppose this 
change strongly unless it is means tested, as a person needs some money for a sense of 
independence, for example to buy birthday and Christmas cards. For some this "luxury" would 
be wiped away if the taper rate was 100%

 Once again hitting those with the least ability to pay and the most to lose. Surely better to 
keep people in their own homes than risk them being forced into a nursing home or other 
formal situation through their inability to pay these increases. This is not merely financial, it is 
also about supporting our most vulnerable, those who are most reliant on these services and 
least able to complain. SBC must also recognise that most of those impacted will be on 
incomes which are not changing and therefore cannot take account of the inflationary rises 
proposed in this document

 This would have significant impact on me and I wouldn't be able to afford this increase. 😪
 This will leave people with even less money to pay for everyday things. Some disabled people 

cannot get out and about often. Others are sometimes bedded due to their illness. They need 
to be able to afford some type of media entertainment also access to a telephone and 
landline if needed. Broad band is also expensive. These things are never taken in to account 
when working out these assessments. Others have hobbies to keep them self-occupied. This 
helps the mental well-being of people. All these things cost money and what you are 
proposing will put a lot of people with even less income 

 More money taken from older people who need help
 The service users will be affected financially which not only has an impact to the user but also 

to their family and any financial dependants.  Using the income of the user does not take into 
consideration affordability and penalises those who have worked for an income.  The impact 
is that some users will be reluctant to continue home care and will opt for residential care 
instead which will have a significant impact on council revenues

 The change in policy would affect vulnerable people who have already undergone significant 
hardship as a result of cutbacks and the pandemic.  If savings require to be made they should 
be made against policies which do not directly impact this group of people

 More costs to each user
 An average increase of £24 PER WEEK is a huge increase for many service users on low 

incomes which would have a significant impact on their health and well-being
 Increasing the Taper rate to 100% will negatively impact those with lowest income leaving 

them little or no money to call their own. This reduces independence, leisure and recreational 
opportunities and in my view is inhumane

 There are a number of changes proposed which cumulatively would significantly increase 
costs to an individual where they are affected by more than one of these changes

 Some increases are too steep, e.g. taper rate
 Affordability. Some of the service users with the highest care needs maybe on the lowest 

income and maybe unable to meet the additional cost of care. This could lead them to have to 
sacrifice something e.g. food, heating to budget for additional cost of care, which would affect 
their wellbeing and lead to poorer outcomes

 Obviously increased in costs from family will impact the people needing improved care and 
support

 This could have a significant impact on those on benefits and low incomes and in particular 
those with physical disabilities or chronic illness. They have additional costs, particularly for 



aides and equipment, heating and dietary and there is no indication of these been taken 
account of in calculations

 I do not agree at all with the charging policy increasing from 65% to 100%, this is outrageous 
as it makes it financially difficult to pay for the service user. I think it needs to stay at 65% for 
those on state benefits

 We are concerned that the increase in the Taper Rate to 100% will: reduce the household 
income and the financial resilience of families already on low incomes, and/or facing financial 
insecurity. In the case of most working age families, if one of the adults requires this kind of 
chargeable support, they have already lost 50% of their household income from loss of wages.  
These issues are heightened by job insecurity and redundancy during the current recession 
and pandemic. It is not an empathetic approach at this time to introduce (potentially) 
increased costs for vulnerable people. Particularly reduce 'disposable' income - which is the 
money families need to survive difficult situations such as the pandemic and cover 
unexpected costs (such as job loss) via building up savings or covering large one-off costs. This 
in turn could increase debt

 Increases will cause hardship for vulnerable people on low fixed incomes. These people have 
little or no choice over their circumstances. People with lower fixed incomes have no choice 
when it comes to going into a care home and they have no choice as to which care home they 
can go into. People who want to stay in their localities often have to be sent to care homes in 
other towns against their wishes. Therefore if your proposal goes ahead people would be 
using all of their pension income and small amount of savings to buy care which is severely 
limited in personal choice. Additionally when people are placed out with their home areas 
costs will be incurred by their loved ones who have to make long journeys to visit them 
regularly. Some care homes are in rural localities and can be some distance away from 
partners and family members. This cost for visiting loved ones is not subsidised by SBC and my 
opinion is that it should be, especially in an area which is not well served by public transport 
and in circumstances that have been the result of very limited choice of care provision. 
With regards to respite care, four weeks is not nearly enough and more short breaks need to 
be offered, at no additional cost to the vulnerable people and their main carers. Carers need 
much more support than 4 weeks of respite. Carers can be under a lot of strain, impacting on 
their own health so better and more frequent respite provision is needed at no further cost to 
those needing these vital breaks. Carers save services a lot of money and when they become 
unwell, due to the strain of continuous caring more residential care provision is required.
People with learning disabilities are offered far better respite venues and staff ratios than 
people with dementia and this inequality also needs to be addressed before any changes are 
mooted. There are some low quality care homes in SBC region and their service users are 
charged the same proportion of their incomes to use them as those people fortunate enough 
to have been allocated a better quality home. This inequality must be addressed before any 
increase to charging is even thought of.  Services require improvement to ensure that all 
those paying for them receive good person centred care. The purchasers of other goods and 
services have rights as consumers. The frail and the very elderly seem to have very little 
choice or rights and any proposal to increase charges is astounding and ill conceived. Personal 
care is free in Scotland, so what will people be paying for and what evidence will there be of 
what your customers are purchasing for the extra money SBC proposes to charge? 

