
Right to Control 
Trailblazers Process 
Evaluation:  
Wave 1

Authors:  
Trinh Tu, Claire Lambert, 
Jayesh Navin Shah and 
Phil Westwood
February 2012
Prepared for Office  
for Disability Issues



 

Right to Control Trailblazers process evaluation: wave 1 

Main report 

February 2012 

Trinh Tu, Claire Lambert, Jayesh Navin Shah and Phil Westwood 



 

 



 

 

Contents 

Acknowledgements ..................................................................1 

Summary ...................................................................................2 

1. Introduction ........................................................................7 

1.1. The Right to Control ............................................................. 7 

1.2. Policy context ..................................................................... 11 

1.3. Objectives ........................................................................... 13 

1.4. Methodology ....................................................................... 13 

1.5. Ethical approval .................................................................. 17 

1.6. Analysis .............................................................................. 17 

1.7. Interpretation of the data ................................................... 18 

2. Implementation of the Right to Control .........................19 

2.1. Trailblazer management structures .................................. 19 

2.2. Trailblazer delivery models ................................................ 21 

2.3. Local co-production ........................................................... 30 

2.4. Factors affecting implementation ..................................... 39 

2.5. Implementation: actual versus intention .......................... 45 

3. Customers’ experience of the Right to Control ............49 

3.1. Awareness and understanding ......................................... 50 

3.2. Experience of the Right to Control process ..................... 52 

3.3. Exercising the Right to Control ......................................... 58 

3.4. Success factors .................................................................. 61 

4. Key successes and challenges ......................................63 



 

 

4.1. Key successes .................................................................... 63 

4.2. Key challenges ................................................................... 66 

5. Sustainability ....................................................................82 

5.1. An early stage ..................................................................... 82 

5.2. Sustainability of the Right to Control ............................... 83 

5.3. Sustainability of the delivery models adopted ................. 85 

6. Conclusion ........................................................................87 

Annex.......................................................................................89 

Annex A: definitions of the funding streams ............................. 89 

Annex B: list of abbreviations ..................................................... 92 

Annex C: glossary of terms ........................................................ 93 



 

1 

 

 

Acknowledgements 

Ipsos MORI would like to thank the 127 members of staff, 23 co-
production members and 65 customers across the seven Trailblazers 
that participated in this stage of the evaluation. We would also like to 
thank Rhys Cockerell, Nick Campbell and Caroline Hall from the Office 
for Disability Issues for their input throughout the study. 



Right to Control Trailblazers Process Evaluation Wave 1: Main Report 

2 

 

Summary 

The Right to Control is a new legal right for disabled people, which gives 
them greater choice and control over the support they receive to go 
about their daily lives.1 The Right to Control brings together a wide range 
of cross-government support including employment (Access to Work and 
Work Choice), housing (Supporting People), social care (Independent 
Living Fund and Community Care), and community equipment and 
facilities (Disability Facilities Grant). It aims to reduce duplication in 
assessment, support planning and reviews by asking the authorities 
providing support to work jointly to streamline these processes and 
ensure that disabled people only have to provide information once at 
each stage for all the support they receive. It is currently being piloted in 
seven areas known as Trailblazers: Barnet, Essex, Leicester, the 
Manchester Area Partnership, Newham, Sheffield and Barnsley, and 
parts of Surrey. 

Ipsos MORI and the Norah Fry Research Centre conducted a process 
evaluation of the Right to Control on behalf of the Office for Disability 
Issues (ODI), comprising qualitative research with 65 Right to Control 
customers, 127 staff and 23 members of local co-production teams 
involved in implementation and delivery. The aim was to understand how 
Trailblazers were implementing and delivering the Right to Control. 
Fieldwork took place from June to September 2011. 

This process evaluation forms part of a wider evaluation of the Right to 
Control which includes an impact evaluation and cost-benefit analysis. A 
second wave of process evaluation is scheduled to take place in 2012.  

Implementation of the Right to Control 

The management structures adopted by Right to Control Trailblazers are 
broadly similar, involving a strategic board, an operational team and a 
local co-production team usually led by User-Led Organisations (ULOs). 
This structure appears to work well and Trailblazers have not made 
substantial changes since putting it in place, though some are 
introducing or clarifying terms of reference to better define the roles of 
the various teams. 

There is more variation in the delivery models adopted by the 
Trailblazers. Here, a key difference is the extent of mainstreaming of the 

                                      
1
 See http://bit.ly/gEzi65 for more information on the Right to Control. 

http://bit.ly/gEzi65
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Right to Control – all Trailblazers but one have trained or intend to train 
all frontline staff to deliver the Right to Control. In this “mainstreamed” 
model, staff from each funding stream continue to use their own pre-
Right to Control assessment procedures, meaning that customers in 
receipt of multiple funding have more than one assessment. By contrast, 
one Trailblazer has created a centralised delivery team with members of 
staff seconded from various partners to deliver joined-up assessments 
and support planning to all customers eligible for multiple funding 
streams. This model has provided a more streamlined customer journey 
than the mainstreamed approach but staff have raised concerns over its 
sustainability since it is more resource intensive to set-up and deliver. 
Trailblazers are working towards conducting joint assessments involving 
practitioners from more than one funding stream where possible. 

ULOs play a key role in many Trailblazers. In addition to leading on local 
co-production activities, they are members of Trailblazers’ strategic 
boards. Some have also been commissioned to deliver aspects of the 
Right to Control such as providing information to customers and helping 
with support planning. Trailblazer staff recognised the important 
contributions made by ULOs in ensuring the Right to Control meets the 
needs of disabled customers and many were looking for ways to extend 
their role in delivery. However, defining the remit of local co-production – 
something staff and local co-production teams did not always agree on – 
and establishing this new way of working has been a challenge for all 
those involved, and there are many learning points that have arisen to-
date. Having well established ULOs ready to be involved from the 
bidding stage was a key success factor for local co-production activities. 

Various local factors in each Trailblazer have affected the 
implementation of the Right to Control. In the larger Trailblazers, having 
to engage with multiple local authorities and Jobcentre Plus offices has 
slowed down decision-making and progress. Sustaining partners’ 
commitment and engagement has also proved challenging and time-
consuming. Ongoing organisational restructuring as a result of budget 
cuts has badly affected the continuity of leadership and staff morale in 
some Trailblazers, particularly in Adult Social Care. However, 
Trailblazers with long-standing experience of personalisation initiatives 
such as the Individual Budgets Pilots or Personal Budgets were able to 
capitalise on the ground work of these programmes, which helped them 
make implementation smoother and cope with these challenges. 
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Customers’ experiences of the Right to Control 

Customers generally lacked awareness and understanding of the Right 
to Control. Many had not heard of the term and some thought it was 
simply direct payments that were being offered. Whilst some customers 
may have forgotten that they were informed of the Right to Control, this 
lack of understanding was often a reflection of the patchy understanding 
the delivery staff themselves had of the Right to Control. 

Many customers described an experience that did not resemble the 
concept behind the Right to Control, indicating that staff were not always 
delivering the Right to Control as intended. Many customers did not 
remember being told how much support they were entitled to receive, 
and could not recall being offered any form of choice and control over 
their support. 

Among customers in receipt of services, few could recall going through 
support planning or having a support plan. This is in line with findings 
from staff in some Trailblazers, who said that they were building capacity 
for support planning. 

Few of the customers who had received services or equipment felt they 
had been given choice and control over their support. Staff suggested 
various reasons for this, including insufficiently developed provider 
markets, some funding streams being tied to existing framework 
agreements or block contracts with certain providers, and strict rules in 
some streams meaning that customers could not use their funding in the 
way they wanted. There were also preconceptions among some staff 
that customers were uninterested or incapable of exercising choice, even 
though customers themselves said they would have liked more choice. 

These departures from the intended customer journey reflect many 
Trailblazers’ difficulties in mainstreaming the Right to Control across all 
delivery staff. By contrast, where there was a centralised delivery model, 
customers were generally more aware of the Right to Control and more 
likely to follow the intended customer journey. Customers who did follow 
the intended journey were usually very satisfied, they found the process 
quick, and received tailored and flexible services that met their needs. 

Key successes and challenges 

The successes and challenges faced by the Trailblazers related to 
partnership working, culture change, staff training, technical issues and 
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attitudinal barriers among staff. Trailblazers were aware of many of the 
challenges they faced and were taking actions to overcome them. 

Staff reported many benefits from the Right to Control to-date. Above all, 
it was helping to foster culture change in all agencies, though staff noted 
this still had a long way to go. Staff were becoming more aware of the 
benefits of self-directed support, the importance of choice and control for 
disabled people, the benefits of joined-up and customer-centred 
approaches to service delivery and the benefits of co-production. 

Strategic and operational staff thought that the implementation and 
delivery of the Right to Control had benefited greatly from local co-
production activities and the involvement of ULOs. They felt that 
Trailblazers had started to move away from the “design then consult” 
way of working, and were increasingly recognising the value of involving 
disabled people in the design and delivery of services. Views among 
ULOs and local co-production members were more mixed; they felt that 
adapting to this new way of working and sustaining it, represented a 
challenge for some partners, especially Jobcentre Plus. Some members 
also felt that moving local co-production teams beyond an advisory role 
was still a challenge which the funding arrangements for local co-
production activities reflected. 

Staff also felt that the Right to Control was encouraging closer 
partnership working between the different agencies involved, which 
would have a lasting impact. Staff were developing a better 
understanding of how other partner organisations operate and many had 
named contacts and established working relationships with colleagues in 
other agencies. Communications flowed better in the Trailblazers that 
had formalised joint-working meetings for delivery staff. However, while 
partnership working was improving over time, joint working was still a 
challenge in some Trailblazers and funding streams. 

The biggest challenge, especially for Trailblazers that had adopted a 
mainstreamed delivery model, was frontline staff members’ lack of 
awareness and understanding of the Right to Control. At the time of the 
fieldwork, many delivery staff did not understand how it differed from 
previous initiatives, that the Right to Control was a legal right or how to 
deliver it in practice. This meant that some eligible customers were not 
being told that they had the Right to Control nor what this entailed. 

All Trailblazers also faced technical challenges relating to the use of 
eligibility questionnaires, data sharing procedures and IT systems. These 
issues impacted on staff members’ ability to make referrals and were 
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likely to have contributed to the low number of customers eligible for 
multiple funding streams recorded so far. 

There were also some concerns among staff over the future of the Right 
to Control and how important this was compared with other 
organisational priorities. 

Sustainability 

Trailblazers felt it was too early to form views on sustainability of their 
Right to Control delivery models due to the large number of teething 
issues that they had faced since the implementation stage. However, 
strategic and operational staff were mainly optimistic about the 
sustainability of their Trailblazer’s delivery model. With one exception, all 
Trailblazers had chosen delivery models that did not require additional 
funding beyond the set-up costs. 

The main preoccupation among Trailblazers was how to mainstream the 
Right to Control across all delivery staff – a challenge taking into account 
the number of people involved. Strategic and operational staff felt that 
this would require a significant culture change for managers, staff, 
customers and providers and this change was going to take time. 
Reflecting on the findings, Trailblazers have asked for more opportunities 
for staff at all levels to share learning with colleagues from other areas. 

Going forward, staff training and the mainstreaming of Right to Control 
processes across all frontline staff are immediate priorities for the 
Trailblazers. 



Right to Control Trailblazers Process Evaluation Wave 1: Main Report 

7 

 

1. Introduction 

The Right to Control is a new legal right for disabled people which gives 
them greater choice and control over the support they receive to go 
about their daily lives.2 It is currently being piloted in seven areas known 
as Trailblazers. The Office for Disability Issues (ODI) has commissioned 
Ipsos MORI and its partners to conduct an evaluation of the Trailblazers 
to inform a decision on future rollout. The evaluation comprises the 
following strands: 

 A process evaluation, to understand the effectiveness of delivering 
the Right to Control in Trailblazers, being conducted jointly by Ipsos 
MORI and the Norah Fry Research Centre at Bristol University 

 An impact evaluation, to quantify the changes in outcomes for 
disabled people opting for alternative provision under the Right to 
Control, and to establish, where possible, if the impact differs by 
funding stream and delivery mechanism. This strand is being 
conducted jointly by Ipsos MORI and Bryson Purdon Social 
Research 

 Cost-benefit analyses of (i) delivering the Right to Control in 
Trailblazers and (ii) a potential national rollout, being conducted by 
the Matrix Knowledge Group. 

This report covers the findings from the first wave3 of the process 
evaluation. 

1.1. The Right to Control 

Research has shown that disabled people often do not have the sort of 
choice and control over their lives that non-disabled people take for 
granted.4 This is partly explained by the fact that their support needs are 
often met in ways which do not put them in charge of deciding how best 

                                      
2
 See http://bit.ly/gEzi65 for more information on the Right to Control. 

3
 The second wave is scheduled to take place in summer/autumn 2012. 

4
 See Ipsos MORI (2010) ‘The life opportunities of disabled people, qualitative 

research on choice and control and access to goods and services’, Ipsos MORI 
report for ODI, available at http://bit.ly/sMiOfy. 

http://bit.ly/gEzi65
http://bit.ly/sMiOfy
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to meet those needs. This lack of choice and control is a key barrier to 
disabled people participating and contributing as equal citizens.5 

The Right to Control tests a rights-based approach to giving disabled 
people aged 18 and over choice and control over certain public funding 
they receive to go about their daily lives. The Welfare Reform Act 2009 
provides the legal powers to implement the Right to Control across 
seven pilot areas in England, known as Trailblazers, for an initial period 
of two years (from 13 December 2010 to 13 December 2012). 

The Act places a temporary duty on participating areas to inform new 
customers6 eligible for funding streams included in the Right to Control. 
Disabled people in the Trailblazers should be told how much support 
they are eligible to receive, then decide and agree with the public body 
the outcomes they want to achieve with the support. They should also be 
told about the different delivery choices which are: 

 To receive the existing support 

 To ask the public body to arrange alternative support 

 To receive a direct payment and buy their own support 

 To have a mix of these arrangements. 

The Right to Control recognises that disabled people are experts in their 
own lives and best-placed to decide what support they need and how it 
should be delivered. It aims to reduce duplication in assessment, support 
planning and reviews by asking the authorities providing support to work 
jointly to streamline these processes and ensure that disabled people 
only have to provide information once at each stage. 

The method of reforming the current local system to deliver the Right to 
Control is devolved from central government to a local partnership team 
comprising local User-Led Organisations of disabled people, local 
authorities and Jobcentre Plus. This included the freedom to revise 
existing local access points for funding streams. 

                                      
5
 See ‘The Life Opportunities Survey interim results 2009-2010’, statistical bulletin 

from the Office for National Statistics, available at http://bit.ly/rHPEjY.  
6
 Trailblazers also have the option to offer the Right to Control to existing customers. 

http://bit.ly/rHPEjY
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The Right to Control brings together a wide range of cross-government 
support including employment, housing, social care, community 
equipment and facilities (Table 1). 

Table 1: Funding streams included in the Right to Control 

Funding stream 
Funding 
source 

Local access point for existing 
customers 

Access to Work DWP Jobcentre Plus local office 

Work Choice DWP Jobcentre Plus local office 

Independent 
Living Fund (ILF) 

DWP Closed to new applicants 

Supporting People CLG 
Local authority housing department and 
social services 

Disabled Facilities 
Grant (DFG) 

CLG Local authority housing department 

Adult Social Care DH 
Local authority social services, mental 
health and community support services 

The Access to Work and Work Choice streams are both funded by DWP 
and their local access point for existing customers is the Jobcentre Plus 
local office. 

The Independent Living Fund is also funded by DWP but is closed to 
new applicants. 

The Supporting People funding stream is sponsored by the Department 
for Communities and Local Government (CLG) and can be accessed 
from Local Authority housing departments and social services. 

The Disabled Facilities Grant is also funded by CLG and can be 
accessed from local authority housing departments. 

Finally, the Adult Social Care stream is funded by the Department of 
Health and the local point of access for existing customers are the local 
authority social services, mental health and community support services. 

Annex A provides a description of the above funding streams. 

Overall the Right to Control represents a significant culture change for 
delivery staff: it is a legal right, it can be accessed via multiple entry 
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points, and it requires delivery staff from different agencies to work 
together to adopt a customer-centred approach.  

Trailblazers were asked to consider the feasibility of bringing together 
support planning across multiple agencies to empower individuals to plan 
support they are eligible for, to meet their holistic needs. 

DWP provided local authorities with a grant to set up and co-ordinate the 
delivery of the Right to Control over two years to: 

 Be consistent with the overarching objectives and desired outcomes 
of the Right to Control 

 Test financial and operational feasibility 

 Provide local leadership and support 

 Involve disabled people and User-Led Organisations (co-production) 

 Support disabled people to enable them to exercise their Right to 
Control through provision of information and advice, support, 
advocacy and brokerage services 

 Ensure innovative approaches to delivery 

 Promote the Right to Control. 

Selecting Trailblazers 

In order to select Trailblazers to take part in the pilot, ODI held a 
competitive process open to all local authorities in England. Bids could 
be made separately or jointly with other local authorities. 

The selection process had two stages: 

 An expression of interest held in late 2009. Local authorities were 
asked to state an aspect of the customer journey they were 
interested in streamlining. A total of 49 expressions of interest were 
received. 

 Early in 2010, ODI issued a prospectus detailing what was required 
to take part. Following this, 36 bids were received. These bids were 
then short-listed based on scores against specific criteria. Some 
adjustments were made in order to get a broad spread of areas and 
the final Trailblazers were chosen in February 2010 and announced 
to Parliament. 
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The seven Trailblazers are: 

 Essex County Council 

 Leicester City Council 

 London Borough of Barnet 

 London Borough of Newham 

 Surrey County Council (two parts only: Epsom and Ewell Borough 
Council, and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council) 

 Sheffield City Council and Barnsley Council 

 The Manchester Area Partnership – incorporating Manchester City 
Council, Oldham Council, Bury Council, Stockport Council and 
Trafford Council. 

One Trailblazer started on 1 March 2011, one Trailblazer started on 1 
April 2011, and the five other Trailblazers started on 13 December 2010. 
The Trailblazers are testing out different ways of implementing and 
delivering the Right to Control to a wide range of disabled people 
including those with learning disabilities or mental health support needs. 
They are also testing different ways of aligning and streamlining 
processes for the six funding streams. 

1.2. Policy context 

A move toward personalisation 

The Right to Control is taking place in the context of a broader move 
toward personalisation. There have been a number of personalisation 
initiatives including:  

 The Individual Budgets Pilot Programme 

This was a cross-government initiative which gave people in receipt 
of community care control of the funds available to them.7 The Right 
to Control is different to the Individual Budgets Pilot in that the Right 
is available to individuals in receipt of any of the Right to Control 
funding streams regardless of their entitlement to the community 

                                      
7
 See http://bit.ly/9or3ys for the Evaluation of the Individual Budgets Pilot 

Programme. 

http://bit.ly/9or3ys


Right to Control Trailblazers Process Evaluation Wave 1: Main Report 

12 

 

care grant. The Right is also a legal right. The Right to Control also 
addresses the legal and accountability barriers to integrating funding 
streams identified in the evaluation of the Individual Budgets Pilots. 
Individual Budgets are currently being piloted for families with 
disabled children. 

 The Personal Health Budgets Pilots 

Personal Health Budgets are being piloted in the NHS in England, 
with over 2,700 people involved in the evaluation across 20 sites. A 
number of sites are piloting Personal Health Budgets with people 
eligible for NHS Continuing Healthcare. Subject to the findings of the 
evaluation, by April 2014 everyone in receipt of NHS Continuing 
Healthcare will have a right to ask for a personal health budget 
including a direct payment. 

 The rollout of Personal Budgets for Adult Social Care 

The government has set a target for local authorities in England to 
provide personal budgets, preferably as a direct payment, for 
everyone who is eligible, including disabled people, by 2013 as part 
of a wider agenda to reform health and social care.8 

Finally, the government has also appointed 20 Special Education Needs 
and Disability pathfinders to pilot a new assessment process and single 
plan for disabled children and young people, and those with special 
education needs. 

Wider government reforms  

Since the Right to Control was conceived and the legislation put in place 
to effect it, there has been a change of Government. The Coalition 
Government agreed to continue with the Trailblazers but it is important to 
note that some of the wider context has changed. 

Radical public service reform, a focus on financial sustainability, 
increasing local autonomy and the rollout of Personal Budgets in Adult 
Social Care have all changed the background against which the Right to 
Control Trailblazers were set-up and launched. 

                                      
8
 See Department of Health (2010) ‘A Vision for Adult Social Care: Capable 

Communities and Active Citizens’, available at http://bit.ly/g9RgOh. 

http://bit.ly/g9RgOh
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1.3. Objectives 

The process evaluation aims to understand how the Right to Control is 
delivered in different Trailblazers from the perspective of customers, staff 
and partner organisations supporting delivery. In particular, it examines: 

 How and why disabled people choose to exercise the Right to 
Control, and the benefits and drawbacks of the Right to Control for 
them 

 How successful partners have been in streamlining processes such 
as assessment, resource allocation, support planning, monitoring 
and reviews 

 The methods of delivery that were most successful and why 

 The methods of delivery that were less successful and the factors 
affecting successful delivery. 

1.4. Methodology 

The process evaluation is being conducted across two waves of 
qualitative research. The first wave took place in summer 2011, and 
aimed to draw out early lessons for all areas and help inform the decision 
making process regarding wider rollout. The second wave, taking place 
in summer/autumn 2012, will assess progress on the issues identified in 
this report, provide evidence to support or explain any differential impact 
in the impact study and to provide an insight into “what works”. 

The first wave of the process evaluation involved 215 research 
participants, encompassing 127 depth interviews with staff involved in 
the implementation and delivery of the Right to Control across all the 
funding streams, 65 depth interviews with Right to Control customers, 
and a mixture of depth interviews and discussion groups with 23 
members of the local co-production teams, across all Trailblazers. A full 
sample breakdown, showing the number of interviews per Trailblazer, is 
provided later in this section. 

Sample and recruitment 

Trailblazers provided the sample for research with staff and co-
production team members. The sample for interviews with customers 
came from two sources: 



Right to Control Trailblazers Process Evaluation Wave 1: Main Report 

14 

 

 Trailblazers provided a list of customers eligible for the local 
authorities funding streams and/or the ILF 

 DWP provided a list of Work Choice and Access to Work customers. 

Ipsos MORI sent participants an advance letter and information sheet 
prior to the recruitment, which was conducted by telephone and email. 

Fieldwork 

Fieldwork took place from June to September 2011. The interviews with 
staff and customers were conducted by Ipsos MORI researchers. All 
interviews with customers were conducted face-to-face, while interviews 
with staff were conducted face-to-face or by telephone. The research 
with members of local co-production teams was conducted face-to-face 
by the Norah Fry Research Centre at Bristol University. 

Customers received a £20 payment for taking part. As the research 
aimed to explore the processes people go through to access the Right to 
Control, it was important to be able to talk to the person who was going 
through these processes. Therefore, in the cases where a customer did 
not manage the Right to Control themselves, the person who managed 
the Right to Control on their behalf was interviewed. This was usually a 
carer or family member. 

Achieved sample 

Table 2 shows the breakdown of interviews in each Trailblazer, including 
by type of participant.
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Table 2: Achieved sample breakdown 

Trailblazer Delivery staff 
Operational 

staff 
Strategic 

staff 
All staff total Customers 

Local co-
production 
members 

Barnet 11 3 3 17 9 2 

Essex 16 1 2 19 9 7 

Leicester 14 1 1 16 9 3 

Manchester 
area 

18 4 7 29 11 5 

Sheffield/ 
Barnsley 

9 3 2 14 9 1 

Newham 11 3 2 16 9 0 

Surrey 13 1 2 16 9 5 

Total 92 16 19 127 65 23 
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In Barnet, 17 Trailblazer staff were interviewed, comprising 11 delivery 
staff, 3 operational staff and 3 strategic staff. In addition, 9 customers 
and 2 local co-production members were interviewed. 

In Essex, 19 Trailblazer staff were interviewed, comprising 16 delivery 
staff, 1 operational staff member and 2 strategic staff. In addition, 9 
customers and 7 local co-production members were interviewed. 

In Leicester, 16 Trailblazer staff were interviewed, comprising 14 delivery 
staff, 1 operational staff member and 1 strategic staff member. In 
addition, 9 customers and 3 local co-production members were 
interviewed. 

In the Manchester Area Partnership, 29 Trailblazer staff were 
interviewed, comprising 18 delivery staff, 4 operational staff and 7 
strategic staff. In addition, 11 customers and 5 local co-production 
members were interviewed. 

In Sheffield and Barnsley, 14 Trailblazer staff were interviewed, 
comprising 9 delivery staff, 3 operational staff and 2 strategic staff. In 
addition, 9 customers and 1 local co-production member were 
interviewed. 

In Newham, 16 Trailblazer staff were interviewed, comprising 11 delivery 
staff, 3 operational staff and 2 strategic staff. In addition, 9 customers 
were interviewed. No local co-production members were interviewed. 

Finally in Surrey, 16 Trailblazer staff were interviewed, comprising 13 
delivery staff, 1 operational staff member and 2 strategic staff. In 
addition, 9 customers and 5 local co-production members were 
interviewed. 

To summarise, 127 staff were interviewed in total across all Trailblazers, 
of which 92 were delivery staff, 16 were operational staff and 19 were 
strategic staff. The total number of completed interviews with customers 
and local co-production members was 65 and 23 respectively. 

It is important to note that, at the time of fieldwork, very few customers 
were receiving multiple funding streams and this is reflected in the 
composition of the customer interviews (just 12 out of 65 customers 
interviewed were classified as receiving more than one funding stream). 
The low take-up of customers in receipt of multiple funding across 
Trailblazers was the result of a number of reasons: 

 The time needed for referrals to take place 
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 A perceived lack of overlap in the eligibility for the different funding 
streams, as reported by staff 

 Teething issues affecting the funding streams’ eligibility 
questionnaire and referrals, which are detailed in the report.  

Given that customers on multiple funding streams follow a different 
journey under some of the delivery models, it is possible that their 
experiences would have been different from those reported in this 
research. There were also very few Right to Control customers in receipt 
of Supporting People and ILF at the time of the fieldwork and this is 
reflected in the low number of interviews conducted with these groups. 
This limited the subgroup analysis for customers in receipt of these two 
funding streams though some information was collected from ILF and 
Supporting People staff. 

Scope for subgroup analysis by ethnicity and impairment was also 
restricted by a lack of information on the sample, meaning it was not 
possible to purposively sample customers by these characteristics. In 
particular, only seven interviews were conducted with customers with 
mental health conditions. The staff samples included just two mental 
health leads, both in the same Trailblazer. This means that the research 
does not adequately represent the views of people with mental health 
conditions and mental health professionals, although these are groups 
we intend to include in the second wave of the process evaluation. 

Fieldwork materials 

A total of five topic guides were designed: customers, members of local 
co-production teams, delivery staff, operational staff and strategic staff. 
The topic guides and other fieldwork materials (including consent forms, 
information sheets, and easy-read versions of the fieldwork materials) 
were designed with the input of the evaluation co-production group. 

1.5. Ethical approval 

Ethical approval for the research was obtained from the Social Care 
Research Ethics Committee (SCREC) prior to fieldwork. Fieldwork 
materials including advanced letters, consent forms and topic guides 
were reviewed by the SCREC. 

1.6. Analysis 

All interviews were recorded using digital voice recorders, where 
participants consented to this. A few did not wish to be recorded. Half of 
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the interviews recorded were transcribed to facilitate the analysis. 
Interviewers also took field notes to aid interpretation of results. 

The project team held weekly analysis meetings during fieldwork, most of 
which were attended by representatives from ODI. At these meetings, 
researchers discussed all interviews that had taken place the week 
before and sketched out the key points emerging from each interview, 
and how, if at all, these differed by Trailblazer, funding stream and type 
of participant. These discussions were then recorded in an analysis 
document, which was supplemented each week to highlight emerging 
themes. The analysis document would in turn inform subsequent 
analysis meetings.  

This iterative approach to the analysis enabled the project team to 
identify gaps in the evidence and refine the topic guides for subsequent 
interviews. It also helped the team build a shared understanding of the 
findings over time. 

1.7. Interpretation of the data 

Qualitative research is designed to be illustrative rather than statistically 
representative, so the research findings cannot be generalised to 
represent the views of all staff, customers or co-production members in a 
Trailblazer. However, a qualitative approach provides more in-depth 
information about each Trailblazer than would be possible with a 
structured questionnaire. In addition, it is important to bear in mind that 
we are dealing with participants’ perceptions of the Right to Control. 

Throughout the report, we make use of verbatim comments from 
participants to illustrate key findings. Where this is the case, it is 
important to remember that the views expressed do not always represent 
the views of the Trailblazer as a whole, although in each case the 
verbatim is representative of at least a small number of participants. 

To help preserve the anonymity of participants, Trailblazers’ names have 
been replaced by a letter (Trailblazer A, Trailblazer B etc). 
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2. Implementation of the Right to Control 

This chapter first provides an overview of the management structures 
and delivery models chosen by each Trailblazer and the rationale for 
their choice of approach. It then explores the role of co-production and 
User-Led Organisations (ULOs) in the implementation and delivery. 
Next, it compares the implementation of the management structures and 
delivery models against Trailblazers’ original expectations and identifies 
the reasons for any departure from these. Finally, it looks at the national 
and local factors that have affected the implementation of the Right to 
Control. 

Key findings 

 The management structures adopted by Trailblazers were broadly 
similar involving a strategic board, an operational team and a co-
production team. 

 Local co-production teams tended to have a greater impact when 
involved from the bidding stage and when working closely with 
strategic teams. 

 Trailblazers’ delivery models varied in a number of ways. One of the 
main differences was the extent of mainstreaming of the Right to 
Control – some had trained all frontline staff to deliver it while others 
had created centralised delivery teams or panels. 

 Implementation was strongly affected by the local context including 
the number of partners involved, previous experience with 
personalisation initiatives and extent of organisational restructuring. 

 Generally, Trailblazers had not made major changes to their 
implementation approaches since going live. The changes they have 
made have focused on fine-tuning specific aspects of the delivery 
model. 

2.1. Trailblazer management structures 

At a glance, many Trailblazers adopted a similar management structure 
that comprises the following: 

 A strategic team provides the strategic direction for the Right to 
Control. It usually included representatives from local authorities, 
Jobcentre Plus and ULOs. In most cases, it was chaired by a senior 
member of staff working in Adult Social Care or Jobcentre Plus. 
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 An operational team is responsible for managing the implementation 
of the Right to Control and reporting to the strategic team. It usually 
included full-time input from staff from the local authority and 
Jobcentre Plus. Operational team members were often located in 
the same office to facilitate coordination and joint working. The size 
of the operational team varied by Trailblazer and implementation 
tended to be smoother in areas which had devoted more resources 
to the day-to-day project management, such as Trailblazer G. 

 A local co-production team works with the strategic and operational 
teams on the design, implementation and delivery of the Right to 
Control. This was generally led by a ULO but sometimes included 
independent disabled people as well. 

There were however, a small number of variants to this structure. The 
rest of this section explores these differences in more detail. 

Demarcation of strategic and operational functions 

In five of the seven Trailblazers, separate strategic and operational 
teams were in place as far back as the bidding stage. The exceptions 
were Trailblazer A and Trailblazer F. In these areas, strategic staff were 
initially performing both roles though this was not the intent in Trailblazer 
F – they encountered difficulties recruiting a project manager. Trailblazer 
A, on the other hand, made a conscious decision to begin with a 
strategic board only. Strategic staff felt this became unworkable after 
going live because their time was being taken up with funding-stream 
specific operational issues which they were not best-placed to address. 

“The Executive Board was getting bogged down in 

operational detail and there was a wider group of partners 

that needed to be involved in that – some of the people 

who were operational and implementing.” 

Trailblazer A strategic staff 

Both Trailblazers have since created specific operational teams and 
agree that having different teams for strategic and operational functions 
allow staff to be more effective. Trailblazer B and Trailblazer C are also 
looking to introduce new terms of reference, or revise current ones to 
better define the role of their strategic and operational teams. 
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Formalised partnership working 

In many Trailblazers, the operational teams comprise representatives 
from each funding stream. Trailblazer E and Trailblazer G created 
additional structures to facilitate (systematically) partnership working 
between funding streams, district councils and ULOs. 

In Trailblazer G, the strategic team was called the Partnership Working 
Group. The Group included the local authority Chief Executive, senior 
delivery staff from each funding stream, district council representatives 
and the three main ULOs. As well as making strategic decisions, staff 
thought the Group also provided a forum for funding streams to share 
information and best practice. 

In Trailblazer E, the Operational Group also comprised senior staff 
involved in implementing the Right to Control from each funding stream 
and a representative from that area’s main ULO. Staff said it provided an 
open space for senior staff across funding streams to learn more about 
other funding streams, update each other on progress, identify funding 
stream-related problems and discuss potential solutions. 

Extent of ULOs’ involvement in strategy 

While all Trailblazers had ULO representatives on their strategic boards, 
Trailblazer D was unique in having a ULO representative acting as the 
Chair. The strategic staff member in Trailblazer D felt this was important 
because it gave operational and frontline staff a clear message that the 
Right to Control was about empowering customers since they (via the 
ULO) now had the ultimate sign-off on all aspects of the Right to Control 
implementation. 

“It’s a statement of intent … saying ‘this is about putting 

disabled people [first] and giving them choice and control’ 

and actually, from the very top in terms of our governance, 

this is being run and led by disabled people.” 

Trailblazer D strategic staff 

ULOs’ role in co-production is discussed in Section 2.3. 