 The policy adversely affects those requiring residential care who, through lack of capital 
assets and a reliance on social funding, are unable to access the residential care they need 
and are entitled to. It discriminates against an already vulnerable group
The current system, which prioritises need, does so within the parameters of the limited 
amount of care available and this leaves those who require care unable to access it. Because 
of this limitation, care is provided on the basis of those who need it most and placement is 
based upon the need of others not the need of the individuals themselves.  In addition, when 



this group is finally offered a socially funded placement it frequently is very distant from their 
existing homes and may need to be refused. This causes further financial pressure for the care 
receiver in order to access the care they actually need. To substantially erode the income of 
this group through increased homecare costs, when the opportunity to create capital assets is 
lost to them, and given the knowledge that their income will ultimately be taken away when 
they do finally access care, adds to this discrimination. Lowering the savings limit - the upper 
capital threshold - further exacerbates this and further disadvantages this already 
disadvantaged group. Their 'life savings' are taken from them

Unfair
 I think this policy is very unfair £16000 is not a huge amount of savings and the state 

retirement pension is too small to live off - so these two together would make us financially 
disadvantaged and would impact on my physical health and wellbeing as I would not be able 
to afford to have respite breaks or sufficient respite breaks. The services provided by the 
council do not meet my husband's needs so we need to use a more expensive provider

 Discrimination between those who have and those who have not. Someone works hard pays 
taxes and saves for retirement is expected to pay for care yet someone who hasn't saved gets 
the same care for free

 It is unfortunate that the sharing of the financial burden of providing access to universal care 
is foisted on the few care recipients who are above the arbitrary thresholds you set to 
determine they should pay for their own care. This is manifestly unfair. The shortfall in 
funding must fall on a small proportion of the care recipients. In no way does this equate in 
fairness to an income tax sourced resource stream. It allows central government to avoid the 
need to share burdens in a more equable manner

 People who have paid their share of Council Tax, National Insurance and Income Tax their 
whole lives should be allowed to reap the benefits in turn when they need it

 Increasing the taper rate from 65% currently levied to 100% of residual income is a huge 
increase in one go, which will negatively impact on the quality of life for those who have 
already been disproportionately affected by Covid this year.  A smaller incremental increase 
would be much fairer 

 We are concerned that the first proposed change to 'cap' care costs would: Remove choice 
and control for the individual where they could not afford to pay more (a key principle of SDS)
Unfairly disadvantage people on lower incomes. If there is no financial assessment on ability 
to pay beyond the cap, it would mean they either must use cheaper services or reduce the 
amount of support they get - creating a two-tier system. Mean this proposal is not 'future 
proof' - what happens if there is a wider variety of care providers and resulting costs available 
in a few years’ time? It may be that this policy significantly reduces the options available for 
support in that environment

 My main concern is that when there is pressure on budgets, residents in the SBC region who 
are challenged by disabilities, illness or age can often be a target area for reducing SBC costs. 
While these services must put considerable demands on the SBC budget, individuals requiring 
these services are the most vulnerable people on our community and the situations they are 
faced with are often lifelong. With this being the case, while a proportional charge would 
seem fair, my concern would be that if the individual has capital of less than £16,000 if there 
is still the possibility of a contribution needing to be made by the client, will there be any 
consideration of the financial effect on that client. If as with our son, he is completely 
dependent on the state to cover the other things he has to pay, a charge for SBC services 
might affect considerably how he lives. We shouldn't allow ourselves as a community to move 
into a "lord of the flies" situation where the most vulnerable people in our community are not 
supported to the level that they need but are open to the charges applied by more able 
people  



Unsure what these changes mean for me
 I have nothing like £16/000  until I know how much the increase will be I do not know how 

badly it will affect me
 The consultation document is not very friendly, it's confusing and unclear.  We have answered 

as best we can, but the circumstances are 'muddy'
 It is difficult to know impact as there is no way of calculating your circumstances so could be 

agreeing to a policy when you don’t know it’s financial impact
 Unsure of impact to community support package I currently receive
 Very unsure of impact this will have on my life and quality of my life

Miscellaneous
 It’s not an answer to the long term demographic challenges and costs of the future

Ideally  LTC costs need to be pre funded rather than the pay as you go system currently in 
place but this is easier said than done

 Whilst I understand the need for charges I feel it is the most vulnerable who will be affected 
by these changes for what at times is already a limited service and limited options available 
for a service which at times is of a questionable standard e.g provision of day care services for 
adults with learning disabilities

 Thin edge of the wedge. You are paying too much to 3rd party providers for a poor service
 Growing old is the disadvantage - I never thought I would end up like this! Being a burden. I 

looked after my parents and husbands parents myself and coped with all situations  - no cost 
to Councils and cared for 6 years on my own for my husband - growing old is the biggest 
disadvantage

 As a client with complex needs I feel I have no choice and will have to go along with the 
outcome whether I am happy with the decision or not

 This seems to be all about cutting costs.  It is a huge battle to get funding in the first place, 
over the 12 years we have lived in the borders we have contributed hugely financially to our 
son's care/respite costs

 Unsure what happens to partners that are having to place spouses into care due to 
deteriorating physical/mental health issues and then selling property and buying new 
property. What happens to any monies left over and what impact does this have on their lives 
moving forwards

 I think the overall impact of the policy will be detrimental to the most vulnerable people in 
society. A 35% increase in costs for people in need of care and support. I understand your 
need to manage the budget but in any what other area are you doing this to the same extent 
Why not increase Council tax by 35%. You would benefit more from this. Why attack the 
people most in need of care and support in society?

 People with fluctuating conditions could have fluctuating care needs therefore it would be 
difficult to assess and manage

  It’s not a one size fits all
 Don’t see any
 Allowable costs which can be deducted should be made clearer and be more reflective of the 

everyday reality of the lives of service users. In many cases disability related expenditure will 
be far higher than the flat rate allowed

 More stress and worry!
 Impact for specific groups should be reflected in the IIA
 Your proposals are disadvantageous to vulnerable people