2.2. Trailblazer delivery models 

There are essentially two types of delivery models adopted by the 
Trailblazers. The key difference is in the extent to which Trailblazers 
have streamlined the processes for customers on multiple funding 
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streams. Trailblazer C has the most centralised and streamlined model 
for these customers and clearly stands out from other Trailblazers. Table 
3 shows the main differences in the delivery models adopted.
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Table 3: Key features of Trailblazers’ delivery models 

Key features 
Trailblazer 

A B C D E F G 

Explicit No 
Wrong Door 
policy9 

Yes   Yes  Yes Yes 

Extent of 
mainstreaming 

Fully main-
streamed 

Mixed 
Fully 

centralised 
Fully main-
streamed 

Fully main-
streamed 

Was mixed, 
now main-
streaming 

Fully main-
streamed 

Eligibility 
questionnaire 

 Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes 

Joint 
assessment for 
multiple funding 
streams 

  Yes     

SharePoint 
database for 
data sharing 

 Yes  Yes    

Involvement of 
ULOs in the 
delivery 

Yes  Yes 
Being 

considered 
Yes  Yes 

                                      
9
 Trailblazers defined “No Wrong Door” as customers being able to present themselves at any funding stream, even those they are 

not eligible for, to be assessed for support needs across all funding streams. 
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Trailblazers A, D, F and G have an explicit No Wrong Door policy, 
which means that customers are able to present themselves at any 
funding stream, including those they are not eligible for, to be 
assessed for support needs across all funding streams. 

Trailblazers A, D, E and G have a fully mainstreamed process in 
place whilst Trailblazer C has a fully centralised process. 
Trailblazer B has a mixed delivery process and Trailblazer E 
changed from a mixed to a mainstream process. 

Trailblazers B, C, E, F and G use an eligibility questionnaire. 

Trailblazer C is the only Trailblazer that conducts a joint 
assessment for multiple funding streams. 

Trailblazers B and D have a SharePoint database for data sharing. 

Finally, Trailblazers A, C, E and G have involved ULOs in the 
delivery process. Trailblazer D was also considering this option 
during fieldwork. 

This section examines the delivery model differences in detail 
including Trailblazers’ rationale for their choice of approach. 

Entry points 

For most Trailblazers, entry to the Right to Control is via frontline 
staff in each funding stream. Trailblazer A, Trailblazer D, 
Trailblazer F and Trailblazer G have explicitly adopted a “No 
Wrong Door” policy, meaning that even if customers present 
themselves at funding streams they are not eligible for, staff should 
still check whether they are eligible for any other Right to Control 
funding streams. 

This may be happening in other Trailblazers as well but it was not 
mentioned as an integral part of their intended delivery models. It 
is, however, important to note that in practice, customers did not 
always experience No Wrong Door – we discuss this further in 
Section 3.2. 

Some Trailblazers’ delivery models also acknowledge entry points 
outside of the funding streams. These include healthcare 
practitioners such as GPs and community psychiatric nurses. In 
Trailblazer D, library staff received training to make Right to 
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Control referrals to funding streams, as strategic staff thought 
many Adult Social Care customers were likely to ask these staff for 
information on support. In Trailblazer G, the two citizens’ hubs run 
by disabled volunteers, ULOs and staff on secondment provide 
information and advice for disabled people and carers in general, 
as well as being entry points for the Right to Control. Staff in the 
hubs have been trained to conduct eligibility checks and to make 
referrals for all funding streams. 

Section 4.2 explores whether there are any missing entry points in 
the delivery models. 

Extent of mainstreaming 

One of the main differences between delivery models is the extent 
to which Trailblazers have incorporated the Right to Control into 
existing functions as opposed to setting up distinct structures for 
the sole purpose of delivering the Right to Control – the former 
was commonly referred to by staff as “mainstreaming” and we 
have adopted this terminology throughout the report. 

At one end, Trailblazer A, Trailblazer D, Trailblazer E and 
Trailblazer G have attempted to train all frontline staff to deliver all 
stages of the Right to Control, from entry to review (i.e. to make 
the Right to Control a mainstream way of working). The rationale 
for choosing a mainstreamed approach was that Trailblazers 
thought it would be more sustainable in the long-term, because it 
did not rely on funding additional delivery structures. It also meant 
that staff in individual funding streams would not need to become 
experts in other funding streams (this would entail regular training 
to keep pace with changes in policy and/or staff) or learn an 
entirely new role (as a centralised team might have to). 

“All the partners are being up-skilled, but they haven’t 

become experts. So if anything comes through our 

front door for referral to Jobcentre Plus, we refer 

appropriately … but Jobcentre Plus would still be the 

specialist around that.” 

Trailblazer D strategic staff 

Staff in the larger Trailblazers such as Trailblazer A and Trailblazer 
D also thought that a mainstreamed approach was more suited to 
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their size, since a centralised team would be unable to cover the 
entire Right to Control caseload. 

At the other end, Trailblazer C has adopted a centralised approach 
to delivery. Frontline staff only deliver the Right to Control for 
customers on a single funding stream, whereas those on multiple 
funding streams are referred to a multidisciplinary team set- up 
specially to work with this Right to Control customer group. The 
multidisciplinary team has its own office in a local authority building 
and includes delivery staff seconded from each funding stream. 
Trailblazer C chose this approach because it felt this would provide 
a more streamlined customer journey, with customers having just 
one assessment, support plan and review from a single team. 
They also thought having a centralised team allowed 
multidisciplinary team staff to rapidly become familiar with the 
other funding streams meaning more effective partnership working. 

Trailblazer B and Trailblazer F adopted a mainly mainstreamed 
approach (i.e. with all frontline staff trained to deliver the Right to 
Control) but their models also included some elements more 
commonly associated with Trailblazer C’s centralised model. In 
Trailblazer B, a multidisciplinary panel including staff from each 
funding stream was set up to sign-off joint resource allocations, 
support plans and reviews, to ensure that customers receive a 
single allocation, support plan and review. 

Trailblazer F intended to adopt a centralised delivery model similar 
to Trailblazer C, but they did not have enough time to do this 
before going live. Therefore, the Trailblazer has put in place an 
interim centralised team of two staff members to process Right to 
Control referrals and forward them to the relevant funding stream. 
Within each funding stream, a small number of frontline staff are 
dealing with these referrals. However, the Trailblazer is now 
moving toward a more mainstreamed approach which is discussed 
in Section 2.4. 

Eligibility questionnaires 

Five Trailblazers have developed a funding stream eligibility 
questionnaire or checklist to help staff identify which funding 
stream(s) customers are eligible for. It aims to help staff make 
referrals based on consistent criteria across funding streams. In 
most Trailblazers, staff are expected to administer and complete 



Right to Control Trailblazers Process Evaluation Wave 1: Main Report 

27 

 

this questionnaire, but in Trailblazer B it has been designed as a 
self-completion tool meaning that customers can complete it 
themselves or with support. The eligibility questionnaire is 
administered at point of entry or during the assessment for the first 
funding stream. 

In Trailblazer A and Trailblazer D there is no unified pre-
assessment questionnaire or checklist across funding streams. 
Instead, funding streams are left to develop bespoke approaches 
for checking cross-funding stream eligibility. For example, in Adult 
Social Care in Trailblazer D the operations manager has drawn up 
a process chart to guide staff on the kinds of questions they would 
need to ask to judge eligibility for other streams. 

Trailblazer A and Trailblazer D adopted this approach in order to 
avoid pre-assessment becoming “a simple box-ticking exercise”. 
Instead strategic staff wanted to encourage delivery staff to 
discuss the customer’s holistic support needs which a 
questionnaire might overlook. One member of staff in Trailblazer D 
reported that the flexible guidance makes it easier for staff to tailor 
the questions to customers’ circumstances. 

In general where a unified eligibility questionnaire is used, staff are 
clearer about when they should or should not refer customers to 
other funding streams. However, the eligibility questionnaire also 
poses a number of challenges which are explored in Section 4.2. 

Assessment 

In all but one Trailblazer (Trailblazer C), the assessment is not 
joined-up between funding streams. Instead, funding streams 
continue to use their own pre-Right to Control assessment 
processes meaning that this aspect of the customer journey has 
not changed. 

Trailblazers that maintained their pre-Right to Control assessment 
processes thought that joint assessments were impractical for a 
number of reasons. Firstly, each funding stream needed to collect 
different information so staff thought combining existing 
assessment forms would be cumbersome, and possibly 
unfeasible, as some of the forms were already very long. 
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Secondly, staff conducting joint assessments would need to be 
trained on every funding stream – some funding streams such as 
Disabled Facilities Grant (DFG) required qualifications – and the 
training would need to be kept up-to-date. Taking into account the 
number of frontline staff involved and the volume of information 
they would need to absorb at short notice, they felt this was 
unrealistic. 

“We couldn't see why you would do that or how you 

would do that, because in order to assess eligibility 

for social care you need to be a Social Worker with 

training in that area … There actually wasn’t a lot of 

commonality.” 

Trailblazer E operational staff 

Thirdly, the length of the assessment process varies by funding 
stream (an Adult Social Care assessment might take a month (i.e. 
be conducted over more than one visit) whereas an Access to 
Work assessment is typically done over two days) so a joint 
assessment would delay the process in some funding streams. 
Finally, staff noted that customers would not always be ready to be 
assessed for multiple funding streams at the same time. For 
example, they may want to finalise their social care support and 
get their day-to-day life settled before looking for work through 
Work Choice. 

However, in Trailblazer C which adopted a centralised approach, 
customers have a single, holistic assessment (except for DFG 
which triggered a separate visit from the Occupational Therapist), 
conducted jointly by multidisciplinary team staff for the relevant 
funding streams. For example, a customer with learning disabilities 
and eligible for Adult Social Care and Work Choice would be 
assessed jointly by a Disability Employment Advisor and a social 
worker specialising in learning disabilities. This is possible 
because the staff in the multidisciplinary team work exclusively 
with Right to Control customers and are able to adapt their 
assessments on a case-by-case basis, particularly as they deal 
with a smaller number of customers. 
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Data sharing 

Trailblazers have adopted various ways of sharing customer data 
between funding streams. Trailblazer D set up a SharePoint 
database where frontline staff have to log referrals and upload 
assessments, support plans and reviews. This information is 
accessible by all funding streams. 

Trailblazer B was in the process of setting up SharePoint. Other 
Trailblazers were considering creating a SharePoint site in the 
future. However, some Trailblazers felt this would be too costly 
and have instead set up secure email systems where staff had to 
email a funding stream-specific email address to send information 
to a partner, or a central email address coordinating referrals in the 
case of Trailblazer G. 

The challenges associated with data sharing are discussed in 
Section 4.2. 

Involvement of ULOs in the delivery of the Right to Control 

As well as involving ULOs in the implementation of the Right to 
Control via co-production activities, three Trailblazers have 
commissioned ULOs to deliver aspects of the Right to Control.  

In Trailblazer G, the citizens’ hubs run by disabled volunteers and 
ULOs can administer the eligibility questionnaire and provide 
information and advice about the Right to Control to disabled 
people and carers. 

In Trailblazer A, Trailblazer C and Trailblazer E, Centres for 
Independent Living are involved in brokering support plans (i.e. 
offering advice and guidance to customers to help them complete 
their support plans). In this way, customers can receive help from 
volunteers who are using the same services as them, so have 
gone through the same process themselves. In Trailblazer E, this 
Centre for Independent Living brokerage system was already in 
existence prior to the Right to Control. 

In Trailblazer D, strategic staff were considering commissioning 
ULOs to carry out reviews for Right to Control customers. They 
wanted to encourage ULOs’ involvement in the delivery in the 
belief that it was compatible with the spirit of the Right to Control. 
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“I think that fits in with choice and control … I would 

say that what you ought to be doing is getting ULOs 

in a position to be working alongside their peers to 

undertake the reviews to support individuals.” 

Trailblazer D strategic staff 

2.3. Local co-production 

Role of local co-production teams 

The involvement of local co-production teams in the design of the 
Right to Control varied greatly across Trailblazers. 

Some co-production teams were involved in designing, advising or 
testing marketing materials, brochures and tools. For instance, in 
Trailblazer G the co-production team had helped to design the 
eligibility questionnaire, while in Trailblazer D the team had helped 
to trial a pre-payment card system to manage direct payments. 

Other co-production teams were involved in helping to engage 
frontline staff and customers with the Right to Control. In some 
Trailblazers they helped to train delivery staff to ensure that the 
service incorporated users’ perspectives. For instance, in 
Trailblazer A the co-production team trained social workers and in 
Trailblazer F the team conducted workshops with all Adult 
Services staff. Some had also held community events to promote 
the Right to Control to hard-to-reach groups – for example, in 
Trailblazer E the team held events with housing support groups 
and in Jobcentre Plus offices. 

In a few cases, co-production teams also had a wider role in 
designing and influencing their Trailblazer’s strategic vision for the 
Right to Control. For example, in Trailblazer C a member of the 
local co-production team and their carer were seconded full-time to 
the operational team for two months to help define the Right to 
Control customer journey. More generally, many co-production 
teams were involved in drawing up the bid for their areas to 
become Right to Control Trailblazers (which we return to later in 
this section). 
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Staff views of local co-production 

Staffs’ views on co-production tended to differ depending on their 
job roles. Strategic and operational staff had very positive views. 
They felt it was helping to change the working culture in the 
statutory organisations – whereas previously staff would design 
support and consult service users later, service users were now 
directly involved at the design stage – and strategic and 
operational staff felt they were beginning to see the benefits of this 
approach. For example, some strategic staff members noted that 
working with service users helped to highlight issues that 
otherwise would have been left undetected. 

“We didn’t necessarily know what some of the 

challenges were from a user’s perspective … the fact 

that people had 27 conversations instead of having a 

formal assessment, that they spent time stuck in 

systems was a really strong message.” 

Trailblazer A strategic staff 

Some strategic and operational staff did however, feel that this 
culture change came more naturally to local authority staff 
because they had previous experience of personalisation and a 
history of involving service users (albeit through consultations 
rather than at the design stage). By contrast, they expected this 
way of working to be a greater step-change for Jobcentre Plus 
staff. 

“It is very common in local authority provision for 

disabled people to be involved in a whole range of 

things in a consultative way or in training. I think it 

has probably been less common for Department for 

Work and Pensions staff to experience that, so there 

are cultural tensions between organisations.” 

Trailblazer A strategic staff 

Some ULOs shared this view explaining that while local authorities 
were very supportive of co-production, Jobcentre Plus staff were 
harder to engage. Nevertheless, it is important to note that these 
were not the views of Jobcentre Plus staff themselves. However, 
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some staff in Jobcentre Plus did consider themselves to have 
higher priorities than local co-production, or the Right to Control 
more generally (see Section 4.2). 

However, among frontline delivery staff the views on local co-
production were more mixed. Some were concerned that service 
users might not be able to position themselves beyond their own 
personal circumstances. In one Trailblazer, one frontline staff 
member also thought that the local co-production team lacked 
knowledge of funding stream guidelines which gave rise to 
unrealistic expectations of what the Right to Control could achieve. 
For example, the co-production team asked that Right to Control 
customers be allowed to use Access to Work funding to pay for a 
train season ticket rather than taxis but this was against Access to 
Work guidelines. 

The operational staff member in Trailblazer D also noted that 
frontline staff had initially been concerned about discussing service 
changes with users for fear that the latter would interpret this as 
service cuts. However, the operational staff member felt these 
opinions had changed after staff did actually get the chance to 
work with the co-production team. 

“All of those fears proved to be unfounded … you 

could use the word ‘savings’ without freaking them 

[service users] out.” 

Trailblazer D operational staff 

Views of local co-production members 

Local co-production members found it difficult to judge the success 
of co-production because the concept was new to them. They 
noted that members including staff were still learning how to co-
produce. 

Local co-production members were able to highlight examples 
where they thought that their teams had successfully influenced or 
improved specific aspects of the Right to Control. For example, in 
Trailblazer A the local co-production team led in designing the 
customer journey, and had the penultimate sign-off rights before it 
went directly to the local authority Chief Executive for final sign-off. 
These types of examples made co-production members feel that 
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strategic and operational staff were taking their input seriously 
rather than being a box-ticking exercise. 

However, when considering the overall influence they had over the 
Right to Control, the perspectives of local co-production members 
were more lukewarm than those of strategic and operational staff. 
Members generally felt that they were not equal partners in the 
Right to Control because their influence only extended to areas 
defined by statutory partners – statutory partners set the agendas 
for strategic and operational team meetings and decided which 
aspects of design needed co-production. They felt that the way co-
production activities are funded contributed to this perception. As a 
result, many local co-production members did not feel they had 
much influence over the strategic vision of the Right to Control in 
their Trailblazers and were sometimes unsure what this was. 

“However much it’s co-produced … the agenda for 

what is co-produced is not set by us.” 

Local co-production member 

Local co-production members also thought the reaction to co-
production from frontline staff was very mixed. Some frontline staff 
in both the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) and local 
authority funding streams had been enthusiastic and committed to 
involving disabled people at the design stage – these staff tended 
to have a better idea of how co-production linked to the 
personalisation agenda and how it could help improve services for 
disabled people. However, co-production members felt that many 
staff were resisting co-production because they did not see its 
benefits. 

Success factors and challenges in local co-production 

Both staff and local co-production members identified a number of 
success factors and challenges associated with local co-
production and gave insights into how the latter could be or had 
been overcome. 

Defining co-production 

Many local co-production members noted co-production was new 
for everybody which means that there was no tried and tested, well 
established way of doing co-production that Trailblazers could 
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draw on. Trailblazers did not know what co-production should look 
like in practice. Some ULOs said they would have liked to have 
time at the start to think about how they wanted co-production to 
work and agree a shared definition with statutory partners, but the 
implementation phase was too short for that. In retrospect, ULOs 
had very different perspectives on the role of local co-production. 
Some felt that local co-production teams should function more as 
pressure groups, while others wanted to be a driving force in the 
implementation and delivery of the Right to Control locally. 

Co-production members thought that Trailblazers’ lack of 
experience in co-production and the absence of a model they 
could use allowed statutory partners to apply a narrow definition 
which restricted their input to a consultative and advisory role. 

Despite this, some staff and local co-production members felt that 
the remit of co-production was expanding over time, as statutory 
partners become more confident in using local co-production 
teams in new ways after some successful initial experiences. 
Working cultures gradually changed to accommodate more joint 
working with disabled people, showing that Trailblazers learnt how 
to do co-production as the Right to Control developed. 

“People are now coming to us to find things out. 

People [other practitioners] are finding out what we 

do and where we fit in.” 

Local co-production member 

However, co-production members thought that in retrospect this 
culture change could have happened much more quickly if there 
had been specific training on co-production, explaining its purpose 
and ingraining a shared definition of the term among staff. Some 
members noted that their Trailblazers had intended to hold this 
training during the implementation stage, but it became a low 
priority relative to other training to ensure they could go live on 
time. As a result, staff had already started working in their old ways 
and found it much harder to change working practices at a later 
stage. 

Some local co-production members also thought Trailblazers 
should have clarified their expectations from co-production early 
on in the implementation stage, so staff and members would know 
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what they should be aiming to achieve. Some members felt that 
they had no clear role other than sitting in at strategic and 
operational team meetings. Here, some suggested that 
Trailblazers could have jointly drawn up a founding document 
outlining expectations for co-production and what these meant in 
practical terms. 

“There’s no shared vision of an outcome and how 

we’ll know if it’s happened.” 

Local co-production member 

Involving local co-production teams at an early stage 

In many cases, local co-production members were involved in the 
Right to Control from the bid stage usually as representatives of a 
ULO. Many members felt that their involvement from this early 
stage was central to the success of co-production because: 

It gave co-production members the opportunity to shape the bid 
and to embed co-production into both the language of the bid and 
the proposed delivery models. Local co-production members from 
one Trailblazer noted that they had been able to change the 
emphasis of the bid to better reflect the needs of disabled people. 

Having staff and local co-production members working together at 
an early stage meant there was more time to develop a shared 
vision for the implementation of the Right to Control and ensure 
that all those involved were working towards the same goals. It 
remains to be seen whether the Trailblazers where local co-
production emerged later will nonetheless develop this shared 
vision over time, as they catch up. 

Local co-production members also thought that it was important for 
them to be involved in strategic and operational team meetings 
from an early stage: 

Early joint-working allowed staff and local co-production members 
to develop good working relationships with each other, which 
meant that the presence of local co-production members in 
strategic and operational teams later on in the implementation and 
delivery stages was taken more seriously. In one Trailblazer, 
where the co-production team only joined the strategic team late in 
the implementation stage, co-production members felt that the rest 



Right to Control Trailblazers Process Evaluation Wave 1: Main Report 

36 

 

of the strategic team did not consider them as equals because, by 
that point, relationships were already cemented. 

It also allowed staff and members to set clear ground rules in 
meetings from an early stage, so both groups felt free to express 
their views and there was an agreed way of dealing with any 
disagreements. 

Involving local co-production teams in the decision-making 
process 

Both co-production members and staff felt that local co-production 
worked best when members worked closely with strategic and 
operational teams so they could ensure the strategic vision and 
processes were in line with what service users wanted. Members 
identified a number of ways in which they could develop better 
working relationships with strategic and operational teams: 

Co-production members wanted to be involved in setting the 
meeting agendas. Some Trailblazers included an update from the 
co-production team as a standing item on their strategic board 
meeting agenda and this was considered good practice. 

Members also highlighted that local co-production teams needed 
to remain involved with strategy and operations after the 
implementation stage. Some thought there was a risk that strategic 
and operational teams had become complacent about co-
production after going live, of which local co-production members 
disapproved. 

There needed to be a good mediator between strategic and 
operational teams and local co-production teams – someone who 
would encourage co-production members to speak up in meetings, 
make efforts to avoid jargon and keep the co-production team 
informed of overall progress. In some cases, members said that 
partners had been unwilling to discuss the Right to Control with 
them outside of board meetings or had held unofficial meetings 
with other partners, both of which meant that co-production teams 
were kept out of the loop. 
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Making local co-production inclusive and accessible 

Staff and local co-production members noted that successful co-
production should be as inclusive as possible. However, most co-
production teams primarily included ULO members, and very few 
also drew on independent disabled people. All parties considered 
this problematic since ULOs could not represent the views of all 
users in a local area. 

“When we talk about disabled people's organisations 

they are not wholly inclusive of all disabled people in 

an area. Many disabled people in an area won't know. 

Older people won't know.” 

Trailblazer A strategic staff 

“For me, working with one User-Led Organisation is 

actually extremely restrictive and doesn’t really do 

co-production.” 

Trailblazer F strategic staff 

ULOs were in agreement with this assessment. One ULO 
described that they could not be expected to be the voice of all 
disabled people in the Trailblazer with the limited resources they 
had. Some ULOs had tried to engage with non-members but found 
it difficult keeping recruits engaged. Sustaining the involvement of 
co-production members over time was a challenge which ULOs 
partly attributed to the demand of co-production activities and the 
lack of financial reward for members (see below). 

Overall, the groups missing from co-production activities are deaf 
people, people with learning disabilities, people from ethnic 
minority backgrounds, young disabled adults, and in a smaller 
number of sites people living with HIV, Lesbian Gay and Bisexual 
disabled people, and people living with mental health conditions. 
Local co-production teams explained that they wanted their group 
to better represent people with specific impairment types, such as 
people with learning disabilities, and deaf and hearing impaired 
people. However, this required adapting co-production practices to 
make them accessible to people with a range of needs and some 
Trailblazers did not have the resource for this. For example, many 
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had not set aside funding for a British Sign Language interpreter 
which meant that deaf people were excluded from co-production. 

Well-established ULOs 

Having well established ULOs in place prior to the Right to Control 
was a key success factor for co-production activities. It enabled 
Trailblazers to build on their experience and infrastructure. When 
this was not the case, for example in Trailblazer C, the Trailblazer 
had to first build a structure (such as a Centre for Independent 
Living) before being able to start co-production – doing both was 
very challenging for all parties in the limited time available prior to 
the launch. In contrast, Trailblazer G was able to draw upon the 
expertise and strength of many ULOs, which acted jointly and 
became an important and cohesive driving force of the 
implementation of the Right to Control locally. 

In addition, the involvement of well established ULOs gave the co-
production group more assertiveness, which members felt was a 
key quality when attending strategic board meetings. 

Funding and resources 

Many ULOs considered that funding for co-production was 
problematic. In most Trailblazers, members of co-production 
groups were only paid expenses and were volunteers. This 
created some tensions locally as disabled people did not feel 
recognised for the experience they were bringing. Some members 
highlighted that co-production activities were very demanding of 
their time and represented a significant personal commitment, 
which needed to be acknowledged for co-production to be 
sustainable over time. 

Similarly, many ULOs felt that they received very little money in 
proportion to the input expected of them for co-production 
activities. Some ULOs explained that they had to attend many 
meetings to be able to play a valuable role in the Right to Control 
locally, but they did not feel that the funding they had received 
covered the staff time they had dedicated to the Right to Control, 
so had to find alternative sources of funding to recover their costs. 
In one Trailblazer, ULOs mentioned that they committed some of 
their own resources to the Right to Control, because they could 
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see its benefits to disabled people and to ULOs locally and wanted 
to make it work. 

Importantly, some ULOs felt that other partners treated them more 
as a supplier fulfilling a contract, rather than a full partner with the 
right to scrutinise every aspect of the Right to Control. A symbolic 
example of this was that in some Trailblazers local co-production 
members received no core funding and instead had to invoice the 
local authority for their time and travel expenses, as a supplier 
would. 

“I still don’t think the programme team accept us as 

equal partners … We feel accountable to the project 

team, rather than them to us.” 

Local co-production member 

Many ULOs felt that the way co-production activities were funded 
limited what they could demand from statutory partners. In some 
instances, they wanted to be able to set the agenda for co-
production, or to have sign-off over some important decisions 
regarding the delivery processes, but did not feel their relationship 
with the statutory partners enabled them to ask for that. 

2.4. Factors affecting implementation 

The flow chart in Figure 1 outlines the overarching factors affecting 
the implementation of the Right to Control and their impact. A 
number of these factors are historical or beyond the Trailblazers’ 
sphere of influence at least in the short to medium term. The rest 
of this section discusses each of these factors in detail. 
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Figure 1: Factors affecting implementation 
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Different working cultures among partners 

Differences in working cultures between the main delivery partners 
were frequently cited by staff. In particular, local authority staff 
were frustrated by Jobcentre Plus’s hierarchical structure which 
meant that Jobcentre Plus representatives on strategic and 
operational teams often lacked the authority to make joint 
decisions without prior approval, which slowed down progress. 

“It’s that difference between local organisations and 

national organisations. If you’re a local county 

council or a district you can make decisions at a 

lower level … With a central government department 

in DWP, Jobcentre Plus, they’re a different ball game 

– a different set of people making those decisions and 

making them with a different set of imperatives.” 

Trailblazer G strategic staff 
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It is however important to note that Trailblazers had anticipated 
differences in working culture to be a key challenge to 
implementation. In fact, some strategic staff noted that one of the 
reasons for them wanting to be a Trailblazer was to facilitate better 
partnership working with Jobcentre Plus. 

“We didn’t say, ‘Well we want to see a total change in 

the way things are happening’. We just wanted to … 

start actually having those conversations.” 

Trailblazer G strategic staff 

However, in areas where there was already a history of the local 
authority and DWP working together prior to the Right to Control 
(Trailblazer C and Trailblazer E), for example in delivering Work 
Choice as part of the local authority’s employment agenda, 
differences in working culture were perceived to be less of an 
issue. 

Number of partners 

All Trailblazers are working with multiple Jobcentre Plus offices. 
Trailblazer A, Trailblazer D and Trailblazer F also have multiple 
local authority partners with county, district and borough councils, 
which made joint-working a real challenge. In addition, co-
ordination also took on another level – strategic and operational 
staff had to coordinate and engage with several partners. 
Moreover, they also had to ensure that partners’ engagement and 
commitment were sustained. These issues combined meant that 
decision-making often took longer and progress was slower. 

Some staff also highlighted that the catchment areas of Local 
Authorities did not always match Jobcentre Plus geographical 
boundaries, meaning that not all customers visiting a Jobcentre 
were eligible for the Right to Control. This made the delivery 
challenging as staff needed to be aware of the exact geographical 
boundaries of the Trailblazers. Some staff found it uncomfortable 
treating customers differently depending on where they lived. 
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“You have to make sure you know the boundaries 

because it’s only a pilot. And our patch, it goes as far 

as [city]. And of course [city] is not under the County 

Council … and this is where it gets difficult for some 

of my colleagues in other areas.” 

Trailblazer D delivery staff 

Trailblazers in two-tier authorities also had to involve district 
councils because they controlled funding for DFGs. This made the 
implementation more difficult than in unitary authorities since it 
required joining-up county and district-level services that had 
previously worked separately. Strategic staff in these Trailblazers 
also found the level of engagement from district councils to be 
variable and this affected consistency of delivery across Trailblazer 
Area. 

Having multiple partners made the need for strong and stable 
leadership from strategic staff particularly important. 

Previous experience of personalisation initiatives 

Generally staff in local authorities or funding streams that had a 
history of personalisation initiatives found it easier to implement 
the Right to Control. For example, Trailblazer C, Trailblazer D and 
Trailblazer F had previous experience in self-directed support, 
either because they took part in the individual budgets pilots or 
because they had started implementing personal budgets in Adult 
Social Care well in advance of national rollout. For strategic and 
operational staff in these areas, the Right to Control was less of a 
step-change. This was also the case for Independent Living Fund 
(ILF) staff and customers as direct payments were already in place 
for all ILF customers prior to Right to Control. 

“We’ve been offering Personal Budgets for Adult 

Social Care for all new clients since 2008 so it’s very 

much the next logical step for us.” 

Trailblazer D operational staff 

However, prior experience of personalisation also produced 
unintended consequences on occasions. For example, some staff 
working in funding streams that already offered self-directed 
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support or a choice of provider did not see the difference between 
their existing work practices and the Right to Control. They did not 
appreciate how customers could benefit from the Right to Control 
and the customers were, in turn, left ignorant about their right. 

“It’s business as usual, because we’ve always offered 

the right to choose who or where you get your 

support from.” 

Trailblazer C delivery staff 

Section 4.2 further explores staff lack of understanding of the Right 
to Control. 

Continuity of leadership and dedicated staff 

Implementation was smoother when Trailblazers had strategic and 
operational teams in place at the outset. This gave the teams time 
to develop a coherent vision for the Right to Control which, in turn, 
fostered greater engagement from other staff. Continuity of 
leadership also fostered good working relationships between 
partners and a greater appreciation of differences in working 
practices. Staff felt this was the case in Trailblazer C where the 
same strategic team members have been in place since the 
bidding stage. 

In instances where key staff members were not in place from the 
start or were replaced during implementation, this substantially 
slowed down the implementation. For instance, Trailblazer F was 
not able to recruit a project manager until just four months prior to 
going live, and did not have time to implement the delivery model 
they originally wanted as a result (so opted instead for a virtual 
hub). In Trailblazer B the project manager changed and this 
impacted progress because the new project manager needed time 
to get up to speed and develop relationships. 

As well as continuity of leadership, staff felt that having key staff 
members working exclusively on the Right to Control made 
implementation easier. Where staff members had additional 
responsibilities this gave rise to conflicting priorities. In Trailblazer 
G the entire operational team worked full-time on the Right to 
Control, whereas in Trailblazer A and Trailblazer E staff often had 
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existing roles in their own funding streams or partner agencies so 
the Right to Control was seen as a “bolt-on” to these roles. 

“Getting local area ownership has been challenging … 

The local leadership and implementation has been led 

by people who've got four other jobs to do.” 

Trailblazer A strategic staff 

Staff involved in implementing the Right to Control were also often 
involved in other service transformations in their Trailblazer. For 
example, in Trailblazer E the project manager was also in charge 
of transformation in Adult Social Care, an arrangement intended to 
share the learning from the Right to Control and other initiatives in 
Adult Social Care. By contrast, Trailblazer F had a dedicated staff 
member whose role was to bridge the Right to Control with existing 
personalisation initiatives, and this was distinct from the role of the 
project manager. Both approaches had pros and cons – the former 
streamlined decision making and coordination but placed greater 
strain on one staff member. 

Implementation during service restructuring 

In some Trailblazers, implementation took place at the same time 
as service restructuring. Trailblazer A, Trailblazer B and Trailblazer 
G had all undergone major service restructures to make savings. 
Adult Social Care services in some local authorities such as 
Trailblazer G were heavily affected by these changes. 

The restructuring made implementation more complicated for a 
number of reasons. Firstly, higher staff turnover impacted on 
continuity of leadership and project management capacity. 
Replacement staff needed to be trained on the Right to Control. 
Secondly, delivering the Right to Control became a secondary 
priority for staff who were increasingly concerned about their own 
job security and roles. Finally, staff reported that some customers 
viewed the Right to Control as synonymous with service cuts. 
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“Staff are under huge pressure at the moment, public 

service cuts and increasing expectations on staff 

means that the ability of them to spend time with 

individuals is limited. And the ability of us to pull staff 

out to give them more detailed briefing and training is 

limited.” 

Trailblazer E operational staff 

“The question has repeatedly come back to us, ‘Are 

you doing this because it’s a way of saving money? Is 

this just a nice way of actually saying we want you to 

have less money overall?’” 

Trailblazer C strategic staff 

2.5. Implementation: actual versus intention 

Trailblazers’ expectations 

Overall, Trailblazers felt the implementation and delivery went as 
they had expected, though two Trailblazers are more tentative 
about their progress because they only went live in March and 
April 2011. At the time of fieldwork, the number of customers 
opting for alternative provision under the Right to Control was low 
but in line with strategic staff’s expectations. Embedding the Right 
to Control requires a significant change in working practices and 
culture which takes time. 

“It’s in keeping with my expectations at this stage. I 

expect a slow take-off, I don’t expect overnight 

massive pick-up.” 

Trailblazer G strategic staff 

In retrospect, many strategic staff said they would have liked to be 
able to progress some things faster, in particular: resolving funding 
stream specific issues (i.e. what customers could use their funding 
for according to national legal guidelines), overcoming cultural 
barriers and instilling good partnership working. These challenges 
are explored in Section 4.2. Strategic staff noted some of these 
aspects could have gone more smoothly with better long-term 
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planning at national level (for funding stream specific issues) 
though cultural barriers would still take time to overcome. 

“A lot of challenges could have been anticipated if 

you’d looked at what it actually means in the long 

run. So I think if that bit of work had been done 

beforehand we could have got further, quicker.” 

Trailblazer G strategic staff 

Change to the delivery models 

Many Trailblazers were still working on aspects of the 
implementation a few months after going live, possibly reflecting 
the fairly short implementation phase.10 Many strategic and 
operational staff commented that having more time before going 
live would have been beneficial, taking into account the substantial 
set-up work involved. Aspects they were still working on included 
setting up processes for monitoring and reviews, improving 
systems for staff to make referrals and share personal data, 
developing the providers markets to enable customers to have a 
choice of options, commissioning ULOs to deliver parts of the 
Right to Control jointly with statutory partners, and looking at the 
portability of the resource allocation for customers moving to 
another local authority area within the Trailblazer. 

None of the Trailblazers have departed from their intended delivery 
model since going live, but the two that adopted a more centralised 
approach were considering some changes to help mainstream the 
Right to Control (Trailblazer C and Trailblazer F). The other 
Trailblazers changed specific aspects in response to challenges 
they had identified, for example tweaking the eligibility 
questionnaire so it fits better with the existing assessment form for 
a given funding stream, and changing some funding streams 
guidelines such as Work Choice. These changes are detailed in 
Section 4.2. Finally, many Trailblazers were considering extending 
the Right to Control to all existing customers (i.e. not just existing 
ILF customers) – Trailblazer C was already offering this. 

                                      
10

 ODI informed areas of their Trailblazer status in late February 2010. Five 

Trailblazers went live in December 2010. The remaining two Trailblazers went 
live in March and April 2011, respectively. 
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The rest of this section looks at three key changes to the intended 
delivery model that Trailblazers were making or were considering: 
ensuring sustainability of the centralised approach, setting up 
processes for joint reviews and reviewing the eligibility criteria. 

Making centralised approaches more sustainable 

Trailblazers with a centralised approach were considering changes 
to make their delivery models more sustainable. 

In Trailblazer C, strategic staff were considering changing the 
multidisciplinary team from a physical to a virtual team as the 
current model (dedicated team of staff seconded from their funding 
streams) was not considered financially viable in the long run. In 
retrospect, strategic staff in Trailblazer C noted that there should 
have been greater focus, from the outset, on exploring ways to 
mainstream the learning from the multidisciplinary team to other 
frontline staff. However, delivery staff expressed concern with this 
approach – they believed that it would make partnership working 
more difficult and, over time, staff would become less 
knowledgeable about other funding streams. Trailblazer F was 
also moving towards a more mainstreamed approach for similar 
reasons. The plan was to train all staff to deliver the Right to 
Control (see Section 2.4 and Chapter 6). 

Arrangements for joined-up reviews 

Trailblazers had not had any Right to Control customers reach the 
review stage11 at the time of the fieldwork. Many were still in the 
process of finalising their approach for reviews. They wanted to 
find ways to streamline this process for customers and, at the 
same time, make the process more cost-effective. 

In Trailblazer D, operational staff were considering creating a 
virtual team of specialists to deliver joint reviews for customers on 
multiple funding streams. Strategic and operational staff felt that 
up-skilling all frontline staff was not presently cost effective due to 
low customer volume. Instead the idea was to allow a small group 

                                      
11

 This excludes ILF customers, who had reached review stage, but were not 

strictly new Right to Control customers, since their support began pre-Right to 
Control. 
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of staff to initially map best practice for joint reviews before rolling 
out the process to all frontline staff when customer volume 
increases. 

“What’s the point of up-skilling everybody when the 

reality is you’re talking about small numbers of 

customers that will be impacted?” 

Trailblazer D strategic staff 

Changing Right to Control eligibility criteria 

Many Trailblazers were considering extending the Right to Control 
to existing customers at the review stage. Staff felt this would have 
many advantages: 

 It would enable staff to adopt the same processes for all 
customers. 

 It would help to mainstream the Right to Control as, over time, 
more customers would be transferred to the Right to Control. 

 It would be fairer for all customers, especially as existing ILF 
customers are already offered the Right to Control during 
reviews. 

 It would be more appropriate for some customer groups such 
as those with a mental health condition. Staff felt that these 
customers could be more receptive to, and benefit from, the 
Right to Control at review. This issue was also mentioned by a 
customer who found it challenging to give their full attention to 
the Right Control when they had not yet come to terms with a 
recently acquired and life changing impairment. 

“If we were to offer Right to Control when [customers 

have] had that service a while, and they were getting 

on their feet and feeling better about things, they may 

accept Right to Control because they are perhaps in a 

better place than they are right at the start of the 

service.” 

Trailblazer A delivery staff 
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3. Customers’ experience of the Right to 
Control 

This chapter first explores customers’ awareness of the Right to 
Control, before looking at their experiences of the Right to Control 
customer journey. Finally, it details how customers are exercising 
their Right to Control and the factors that contribute to a positive 
customer experience. 

As mentioned, none of the customers interviewed had reached the 
review stage in the customer journey, meaning that customers’ 
experience of monitoring and reviews will be explored in the 
second wave of the research planned for summer 2012. 

Key findings 

 Awareness and understanding of the Right to Control was low 
among customers. This is potentially because some did not 
remember being told about it, but also reflects the patchy 
understanding observed among delivery staff. The Right to 
Control was often seen as synonymous with direct payments. 

 Many customers described a journey that did not resemble the 
Right to Control. They did not recall being told how much 
support they were entitled to, being offered choice over their 
support, or being told about the different ways of exercising 
the Right to Control. 

 Those who recalled going through support planning noted that 
it had a positive impact on their experience and eventual 
support package. However, very few of those who were 
receiving services or equipment actually recalled having a 
support plan. 

 Customers who were aware of the Right to Control and 
followed the intended Right to Control customer journey were 
usually much happier with the process. They found it quicker 
than anticipated and were able to exercise choice and control 
over the funding they received, often resulting in more flexible 
and tailored support. 
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3.1. Awareness and understanding 

A small number of existing Adult Social Care customers in 
Trailblazer A, Trailblazer B and Trailblazer C recalled being told 
they were eligible for the Right to Control, usually by their social 
worker. However, most of the customers interviewed were 
unfamiliar with the term and said they had not heard about it from 
staff. Moreover, these customers were generally unaware that they 
had a choice about how they receive support. This is possibly 
because they did not remember being told, although the interviews 
with frontline staff revealed that some staff were not explaining it 
fully, or were not delivering the Right to Control as intended (see 
Section 4.2). 

“I don’t think it was explained fully. But, I’ve got to be 

honest, I think perhaps that the lady that was telling 

me about it probably didn’t understand it herself.” 

Trailblazer A Access to Work customer 

A few members of staff explained that, although they told 
customers about their right to greater choice and control, they did 
not use the “Right to Control” brand with customers for fear of 
creating confusion. This was particularly the case among staff who 
were dealing with customers who were only eligible for Adult 
Social Care – staff thought that these customers were more 
accustomed to terms such as ‘direct payment’ or ‘individual 
budget’. That said, the fact that the journey that many customers 
described did not resemble the Right to Control points to problems 
with the delivery, rather than with the terminology used to describe 
the Right to Control to customers.  

Among the small number of customers who were familiar with the 
term Right to Control, understanding of what it entailed varied 
greatly. Some knew very little about it, while others had more 
detailed understanding – these were mostly the customers on 
multiple funding streams in Trailblazer C, who dealt with a 
centralised delivery team working exclusively on the Right to 
Control. Most said they received little information about the Right 
to Control though some noted they received written information 
which they had not read. 
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Some customers who had received support prior to Right to 
Control thought that Right to Control was the same as direct 
payments – a view that was shared by a number of staff. Indeed 
Adult Social Care customers with prior experience of individual 
budgets struggled to understand the difference between individual 
budgets and the Right to Control. 

“It used to be called ‘in control’, then ‘individual 

budgets’, and now it’s changed to something else 

which is quite amazing really, the way they keep 

changing the name.” 

Trailblazer B Adult Social Care customer (Carer) 

A few customers said they had “refused” the Right to Control – 
which meant they had refused an alternative provision under their 
Right to Control - giving various reasons: 

 Some thought that the Right to Control was only offering direct 
payments and they did not want the responsibility of looking 
after invoicing and finances.12 In previous research, users of 
personal budgets raised similar concerns.13 

 Some did not think the Right to Control could do anything for 
them in their current situation. One example was a customer 
waiting to be re-housed. This was such a major issue for them 
that they did not feel they could consider looking for work 
under Work Choice until their housing need was resolved. 

Furthermore, Independent Living Fund (ILF) staff mentioned that 
some ILF customers did not want to make changes to their support 
either because they were already happy with their existing care 
package, or because they feared losing it if they made changes. 

                                      
12

 The Right to Control does allow customers to receive direct payments, but 

also gives the option to continue receiving their support as normal, or asking a 
public body to arrange and manage new support. The Right to Control also 
combines support from six funding streams, so is broader than direct 
payments. 
13

 See Ipsos MORI (2011), ‘Users of Social Care Personal Budgets’, National 

Audit Office, available at http://bit.ly/qBN8Pn. 

http://bit.ly/qBN8Pn
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These points show that customers did not necessarily see the 
Right to Control as a legal entitlement. Instead they saw it as 
something on ‘offer’ which they could ‘take up’ or ‘refuse’, where 
‘take up’ would lead to a change in their support or to a direct 
payment. This was similar to some staff’s perceptions of the Right 
to Control, as Section 4.2 discusses. 

3.2. Experience of the Right to Control process 

Many customers reported a journey that did not resemble the Right 
to Control. The following key features were largely absent: 

 They did not recall being asked about any support needs 
outside of a single funding stream (i.e. being cross-checked 
for different funding streams), even in Trailblazers that 
purported to have a No Wrong Door delivery model. 

 They did not know or recall being told which funding stream(s) 
they were eligible for, or how much funding they were entitled 
to receive. 

 They did not remember being offered choice and control over 
their support, in terms of providers or types of support. 

 They did not think they had a support plan, though a few 
reported having more than one. 

This was more common among customers who were unaware 
they had the Right to Control and particularly among those 
receiving Disabled Facilities Grant (DFG) and Work Choice. Again, 
it is worth noting that customers may have gone through the above 
steps but not recalled this later, or not understood at the time that 
they were undergoing an eligibility check or support planning. 
However, staff interviews suggest that in some cases staff were 
not administering eligibility questionnaires or support planning as 
intended under their Trailblazer delivery model. 

The rest of this section explores the customer journey in detail. 

Entry points 

Entry points for the customers who were interviewed varied 
according to funding stream: 
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 Most Adult Social Care customers first came into contact with 
the Right to Control via a social worker. 

 The most common point of entry for Access to Work 
customers was referral via employers. Some of these 
customers had previously applied for Access to Work and 
appeared to have been re-assessed following the launch of 
the Right to Control. 

 Most Work Choice customers were referred to a Disability 
Employment Adviser during a routine appointment for 
Jobseeker’s Allowance. Some were referred by another 
professional (for example, one was referred by their 
depression management mentor) whilst others recalled 
receiving direct marketing through the post. Customers who 
contacted a Work Choice provider directly in response to the 
marketing were more positive about the information, advice 
and guidance given to them compared with those who were 
referred via Jobcentre Plus. 

Eligibility for other funding streams 

Most customers did not recall being asked about any support 
needs they may have outside of the particular funding stream that 
they spoke to. For example, those who were on the Work Choice 
or Access to Work funding streams generally did not recall being 
asked any questions about their life outside of work. Again, this is 
in line with findings from staff which showed that: 

 Frontline staff did not always tell customers that they were 
checking their eligibility for other support – that is, customers 
would only be notified if staff felt they were likely to be eligible 
for additional funding 

 The eligibility questionnaire was not consistently administered 
to all customers. This issue is discussed in Section 4.2. 

Assessment 

All customers recalled having at least one assessment. In 
Trailblazer C, customers on multiple funding streams had a single 
assessment covering all the funding streams (except DFG where a 
separate appointment with an occupational therapist was 
arranged). They reported generally positive experiences: 
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 They liked having a single assessment 

 The found the staff doing the assessment considerate and 
helpful 

 They found the assessment comprehensive and appreciated 
that the assessor even signposted them to other support such 
as the Disability Living Allowance and free bus passes (which 
fall outside of the Right to Control funding streams). 

In other Trailblazers, only ten of the customers interviewed were 
eligible for multiple funding streams, and they all had more than 
one assessment. A few of these customers could not tell the 
difference between their assessments, and wondered if they had 
been assessed twice for the same funding stream. Another 
customer reported that staff shared the information they provided 
at the first assessment which meant that they did not need to 
provide some information twice. While some staff mentioned that 
their customers raised concerns over data sharing the customers 
interviewed did not identify this to be an issue. 

The fact that some customers on multiple funding streams 
reported having more than one assessment in the Trailblazers 
other than Trailblazer C, is in line with the approaches described 
by staff (Section 2.3). 

Resource allocation 

While a small number of customers interviewed were happy with 
the resource allocation process, most reported feeling frustrated 
by: 

 The length of time it took for a funding decision to be made. 

 The length of time it took for funds to be released to 
customers. 

 The amount of funding allocated. 

These issues were most common among Access to Work 
customers. They were particularly unhappy with the length of time 
needed to obtain information and sign-off from employers. Some 
customers felt demoralised by delays that meant that they had to 
do their job without the support they needed. Six months after their 
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assessment, one Access to Work customer was still waiting for 
their employer to look at the case and release the funds: 

“My wish is that somebody would take this off me and 

deal with it on my behalf … someone who could talk 

to my manager and say, ‘Have you done this? If you 

haven’t when are you going to do it,’ then follow it up 

so that I don’t have to think about it.” 

Trailblazer E Access to Work customer 

These findings mirror those of the 2009 evaluation of Access to 
Work, so are not necessarily a consequence of the Right to 
Control.14 

Customers in receipt of other funding streams also reported delays 
in receiving funding which meant they could not get access to the 
support they needed and this placed additional pressures on their 
families. The time needed to get panels’ sign-off for resource 
allocation and support plan was mentioned as the main reason for 
these delays particularly in Trailblazer B. However, there were also 
reports of positive experiences, especially among customers in 
receipt of Adult Social Care: 

“It all happened so quickly, I couldn’t believe it … 

They’re paying into that account regularly … I haven’t 

had to worry.” 

Trailblazer G Adult Social Care customer 

Overall, these positive and negative experiences with the resource 
allocation may not have been a consequence of the Right to 
Control, but more a reflection on the resource allocation system in 
place in particular funding streams – section 2.1 shows that, with 
the exception of Trailblazers B and C, resource allocation systems 
do not appear to have been changed for Right to Control. 

                                      
14

 See Institute for Employment Studies (2009) ‘Evaluation of Access to Work: 

Core Evaluation’, Department for Work and Pensions Research Report no. 
619, available at http://bit.ly/tPBVCU. 

http://bit.ly/tPBVCU
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Support planning 

Many customers interviewed had not reached the support planning 
stage. Among those who were receiving services, only a few 
recalled experiencing a process that resembled support planning. 
Customers who could not recall receiving a support plan ranged 
from being certain that nobody had discussed their goals with them 
to others who, when prompted, recalled receiving a document 
which may have been a support plan. 

The interviews with staff revealed that Trailblazers were by and 
large still building their capacity for support planning. In particular, 
some Trailblazers were aiming to give disabled people a choice of 
organisations that could help them draft their support plan, for 
instance by involving the voluntary sector, on the grounds that 
some customers may feel more comfortable discussing their 
support needs with people who are not linked to the funding 
streams, or with disabled people who have personal experience in 
accessing disability support. In Trailblazer C, customers can now 
choose between the multidisciplinary team and the Centre for 
Independent Living to help draft their support plan. 

The small number of customers who had a reasonably good 
understanding of the Right to Control had better recall of the plan 
as well as the process of drawing it up. 

A few customers said they had received different plans from 
multiple agencies, sometimes for the same funding stream. Some 
Work Choice customers, for example, had two support plans which 
they called “action plans”, one from Jobcentre Plus and another 
from their Work Choice provider.15 These customers tended to 
focus only on the plan that most suited their needs. Interviews with 
staff confirm that holistic support planning was still being 
developed in Trailblazer A, Trailblazer B, Trailblazer D and 
Trailblazer G. 

                                      
15

 Again, it is important to note that this was the perception of customers, who 

felt that Jobcentre Plus had also created an action plan for them. Jobcentre 
Plus staff are not responsible for creating action plans – this is done by the 
Work Choice provider. 
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A handful of customers in Trailblazer B reported difficulties in 
getting their support plan approved and there was some confusion 
over how they could spend the resources allocated to them. Staff 
also raised this as a concern, explaining that many support plans 
were going back and forth many times between sign-off panels 
and customers. They pointed toward a lack of understanding of 
disability issues among panel members or a breakdown of 
communication between the different parties involved. 

Impact of support planning 

Customers who could recall going through support planning were 
very positive about it. They reported that it had helped them to 
identify goals, broadened their horizons and motivated them. 

“She told me absolutely everything … the bit that 

stuck with me was, if you just get a small job to start 

with and then build yourself skill-wise and other 

qualifications then you can always build yourself 

higher to get where you want.” 

Trailblazer F Work Choice customer 

Importantly, those who did not recall having a support plan felt that 
they would have benefited from having someone discuss their 
goals with them. The following quote from a customer who had not 
received a support plan explains their reasons for wanting one, 
and encapsulates the importance of support planning to the 
customer journey: 

“It’s something I could always look back and think, 

yeah, that’s what I’m doing it for. I need things to jog 

my memory, especially when I hit a low patch … If 

you know the support’s there, that’s good.” 

Trailblazer G Adult Social Care, Disabled Facilities Grant and 
Supporting People customer 
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3.3. Exercising the Right to Control 

Choosing and managing suppliers 

Most customers who had services managed on their behalf did not 
recall being told that they had the right to choose the type of 
service they received, from whom they received it, or that they 
could buy it themselves with a direct payment if they wanted to. 
Instead the local authority or Jobcentre Plus appeared to send 
customers to an existing supplier without telling them what their 
options were. This was especially the case for customers in receipt 
of DFG or Work Choice. 

There are many reasons why staff did not tell customers that they 
could choose who supported them and how: 

 Many Trailblazers acknowledged they had insufficiently 
developed provider markets (see Section 4.2). 

 Commissioning practices restricted sourcing alternative 
providers. Some funding streams such as DFG or Work 
Choice operated within framework agreements or block 
contracts which made it difficult for them to offer a choice of 
suppliers to customers (see Section 4.2). 

 Strict funding stream rules for Work Choice meant that 
customers could not always use the funding allocated to them 
in the way they wanted (see Section 4.2). Funding guidelines 
for Work Choice have since been revised to address this, 
clarifying that customers can use funding to pay for vocational 
training. 

 There were attitudinal barriers among staff. For instance, a 
few members of staff in DFG explained that they did not see 
the point of mentioning the Right to Control to their customers 
because from their experience, customers rarely wanted the 
responsibility of choosing and managing suppliers. By 
contrast, some DFG customers said they would have liked to 
have some choice over this. 

Very few customers had had the opportunity of managing 
suppliers. Those who had were usually in receipt of Adult Social 
Care funding which they used to hire personal assistants or 
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domestic help. A small number reported problems managing 
unreliable helpers which created stress and worries and meant 
they received unsuitable support until they could find a 
replacement. Others had impairments that affected their ability to 
write the pay slips and cheques that the direct payments system 
required. These difficulties are very similar to those experienced by 
users of personal budgets in Adult Social Care.16 

Satisfaction with providers 

Despite the lack of choice, some DFG and Work Choice customers 
were satisfied with the provider they used, although many were 
not. 

DFG customers who were dissatisfied with the company that fitted 
equipment and adaptations in their home mentioned a lack of 
communication from all those involved, as the source of their 
dissatisfaction. Poor communication resulted in not knowing how 
long they would have to wait or who to contact for queries, i.e. the 
local authority or the provider. 

Some Work Choice customers were dissatisfied with the provider 
chosen by Jobcentre Plus for the following reasons: 

 The supplier provided generic employment support such as 
help with drafting a CV that was not relevant to their goals. 
Many customers had a very clear idea of the skills they 
needed to improve and the type of support they needed to get 
a job. 

 The courses on offer were very similar to, or identical to 
courses that they had already attended in the past. 

 Jobcentre Plus provided them with little information about why 
they had been referred to the provider and how it would 
benefit them. 

Although these customers did not choose the direct payment 
option, they nonetheless felt they would have benefited from 
having some say over who delivered their support, even if this 

                                      
16

 See Ipsos MORI (2011), ‘Users of Social Care Personal Budgets’, National 

Audit Office, available at http://bit.ly/qBN8Pn. 

http://bit.ly/qBN8Pn
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arrangement was managed by the funding stream. When 
interviewers explained the concept of the Right to Control to 
customers, the lack of choice of supplier was one of the factors 
that led customers to think they had not been given their Right to 
Control. 

Overall, the limited number of DFG and Work Choice suppliers 
available in the Trailblazers limited the choice available to 
customers. Staff agreed that a wider pool would offer customers 
more choice, and that greater competition could drive up 
standards. We discuss the development of provider markets 
further in Section 4.2. 

Impact of the Right to Control on customers 

This first wave of research took place between four and seven 
months after the launch of the Right to Control so it is too early to 
be able to assess its full impact. However, a few customers who 
had experienced the journey up to and including support planning 
were very satisfied with the Right to Control for the following 
reasons: 

 Having choice and control over their support meant that they 
could get more tailored and flexible support that met their 
needs. Examples included being able to employ family 
members and friends as personal carers, being able to decide 
the hours that carers attend and using direct payments to 
save for equipment in the home to help with day-to-day 
activities. Existing customers said it enabled them to get better 
care. 

“What [Right to Control] means to me is that my 

brother can have independent living and he has the 

choice of carers to come in his home and look after 

him in his home, so he’s not being branched out to 

day centres and respite care.” 

Trailblazer A Adult Social Care customer (carer) 

 The referrals system enabled them to access additional 
sources of support. 
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 They were able to access support in a matter of weeks which 
was faster than they had expected. 

Other customers were unable to comment on the impact of the 
Right to Control because they were just half way through the 
customer journey or the journey they reported did not resemble a 
Right to Control journey. 

Overall the centralised model adopted by Trailblazer C appeared 
most successful in streamlining the customer journey for 
customers on multiple funding streams. From the perspective of 
these customers, who dealt with the Trailblazer’s multidisciplinary 
team, this model worked well. They felt informed and many felt 
they received a holistic and coordinated approach. 

“We are happy. We are quite happy that they’re really 

quite helpful, and whenever I phone, they answer me 

really nicely. They are always happy to help me, so 

we are happy.” 

Trailblazer C, Adult Social Care and Access to Work customer 
regarding the multidisciplinary team 

Nonetheless, for customers on a single funding stream, the 
approach in Trailblazers C was no different from that in other 
Trailblazers, in that customers followed the same customer journey 
as they would have before the Right to Control. 

3.4. Success factors 

This section lists the factors that contribute to a positive customer 
experience. They closely match the overarching aims of the Right 
to Control. This suggests that customers would benefit significantly 
from successful implementation, as the goals of the Right to 
Control reflect their aspirations. 

These factors are: 

 Providing clear information about the Right to Control at point 
of entry, including the different steps of the customer journey 
as customers feel reassured when they know what to expect – 
this could be provided verbally and backed-up in written 
format so that customers can go back to it at a later date. 
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 Having a single assessment to cover all the funding streams, 
though if a single assessment is not possible, staff should 
share data to ease the burden on customers. 

 Providing clear information on the funding stream(s) 
customers are eligible for, including the amount of funding and 
its purpose. 

 Offering holistic support planning to customers, resulting in a 
single support plan covering all sources of support and 
intended outcomes. 

 Keeping customers informed of progress with regard to their 
application, resource allocation, support plan sign-off and any 
upcoming review so they know what to expect next. 

 Avoiding unnecessary delays, for instance with panels – 
customers who experienced delays with their resource 
allocation or sign-off of their support plan found it upsetting as 
it meant they had to put their life on hold. 

 Providing customers with a named point of contact for queries, 
advice and support throughout the journey. 

 Further developing local provider markets so customers have 
a choice in the type of support they receive and a choice of 
suppliers. 
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4. Key successes and challenges 

This chapter explores the successes and good practice examples 
that have emerged in the six months after the launch of the Right 
to Control, and the key challenges that have impacted on the 
delivery. 

Key findings 

 Six months after launch, the Right to Control has already 
initiated a culture change, influencing how delivery staff work 
with disabled people, and encouraging partner organisations 
to work together. Operational and strategic staff saw co-
production as a success, and expected it to have long-term 
benefits for the design and delivery of services for disabled 
people in the Trailblazers.  

 The main challenges encountered by staff can be summarised 
as: lack of awareness and understanding, attitudinal barriers, 
technical issues and joint-working issues. Staff nonetheless 
had suggestions to help address these challenges, and many 
Trailblazers have already implemented several of these ideas. 

 Raising staff awareness and understanding of the Right to 
Control, in particular their knowledge of the funding streams, 
is the immediate priority for Trailblazers. 

4.1. Key successes 

In many Trailblazers, the Right to Control has helped to trigger the 
beginning of a culture change in all agencies. Staff across the 
board were beginning to appreciate the benefits of self-directed 
support, the importance of choice and control for disabled people, 
and the value of a joined-up approach to delivering services. While 
this culture change will take a number of years to become fully 
embedded, the Right to Control is seen as being instrumental in 
triggering the change. 

In many cases, the Right to Control has fostered closer partnership 
working and collaboration between staff in different agencies 
compared with the traditional way of delivering services, since the 
delivery process requires agencies to talk to and understand each 
other. Many staff said they now had a better understanding of how 
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other partner organisations operate. Many had found named 
contacts for their counterparts and established working 
relationships with them that they felt would help them in their work 
beyond the Right to Control. Staff in many Trailblazers saw this as 
a lasting legacy of the Right to Control which customers would 
benefit from. 

Partnership working has been especially successful under certain 
governance structures and delivery models, which facilitated joint 
working. Successful examples include the multidisciplinary delivery 
team in Trailblazer C, the virtual hub approach in Trailblazer F, the 
secondment of a Disability Employment Advisor (DEA) to the local 
authority in Trailblazer B, the similar co-location of a DEA with the 
project team in a citizens’ hub in Trailblazer G, and the 
multidisciplinary project team in Trailblazer A. In each of these 
examples, staff from different funding streams were in regular 
contact with each other, which meant they could pick up 
knowledge of the other funding streams and built working 
relationships across funding streams. 

“Just generally knowing what each other [funding 

stream] does and being able and comfortable to 

contact each other and ask the questions … it was 

nonexistent before the Right to Control.” 

Trailblazer C delivery staff 

The Right to Control has also started to raise delivery staff 
members’ awareness of the different sources of support for 
disabled people. Staff were gradually gaining a better knowledge 
and understanding of the different funding streams which they felt, 
in time and with more training, would enable them to better 
signpost customers to services regardless of the future of the Right 
to Control. 

In Trailblazer C, where the delivery model is based on a customer-
centred journey, staff in the multidisciplinary team reported 
increased job satisfaction compared with previous ways of 
working. 
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‘‘On a personal point of view I’ve enjoyed working 

with the team and I’ve learned a lot and … I feel it 

can definitely benefit the people of Trailblazer C. 

That’s what I believe and I think it’s working, but it’s 

going to take more time.’’ 

Trailblazer C delivery staff 

Co-production and the input of User-Led Organisations (ULOs) 
more generally have been viewed by strategic and operational 
staff as very valuable with potential long-lasting impact (most were 
new to co-production prior to the Right to Control). They were 
moving away from their old way of working (design then consult) 
and appreciated the insight that disabled people could provide 
when designing services. Some said they were ready to extend co-
production to other areas of support for disabled people outside of 
the Right to Control. 

“The difference has been quite substantial for co-

production, in terms of making us think about how we 

do things in our public services … We had a tradition 

of consulting after all the decisions have been made. 

What we’re trying to do now is get people involved in 

discussing what is the problem and how could we 

resolve it.” 

Trailblazer E operational staff 

Finally, strategic and operational staff thought the Right to Control 
enabled some ULOs to play a more leading role locally. The 
Centre for Independent Living has become a legal entity in 
Trailblazer C, a second citizens’ hub has been created in 
Trailblazer G and a Centre for Independent Living has been 
created in Trailblazer A, which is expected to help trigger the 
development of a ULO in each of the districts. 

“It was really the Right to Control which was the 

catalyst for the Centre for Independent Living to 

really become this legally constituted entity and to 

deliver a service.” 

Trailblazer C strategic staff 
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Nevertheless, it is important to note that this view was expressed 
by strategic and operational staff. Section 2.3 shows that not all 
co-production and ULOs members felt that co-production was a 
success. 

4.2. Key challenges 

This section details the key challenges Trailblazers faced in the 
delivery of the Right to Control by theme. It also discusses the 
solutions that some Trailblazers had put in place (or were 
considering) to overcome these challenges. 

Awareness issues 

Lack of understanding among delivery staff 

Trailblazers generally agreed that more needs to be done to raise 
awareness and understanding of the Right to Control among staff. 
Some frontline staff acknowledged that their lack of understanding 
was preventing them from telling customers that they had the Right 
to Control. Others were also unsure who should get the Right to 
Control. 

‘‘We don't see, as far as the Disabled Facilities Grant 

is concerned, that Right to Control has made any 

difference to us. However, it may be that we are 

missing a trick … it may be that we haven't quite 

grasped something.’’ 

Trailblazer E delivery staff 

“I just know [the Right to Control] as something that 

you refer people onto to other organisations for, and 

so just with that little knowledge that I’ve got, I 

haven’t seen the point in telling customers about this 

system.” 

Trailblazer D delivery staff 
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There were three underlying aspects to the lack of awareness and 
understanding: 

 Firstly, some staff were unsure about the processes they 
should follow, such as how to make and follow-up referrals or 
how to write a joint support plan with another funding stream. 
This meant that staff administered these processes 
inconsistently. They could not see exactly what they were 
supposed to do differently in their day-to-day job as a result of 
the Right to Control. This would explain the number of 
customer journeys that did not resemble the Right to Control, 
as reported in the previous chapter. 

This lack of understanding often persisted because staff did 
not know who to ask for guidance within their own funding 
streams. Indeed, in Trailblazers that adopted a mainstreamed 
approach, there were no Right to Control specialists, and line 
managers were often only as knowledgeable as junior staff 
because they had received the same training. 

To address this issue, Trailblazer A had appointed Right to 
Control champions within each funding stream, while 
Trailblazer D and Trailblazer G were considering doing this. 
These champions were delivery staff who were specially 
trained to answer staff queries about the Right to Control 
process, and help their peers follow the new processes. 

 Secondly, some staff did not see how the Right to Control 
differed to previous personalisation initiatives such as 
individual budgets, personal budgets or direct payments. This 
would explain why some customers thought that the Right to 
Control was the same as direct payments. 

 Finally, a number of staff did not see the Right to Control as a 
legal right that all new customers had, but rather as something 
that they (staff) could offer to or withhold from customers. This 
meant that some staff made judgements about which 
customers they should tell about the Right to Control. 

For example, one Access to Work staff member expressed 
concerns that some customers would not be capable of 
managing their own budget and that carers or family members 
might misuse direct payments. As a result, they did not 
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mention to these customers that they had the Right to Control 
and what it entailed. Another member of staff at Jobcentre 
Plus explained that they would only mention the Right to 
Control to customers who appeared to need help and support. 
Their view was that those who were already getting help from 
informal support networks such as family and friends did not 
need the Right to Control. 

Staff training tended to concentrate on either processes or policy 
and not both. For example, in Trailblazer D, training was mainly 
process-based with staff learning how to log referrals on the 
SharePoint site. By contrast, in other Trailblazers such as 
Trailblazer A and Trailblazer E, delivery staff reported that training 
had focused less on the processes and more on the background to 
the Right to Control. 

“It was useful information and it has given us the 

background to talk about the Right to Control. It 

didn’t really focus on the detail of the process. I think 

that’s where maybe it was lacking a little bit.” 

Trailblazer A delivery staff 

Staff who had a good understanding of the Right to Control 
(usually strategic and operational staff) clearly saw it as a culture 
change. Those who did not understand it fully tended to consider it 
business as usual, as they could not see what difference it meant 
for the work practices.  

Missing entry points 

In some Trailblazers, staff suspected that the current approach 
was not reaching some harder-to-reach groups either because the 
entry points for these customers were not currently acknowledged 
or they were staffed by frontline staff with inadequate knowledge. 
However, few Trailblazers were able to pinpoint exactly the groups 
affected. 

One strategic staff member in Trailblazer A suggested that this 
issue affected certain minority groups. For example, they thought 
that while people with HIV and AIDS accessed support for disabled 
people they might not have the same connections to ULOs. The 
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staff member felt that there needed to be a more targeted 
approach to reach different groups. 

In Trailblazer G, strategic and operational staff said there had been 
a lower than expected take-up of the Right to Control in the Work 
Choice and Access to Work funding streams, and suggested that 
this was because young people might access support through their 
school or college rather than through Jobcentre Plus. Staff in 
schools and colleges were unaware of the Right to Control so this 
was a missing entry point. Delivery staff were planning to visit local 
schools and colleges including colleges specifically for disabled 
people to promote the Right to Control. They expected this more 
proactive and targeted approach would increase take-up among 
the younger age groups. 

Attitudinal issues 

Perceived lack of relevance to some customer groups 

Many staff in Work Choice and Access to Work felt that their 
customer base was unlikely to be interested in, or eligible for, other 
types of support included in the Right to Control. Their perception 
was that most customers on other funding streams were not ready 
for work, or were older people who were not looking for work, so 
they expected a lack of overlap between their funding streams and 
others. Staff believed this to be the main reason for the low 
number of cross-funding stream referrals. 

“Our programme [Access to Work] is there 

specifically for people who are job-ready or are in 

work. Right to Control in general deals with people 

who are sometimes at the harder-to-help end of 

stream or where work isn’t their main focus right 

now.” 

Trailblazer C delivery staff 
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The lack of overlap between some customer groups (for instance 
Access to Work and Adult Social Care) was also an issue 
identified in the evaluation of the individual budgets pilots.17 

Some staff working with customers with mental health conditions 
felt the Right to Control was less relevant for these customers; 
they believed that many people with mental health problems would 
not be capable of exercising choice and control over their support, 
particularly if offered at point of entry (as opposed to at review). 

“I would think a person with mild to moderate mental 

health conditions would be less likely to take [the 

Right to Control] because of the practicality involved 

in managing and monitoring your own support plan 

etc.” 

Trailblazer F operational staff 

Strategic and operational staff suggested that these issues made it 
more difficult to engage Jobcentre Plus and mental health delivery 
staff since there was a tendency to view the Right to Control as a 
social care initiative. This meant that in cases where customers 
could potentially benefit from other funding streams, staff 
sometimes assumed they would not be eligible and did not 
administer the eligibility questionnaire, or did not tell them about 
the Right to Control. 

It is worth noting however, that very few mental health staff took 
part in the research (due to their low representation on the 
sample). Therefore, the view that this group of staff tended to be 
less enthusiastic about the Right to Control generally came from 
strategic and operational staff, rather than from mental health staff 
themselves. 

Staff had a range of ideas to help overcome these barriers. Some 
suggested there needed to be more proactive engagement of 
these staff groups, for example by having more operational staff 
and delivery staff from other funding streams visit Jobcentre Plus 
offices and Mental Health Trusts. Others felt these staff needed to 

                                      
17

 See http://bit.ly/9or3ys for the Evaluation of the Individual Budgets Pilot 
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see more examples and case studies of successful customer 
experiences using Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) 
funding streams, and with customers with mental health 
conditions, so they could see how the Right to Control was working 
in practice. To this effect, operational staff in Trailblazer D were 
disseminating case studies via their newsletters and during team 
meetings. 

Conflicting priorities 

In some instances, staff felt that the Right to Control conflicted with 
other priorities which made them less likely to promote it to 
customers. For example, some frontline staff in local authorities 
were concerned that the Right to Control made it more difficult to 
safeguard vulnerable adults. 

“A lot of service users that we see are very 

vulnerable and they don’t really have the ability to 

judge or even go out to the shops, let alone picking 

up a phone and using the internet to get information 

… There can be a lot of salespeople out there who 

just want to make a sale.” 

Trailblazer B delivery staff 

In Trailblazer D delivery staff explained that the Right to Control 
was more time consuming to administer, meaning that they were 
unable to see as many customers as previously. 

In addition, a member of staff at Jobcentre Plus explained that the 
Work Programme was viewed by senior colleagues as their top 
priority at the moment. The relatively low number of DEAs trained 
about the Right to Control and asked to deliver it in some 
Trailblazers reflected this order of priority. 

Delivery staff felt that senior staff had overlooked these issues and 
needed to consult more with frontline staff on how the Right to 
Control fit with other priorities and concerns, particularly in regard 
to safeguarding and potential budget misuse. 
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Concerns over the future of the Right to Control 

As with any pilot scheme, staff were uncertain as to whether the 
Right to Control would continue or cease to exist after December 
2012, and wanted to know what would happen then. This made 
some delivery staff cautious about how much time and effort they 
should invest in it. It also made them hesitant to promote it to new 
customers, as they were unsure what would happen to Right to 
Control customers if the Trailblazers stopped. Some social workers 
mentioned that some disabled people who took part in the 
individual budgets pilots felt left in limbo when that programme 
ended. 

“It is a pilot after all, and so some people don’t want 

to take the risk of changing to a new scheme.” 

Trailblazer B delivery staff 

Senior staff members were aware of these concerns but found it 
difficult to address them at this stage because the decision on 
rollout could not be taken yet. However, strategic staff felt that 
further mainstreaming of the Right to Control, for example by 
rolling it out to existing customers at the review stage (see Section 
2.5) would help to curb this sentiment because it would make it a 
more integral part of frontline staff members’ job roles. 

Technical issues 

Eligibility questionnaires not fit for purpose 

The interviews conducted with staff and customers suggested that 
staff did not always check customers’ eligibility for other funding 
streams, even in the Trailblazers that had put in place an eligibility 
questionnaire or checklist. 

Delivery staff outlined various reasons why staff might be 
discouraged from using the eligibility questionnaires. Firstly, some 
felt that the questionnaires were too long to administer – up to 45 
minutes according to some staff in Trailblazer G. Secondly, they 
sometimes duplicated questions that were asked in the full 
assessment, meaning customers would be asked the same 
information twice. Changing the assessment forms for each 
funding stream was not considered feasible (it would involve a 
significant amount of work, all delivery staff would need to be told 
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about the changes made, and new forms would need to be printed, 
meaning existing forms would be wasted). Finally, staff thought 
some questions might be inappropriate for some customer groups 
– for example, asking retired older people questions about work-
related support needs. 

Where there were issues with eligibility questionnaires, strategic 
and operational staff were usually aware of them, and were 
already taking measures to address them. For instance in 
Trailblazer F, operational staff were logging feedback from delivery 
staff and using this to develop an improved version of the 
checklist. In Trailblazer G, staff in Adult Social Care had integrated 
the eligibility questionnaire into their full assessment form to avoid 
duplication and cut down on the overall length. The checklist now 
builds on the questions already asked in the Adult Social Care 
assessment form, with four to ten additional questions to check 
eligibility for other funding streams. It is administered during the 
assessment rather than at entry point. 

Inflexible funding rules and guidelines 

Some delivery staff thought that some rules and guidelines for their 
funding streams were incompatible with the Right to Control. This 
was primarily mentioned by staff in the Access to Work, Work 
Choice and Independent Living Fund (ILF) funding streams. 
Examples included the following: 

 Work Choice guidance, which has since been clarified, used 
to suggest that direct payments should not be used for 
vocational courses. In Trailblazer D, this guidance prevented a 
customer from funding a course on how to use a software 
which would enable them to work from home and return to 
work more quickly. 

 There was some confusion among DEAs about the amount of 
funding available per customer for Work Choice. The 
guidance of £2,000 was thought to be a limit that could not be 
exceeded. While the indicative budget for Work Choice has 
been calculated as an average of £2,000, the actual amount 
can be higher or lower depending on the needs, impairment 
and agreed outcomes of the customer. Guidance for DEAs 
has since been clarified. 
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 Direct payments for Work Choice are administered via local 
authorities, which pay customers on behalf of Jobcentre Plus 
and invoice Jobcentre Plus quarterly. This process was put in 
place for the pilot scheme to work around the fact that, for 
national operational reasons, DEAs are not authorised to 
make direct payments to customers. However, staff felt it was 
a convoluted process, since if Jobcentre Plus were to pay 
customers directly there would be no need to involve local 
authorities and process the additional invoice payments. 

 ILF support can only be spent on particular qualifying services 
such as paying for a personal assistant. A flexible 
arrangement agreed with Trailblazers and ILF trustees means 
that Right to Control customers can spend the portion of the 
funding that comes from their local authority as they wish as 
long as it meets their agreed outcomes, but cannot have 
complete choice over their ILF funding. 

These rules and guidelines limited the choice and control that 
customers could exercise over their funding, and made some staff 
wonder about the benefits of the Right to Control. 

“I don’t really think Right to Control, with the 

restrictions that we have, can add anything to it 

[Access to Work].” 

Trailblazer C delivery staff 

Moreover, individual Trailblazers had no leeway to amend these 
guidelines, which required a change at the national level. This was 
another area where staff felt that it would be helpful to have real-
life examples and case studies to show how staff in other 
Trailblazers had worked around these guidelines. 

“I think the best sort of training is what they’ve done 

in other authorities and getting examples of things, 

rather than just seeing the theoretical bit or what 

needs to be done.” 

Trailblazer A delivery staff 
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The evaluation of the individual budgets pilot also identified 
difficulties with the integration and alignment of funding streams.18  

IT problems 

Many Trailblazers faced problems with the IT systems they used to 
share customers’ data across funding streams. Some of these 
problems were specific to Trailblazers’ data sharing approaches. 

Trailblazers that opted for a shared database (usually SharePoint) 
had to train their staff on how to use it. In Trailblazer D, this 
training was done with screenshots rather than with a working 
system, which meant staff could not practice fully and ask 
questions about the process. When the system went live, some 
staff were not using it correctly and needed refresher training. 

In Trailblazers that did not have a shared database, staff had to 
record customer details on their internal funding stream databases, 
which meant that customers who were on multiple funding streams 
had to be recorded on each funding stream database, rather than 
just once. Moreover, since there was no central database, staff 
would not know if a customer was already registered with another 
funding stream, so could potentially administer the eligibility 
questionnaire unnecessarily. Finally, as staff did not have a 
username and password to access the databases of other funding 
streams, they relied on other funding streams passing on 
information to them when they needed it. 

Trailblazer B had initially begun without a shared database, but 
had later created one to address these issues. However, some 
Trailblazers had ruled out a shared database on the grounds that it 
would be too expensive to implement, so staff in those areas still 
had to work around these challenges. 

Another frequently mentioned issue was that only a fixed number 
of staff had login details to access shared databases or secure 
email systems. The significant number of delivery staff involved in 
the Right to Control means that Trailblazers needed time to 
provide login details and/or secure email systems to all delivery 
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staff. In some cases this meant that the burden of sending across 
referrals would fall to a few frontline staff members and take up 
much of their time. In other cases, staff would end up making 
referrals by fax or post instead, which increased the risk of data 
getting lost or misplaced. 

However, this situation was improving, with Trailblazers rolling out 
login details to more staff over time. 

Insufficiently developed provider markets 

In some Trailblazers, various funding streams were tied into block 
contracts or framework agreements with certain providers which 
were already in place prior to the Right to Control.19 This meant 
that customers on these funding streams could not be offered the 
option to choose who supported them. Some staff involved in 
commissioning were also concerned that once these contracts end 
it would take time for other providers to enter the market. 

The dominant providers tended to be larger enterprises offering 
similar services. This meant that customers’ choice and control 
over their support was constrained by the limited offer available. 

This issue particularly affected the Disabled Facilities Grant (DFG), 
Supporting People and Work Choice funding streams. With 
Supporting People, provision was generally subject to long-term 
contracts. For DFG, there were no shops where customers could 
go to look at equipment and adaptations. The exception was 
Trailblazer B, which had set up an Equipment, Information and 
Demonstration Area for people who needed equipment and 
adaptations. 

In the case of Work Choice, staff noted that Jobcentre Plus tended 
to rely on large national providers such as Remploy and Shaw 
Trust, which all offered similar services, such as CV training and 
confidence building courses. The DWP evaluation of Work Choice 
noted that this reliance on fewer, larger providers could affect the 
quality of services provided. It found that specialist disability 
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employment providers were often too small to be prime providers, 
so were having to reposition themselves as subcontractors to 
prime providers.20 This repositioning may have affected the choice 
of providers directly available to Work Choice customers in 
Trailblazer areas. 

“Confidence building, interview techniques, job 

search, CVs … it’s more sort of general service, 

whereas some of our customers have actually wanted 

a more detailed service.” 

Trailblazer D delivery staff 

By contrast, provider markets were less of an issue in Adult Social 
Care, because in many Trailblazers, Adult Social Care services 
had already started developing provider markets prior to the Right 
to Control, as part of the national rollout of Personal Budgets. 
Strategic staff therefore thought that Right to Control partners 
could learn from how Adult Social Care had been dealing with this 
challenge. 

“With personal budgets … local authorities had been 

working on some of those aspects about how you 

develop micro-provisions and different types of 

provisions. There are a lot of examples that DWP 

could look to.” 

Trailblazer A strategic staff 

Again Trailblazers had taken steps towards resolving this issue. In 
Trailblazer E, strategic staff held training sessions with local 
providers to see how they could work together to realise the 
Trailblazer’s strategic vision for the Right to Control. Trailblazer F 
created a market development position and was recruiting a 
member of staff dedicated to engaging with providers. Other 
Trailblazers were in the process of renegotiating their contracts 
and reviewing how they commission services, but this will take 
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time and the impact on the Right to Control pilot likely to be 
modest. 

Joint-working issues 

Lack of knowledge about other funding streams 

Some delivery staff felt they did not know enough about the other 
funding streams to be able to discuss them confidently with 
customers. This led to inappropriate and incomplete referrals. The 
former was more frequently mentioned in the two Trailblazers 
where there is no eligibility questionnaire (Trailblazer A and 
Trailblazer D), meaning that staff had to rely entirely on their own 
knowledge to judge whether someone would be eligible for 
additional support. However, some staff in Trailblazers that had an 
eligibility questionnaire also reported this as a problem indicating a 
need to review this process. 

“It was initially more a case of other funding streams 

not understanding what Access to Work was about. 

So initially we were getting a lot of referrals from 

people who weren’t actually in work.” 

Trailblazer F delivery staff 

Incomplete referrals occurred when staff failed to pass on sufficient 
information to other funding streams for them to make a decision 
on eligibility or to assess the urgency of the request. This 
happened because staff were told to share information on a need-
to-know basis but did not know what other funding streams needed 
to know, and there was no feedback mechanism in place to 
minimise errors. Better feedback loops which could include more 
regular communication between partners would help to address 
this. 

The Trailblazers where staff tended to be more satisfied with the 
level of communication between partners were those where 
delivery staff had access to named contacts in other funding 
streams, rather than simply having a generic email address to 
contact. There also tended to be more communication between 
partners in the Trailblazers that had formalised joint-working 
meetings for delivery staff, rather than just ad-hoc joint working, 
which some staff would miss. 



Right to Control Trailblazers Process Evaluation Wave 1: Main Report 

79 

 

“Apparently [the Jobcentre Plus manager] has 

actually been in our office, but unfortunately, I was 

off on that day … Other than that, no, I have no 

connection whatsoever with any of the other staff.” 

Trailblazer D delivery staff 

Data sharing concerns 

All Trailblazers faced data sharing issues during the 
implementation phase. While many had been resolved, some of 
these issues still impacted the delivery: 

 Local authority and Jobcentre Plus staff were reluctant to 
share information with partners they had not worked with 
before. They did not know what data they should share and 
were worried about sharing too much information. This 
resulted in incomplete referrals, or in staff sharing customers’ 
data over the phone. 

“We were a bit worried about data protection and … 

people maybe writing down too much information, or 

more information than they should, and then sending 

it off to an outside organisation like Jobcentre Plus 

for example.” 

Trailblazer D delivery staff 

 Some customers did not understand why their data needed to 
be shared. Some staff felt that this was more likely to happen 
when those administering the eligibility questionnaire were 
volunteers and ULOs, but a member of staff for DFG 
explained that having an advocate from a ULO involved in the 
assessment helped him better explain to customers the 
purpose of data sharing, which made them more likely to 
consent to have their information shared. Incidentally, while 
the Right to Control legislation allows for some personal data 
to be shared without customers’ consent21 between relevant 
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authorities for the purpose of the Right to Control, many local 
authorities still decided to ask customers for consent before 
sharing their data, on the grounds that this was their standard 
practice prior to the Right to Control, and having two different 
approaches on data sharing could confuse delivery staff. 

“Well a lot of people don’t want to consent to share, 

partly because there is a bit of concern about where 

all that information goes, particularly the citizens’ 

hub because that’s staffed by volunteers.” 

Trailblazer G delivery staff 

Staff felt that if they had a better idea of what would happen to the 
information shared with other funding streams and delivery 
partners, they would be able to better explain this to customers 
and reassure them. 

Sharing learning and good practice 

To get around the challenges listed above, staff thought it would 
be useful to pool the knowledge and experiences across 
Trailblazers at all levels so, for example, Work Choice staff in one 
Trailblazer could pick up good practice from Work Choice staff in 
another Trailblazer. 

Staff felt there had not been enough knowledge sharing across the 
Trailblazers to date and wanted to have more opportunities for this, 
beyond the monthly cluster meetings held by the Office for 
Disability Issues (ODI). 

“My experience of working with most of the 

Trailblazers was that there tended to be quite a lot of 

re-inventing of the wheel, so everyone’s producing 

their own leaflets, everyone’s producing their own 

questionnaires that kind of thing.” 

ILF strategic staff 

“There hasn’t been enough sharing of knowledge and 

issues across the pilot sites.” 

Trailblazer F strategic staff 
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Staff mentioned several possible ways for Trailblazers to share 
good practice, including: 

 More cross-Trailblazer face-to-face workshops and events 
where staff could discuss successes and challenges. Some of 
these events could be targeted at strategic and operational 
staff, while others could be specifically for frontline staff. ODI 
held a two-day event for Trailblazers in November 2011. The 
feasibility of conducting further events and workshops is, 
however, limited by budget constraints. 

 More regular communication between sites beyond the 
monthly cluster meetings, potentially via videoconferencing. 

 Promoting the Communities of Practice website more widely, 
beyond operational and strategic staff in the Trailblazers. 

 Circulating the information sent by ODI more widely within 
each Trailblazer, including to co-production groups, ULOs and 
key members of delivery staff. 
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5. Sustainability 

This chapter looks at the sustainability, both of the Right to Control 
as a whole, and of Trailblazers’ delivery models. 

Key findings 

 Most Trailblazers felt that more time was needed before they 
could make a definite judgement on the sustainability of the 
Right to Control overall, and their delivery models in particular. 

 Concerns over the sustainability of the Right to Control were 
articulated around the perception that the number of Right to 
Control customers did not quite match the resources invested 
so far, the perceived lack of overlap between the funding 
streams’ customer bases, and the current economic climate 
which limited the Trailblazers’ ability to improve their models. 

 One Trailblazer, Trailblazer C, expressed concerns over the 
sustainability of its centralised delivery model. Rather than 
sustainability, other Trailblazers were primarily concerned 
about how to mainstream the Right to Control across all their 
delivery staff. This required a culture change, which they 
expected would need time to take place. 

5.1. An early stage 

All strategic staff said they needed more time to be able to say if 
the Right to Control in general, and their delivery model in 
particular, were sustainable or not. This was especially the case in 
Trailblazer F and in Trailblazer A, which went live only four months 
before the fieldwork took place. Trailblazers felt that talking about 
sustainability was premature for a range of reasons: 

 They faced many teething issues over the first few months 
after the launch, some of which were not fully resolved.  

 Trailblazers were implementing the Right to Control 
incrementally. Although the Right to Control was live, they 
were still working on specific aspects of the customer journey, 
such as ways of joining up reviews, and how to give a wider 
remit to User Led Organisations (ULOs) in the delivery.  
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 Most of the Trailblazers had adopted a mainstreamed 
approach and the strategic and operational staff were aware 
that training and knowledge had yet to filter down to all staff. 
This meant that the Right to Control was not yet implemented 
and being delivered across all the organisations involved. 

 Most importantly, strategic staff viewed the Right to Control as 
a massive culture change both for staff and customers. This 
would be a gradual process, which was only just beginning. 

“If you just look at it in terms of how many people the 

Right to Control is improving the outcomes for at a 

particular moment in time, and the overall cost to the 

project, you’d have to say ‘no’. But … what we’re 

trying to do is actually change the structure, and the 

culture, and the systems which benefit people. So it’s 

too early to answer that question [about 

sustainability].” 

Trailblazer G strategic staff 

That said, a few strategic leads mentioned that they were always 
looking for more effective ways of using their resources, and that 
the Right to Control might have this potential.  

5.2. Sustainability of the Right to Control 

The economic downturn and budget cuts in local authorities have 
led some strategic and operational staff to question the 
sustainability of the Right to Control in the current economic 
context. In particular, they questioned the balance of resources 
against the low volume of customers. 

‘‘There has been for us quite a big resource input, in 

terms of training and support and meetings and travel 

and cost and those kind of things, and then what has 

been the result of that?’’ 

ILF strategic staff 

While most staff embraced the Right to Control as a concept, the 
timing was felt to be unfortunate for two reasons. Firstly, staff 
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reported that it led some customers to believe that the Right to 
Control was about service cuts. Secondly, some staff felt that the 
implementation and set-up of the Right to Control placed additional 
pressure on resources at a time when resources were already 
stretched. For example, it made it difficult to free up staff from their 
frontline duties to attend training and briefings, or to have project 
management staff working full-time on the Right to Control. It also 
made Trailblazers more demanding of ULO support, though ULOs 
reported that they also had limited resources. That being said, 
section 5.3 shows that there was no strong consensus on whether 
the delivery of the Right to Control also put pressure on resources. 

‘‘Because of the financial situation that local 

authorities find themselves in right now, yes, it could 

be improved, but is it possible?’’ 

Trailblazer C delivery staff 

Finally, some staff explained that the Right to Control required 
funding streams to move away from block contracts and 
framework agreements which were often considered to be cost-
effective. Some questioned whether such a move would provide 
value for money. 

Views on sustainability were also tainted by concerns over the 
current mix of funding streams: some staff felt that the current mix 
was unlikely to generate sufficient crossovers for the following 
reasons: 

 The Independent Living Fund (ILF) is no longer open to new 
customers and existing ILF customers have not shown a high 
interest in the Right to Control so far because most say they 
are happy with their care package. 

 Very few new customers have been able to benefit from 
Supporting People (partly due to the amount of funding 
available for Supporting People, which could not be increased 
to accommodate referrals, meaning new customers were put 
on waiting lists). 

 Access to Work and Work Choice funding streams attract 
people of working age while Adult Social Care and Disabled 
Facilities Grant have a much older customer base, meaning 
limited opportunities for customers to receive multiple funding. 



Right to Control Trailblazers Process Evaluation Wave 1: Main Report 

85 

 

5.3. Sustainability of the delivery models adopted 

Staff views on the sustainability of the delivery models adopted by 
Trailblazers were more optimistic than their views of the 
sustainability of the Right to Control overall. Views on the former, 
of course, differed according to the approach adopted.  

Trailblazer C, with its centralised model, clearly stood out from 
other Trailblazers on this issue. While the multidisciplinary team 
approach clearly produced positive outcomes for customers 
eligible for multiple funding streams (see Section 3.3), staff 
expressed concerns over its sustainability in the long-term. They 
raised the following questions: 

 How feasible is it to deliver this resource intensive model once 
demand starts to rise? 

 How could Trailblazer C mainstream the learning and good 
practice from the multidisciplinary team approach to all 
delivery staff in the near future? 

 Could the joint working between partner agencies and the 
good practice that have emerged from the multidisciplinary 
team be sustained if the Trailblazer moved to a virtual 
system? 

Trailblazer C hoped that the holistic approach that they have 
adopted will result in sustained positive outcomes, meaning less 
pressure on the system in the long-run. 

“The multidisciplinary team might not be sustainable 

to roll out because it is a slower way of working … 

[But] it might well be that it’s counteracted by a 

decrease in failure-demand. So if you do a better 

piece of work then the person comes back to you less 

often.” 

Trailblazer C strategic staff 

Other Trailblazers had aimed to mainstream the Right to Control to 
all frontline staff right from the start, and they were less concerned 
about the sustainability of their delivery models. They felt that the 
Right to Control had been bolted on to existing structures and work 
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practices, with frontline staff delivering the Right to Control as part 
of their existing responsibilities: 

“It is sustainable in that we haven’t put anything in 

place that relies on on-going funding from the Office 

for Disability Issues that we couldn’t achieve with our 

partners on an ongoing basis.” 

Trailblazer E strategic staff 

There was no consensus among frontline staff as to whether Right 
to Control generated more work. Some felt that it created more 
paperwork and additional processes; others disagreed, explaining 
that they were already doing many of the tasks required by the 
Right to Control or that they were not doing anything differently. 

For all Trailblazers apart from Trailblazer C, strategic and 
operational staff members’ main concern focused on how to 
mainstream the Right to Control as soon as possible to all delivery 
staff, which would require more than just additional training. The 
large number of frontline staff involved made this especially 
challenging, and they were concerned that the culture change that 
Right to Control required would take time to happen as it did for 
the implementation of direct payments over the past 13 years. 

‘‘We’ve been working with direct payments since 

1997 and that hasn’t still taken off to the extent that 

one would want or possibly expect. We’re still having 

difficulties and debates and discussions and there 

are some other things inherent with that and that’s 13 

years on. So it’s about getting it out there.’’ 

Trailblazer G strategic staff 
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6. Conclusion 

Trailblazers have had a lot of teething issues to overcome during 
the months following the launch of the Right to Control, particularly 
in relation to staff training, data sharing, and IT systems. Six to 
nine months after the launch, understanding of the Right to Control 
remains patchy among delivery staff, which means that in some 
areas or funding streams, the Right to Control is not being 
delivered, or not delivered as originally intended. Trailblazers are 
aware of these issues and have already taken actions to address 
them. 

The budget cuts, redundancies and organisational restructuring 
that have affected many Trailblazers over the last 18 months have 
made implementation and delivery of the Right to Control more 
challenging than they had originally anticipated. These issues have 
increased staff turnover at all levels, affected continuity of 
leadership and staff morale, and made frontline staff less receptive 
to new ways of working. 

Resulting from this, there is consensus among Trailblazers that it 
is too early to judge if the Right to Control is working or not, or 
which model is more successful. Moreover, strategic and 
operational staff consider the Right to Control to be a substantial 
culture change for staff, providers and customers which will take 
time to become embedded in existing processes and working 
practices. For example, addressing staff concerns around 
safeguarding and customers’ right to exercise choice and control. 
The Right to Control has triggered this cultural change and some 
delivery models such as the multidisciplinary team have helped to 
accelerate the pace of this. The involvement of ULOs in the design 
and implementation of the Right to Control locally is also 
contributing to this culture change.  

Most Trailblazers have adopted a mainstreamed delivery model, 
considered more financially viable and sustainable than a physical 
hub or multidisciplinary team. However, early evidence indicates 
that the multidisciplinary model is more successful in delivering a 
streamlined customer journey for those on multiple funding 
streams.  

There is limited evidence that the Right to Control has to-date 
generated greater choice and control for customers, though this is 
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likely to improve as Trailblazers take actions to educate providers, 
and develop the local market. Also some of the rules restricting the 
flexibility of funding streams such as Work Choice have recently 
been revised, which will give customers more leeway in the way 
they use their funding. Many Trailblazers are considering involving 
ULOs in the delivery of the Right to Control to provide more 
tailored support to customers. 

Going forward, staff training and the mainstreaming of Right to 
Control processes across all frontline staff are immediate priorities 
for the Trailblazers. This may include additional training, refresher 
training, and coaching of frontline staff as they deliver the Right to 
Control. Training should focus both on what the Right to Control is, 
how it differs from other initiatives such as personal budgets, and 
its implications for the processes that staff follow in their day-to-
day work. It needs to include real-life examples and case studies, 
so that staff can see how the Right to Control can make a 
difference to disabled people’s lives, including people with mental 
health conditions. Trailblazers that have adopted a mainstreamed 
approach should not underestimate the time needed to reach out 
to all delivery staff and help them embed the Right to Control in 
their work. 

Reflecting on the findings, Trailblazers have asked for more 
opportunities to share their experiences, at all levels, and beyond 
the monthly cluster meetings organised by ODI. These 
opportunities would ensure Trailblazers do not spend time 
reinventing the wheel, build on each others’ experiences and share 
learning and good practice. ODI has already delivered a two-day 
event in November 2011 for the Trailblazers in response to this. 

Finally, if the Right to Control is rolled-out nationally public 
authorities will need realistic timings and planning for the 
implementation, considering the large number of partners and staff 
involved. Contingency planning for turnover of key staff, especially 
the project manager and strategic staff, is also important as 
changes of staff have considerably slowed down the 
implementation where they have occurred. 
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Annex 

Annex A: definitions of the funding streams 

Access to Work 

This stream is delivered by Jobcentre Plus. It applies to people 
aged 16 or over and resident in England, Scotland and Wales, 
either in paid employment, self-employment or with a firm job offer 
in one of these countries. The aim is to address disability-related 
barriers to work. Help includes communication support at 
interview, support worker, special aids equipment, adaptations and 
travel costs. 

Work Choice 

Work Choice replaced WORKSTEP, Work Preparation and the 
Job Introduction Scheme in October 2010. The programme is 
designed to ensure that disabled people with more complex 
support needs that cannot be met through other employment 
support have access to the right support to find work or self-
employment, progress in the workplace or, where appropriate, 
move into open unsupported employment. Work Choice is 
delivered by prime providers who work with associated sub-
contractors from the private, public and voluntary sector. Sub-
contractors have specialist knowledge and skills to move provision 
away from a one-size-fits-all approach. 

Independent Living Fund (ILF) 

The ILF is an executive non-departmental public body. It is 
financed by aid from the Department for Work and Pensions and 
the Department for Social Development (in Northern Ireland). It 
provides direct cash payments on a discretionary basis to enable 
severely disabled people across the United Kingdom to purchase 
personal care or help with domestic duties. An independent board 
of Trustees has responsibility for overseeing the governance of the 
organisation. 

The ILF is permanently closed to new applicants. To continue to 
get funding for the ILF, in the majority of cases customers must: 
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 get social services support worth at least £340 a week or 
£17,680 a year, which can include direct payments or services 
from their local council, like going to a day centre 

 be living in the UK for at least 26 weeks a year 

 have less than £23,250 in savings or capital (this includes any 
money their partner has, if they have a partner) 

 get or be entitled to the highest rate care component of 
Disability Living Allowance (DLA). 

Payments from the fund can be used to pay for a care agency or to 
employ a personal assistant to assist with personal and domestic 
tasks, including toileting, bathing, washing and dressing, eating 
and drinking, cooking and shopping, laundry, cleaning and other 
household tasks. 

Supporting People 

This is a non-statutory programme which provides housing-related 
support to help vulnerable people to achieve or sustain 
independent living. The Department for Communities and Local 
Government (CLG) has the policy responsibility for this programme 
and it is administered through top-tier local authorities. These 
authorities work with their local partners to commission services 
which are delivered largely by the third sector. The programme 
provides four key categories of services: long-term 
accommodation based; short-term accommodation based; long-
term floating support, which can continue if the client moves 
between accommodation or wishes to receive support in their own 
home; and short-term floating support. 

Disabled Facilities Grant (DFG) 

This programme applies to England, Wales and Northern Ireland. 
CLG is responsible for DFG policy in England, including setting the 
framework and allocating resources. DFG is a mandatory capital 
grant, administered by local housing authorities to enable disabled 
people to continue to live independently in their own homes. A 
grant is payable following an assessment of needs, subject to a 
means test and a grant ceiling. DFG is allocated to local housing 
authorities, i.e. district authorities, metropolitan councils, unitary 
authorities and London boroughs. However, county councils are 
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responsible for occupational therapist input in the assessment of 
needs and providing district authorities with recommendations. 

The grant can be used for adaptations to give the applicant better 
freedom of movement into and around their home and/or to 
provide essential facilities within it. Examples of such adaptations 
include widening doors and installing ramps, installing a stair lift, 
adapting heating or lighting controls to make them easier to use, 
etc.  

The DFG amount paid is based upon a means test, although there 
is no means testing for families of disabled children. Means testing 
also takes into account savings above a certain limit. Certain 
sources of income, such as DLA and Income Support, are not 
taken into account as part of the means test, and DFG does not 
affect any other benefits that applicants are currently receiving. 

Funding for the Disabled Facilities Grant was protected within the 
2010 Spending Review. 

Adult Social Care 

This funding stream is provided by local authorities and provides 
social care services to adults on a needs assessed basis. This is 
sometimes done using personal budgets, one form of which is 
direct payment. 
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Annex B: list of abbreviations 

CLG  Department for Communities and Local Government 

DEA  Disability Employment Adviser 

DFG  Disabled Facilities Grant 

DLA  Disability Living Allowance 

DH  Department of Health 

DWP  Department for Work and Pensions 

ILF  Independent Living Fund 

LA  Local authority 

ODI  Office for Disability Issues 

ULO   User-Led Organisation 

SCREC Social Care Research Ethics Committee  
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Annex C: glossary of terms 

Direct payments 

Direct payments are cash payments given to customers in lieu of 
the services they have been assessed as needing, and are 
intended to give customers greater choice over their support. The 
payment must be sufficient to enable customers to purchase 
services to meet their needs, and must be spent on services that 
meet eligible needs. 

Individual budget  

The individual budgets pilot programme ran from 2006 to 2007 and 
allowed customers in 13 local authorities to bring together different 
kinds of support or funding from six different funding streams, 
including Adult Social Care, Supporting People, the Independent 
Living Fund, Disabled Facilities Grants, Integrated Community 
Equipment Services and Access to Work. Customers were then 
able to use that money, or individual budget, in a way that best 
suited their own needs.  

Personal budget  

Personal budgets are an allocation of funding given to Adult Social 
Care customers after an assessment which should be sufficient to 
meet their assessed needs. Customers can either take their 
personal budget as a direct payment, or leave councils with the 
responsibility to commission the services, or some combination of 
the two. Personal budgets have been rolled out in England since 
2008, with a target of providing every service user with one by 
2013.  

Personal health budget 

 A personal health budget is an amount of money that is spent on 
meeting the health care and wellbeing needs of people with a long-
term illness or disability. Customers can either take their personal 
health budget as a direct payment, give the NHS responsibility to 
commission the services, ask a third party to arrange services, or 
some combination of these. A pilot programme involving around 
half the Primary Care Trusts in England is running until 2012, 
testing out personal health budgets in the NHS. 
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