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Equality Impact Assessment Form 	
Reference – ASC Financial Assessment Digitisation
 

	Department
	Health and Wellbeing – Adult Social Care / Transformation & Change
	Version no
	0.1

	Assessed by
	Martin Chaney, Digital Programme Manager
	Date created
	15 July 2026





Section 1: What is being assessed?


1.1 Name of proposal to be assessed.

Adult Social Care Financial Assessment – Digital A11 Referral and Evidence Process


1.2	Describe the proposal under assessment and what change it would result in if implemented.

The proposal is to digitise and standardise the Adult Social Care A11 financial-assessment referral and supporting evidence process. The Council will build the digital form in-house, based on the specification already reviewed and trialled by the service. The change is intended to improve the quality and completeness of referrals, reduce avoidable delays and support more timely financial assessments.

The business case uses approximately 3,300 assessments a year and assumes average delays of 10 days for charging to commence, with 25% of cases impacted. Modelling estimates approximately £232k of additional income as a result of the digitisation.

The proposal does not change who is eligible for care, the Council’s charging policy, charging rates, means-test rules or rights to review and appeal. It changes how information is collected, transferred and checked. The main users will be Adult Social Care and Financial Assessment staff, but people receiving care, their representatives and carers will experience the effects through requests for information, assessment timeliness and communication.
The proposal can reduce inconsistent treatment by standardising the information requested and the evidence considered. Mandatory prompts and quality checks may reduce the risk that disability-related expenditure, communication needs, interpreters, appointees or representatives are overlooked.

It will not remove discrimination by itself. Staff training, accessible routes and quality monitoring are required to ensure the digital process does not simply reproduce existing inequalities in a more automated form.

1.3	Stage 1 Assessment:


A full EqIA is required because financial assessments predominantly affect older and disabled people and people on low incomes. A digital process could improve consistency and reduce delay, but could also disadvantage people who cannot use digital services, need accessible communication, have limited English, lack evidence or require support from a representative.

The assessment is based on the current business-case model, service review of the A11 form and confirmation that IT can build the form in-house. It must be updated after user testing and when the detailed process, assisted-digital arrangements and monitoring measures are confirmed.
	Protected Characteristics:
	Impact
Y/N

	Age
	Y

	Disability
	Y

	Gender reassignment
	N

	Race
	Y

	Religion/Belief
	N

	Pregnancy and maternity
	N

	Sexual Orientation
	N

	Sex
	Y

	Marriage and civil partnership
	N

	Additional Consideration:
	

	Low income/low wage
	Y

	Care Leavers
	Y



Stage 2: Full Equality Impact Assessment:


2.1 Will this proposal advance equality of opportunity for people who share a protected characteristic and/or foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and those that do not? If yes, please explain further. Please ensure you have understood the meaning of ‘equality of opportunity’ and ‘fostering of good relations’ and ‘protected characteristics’- before answering this part.


The proposal has the potential to advance equality of opportunity by making the assessment process quicker, clearer and more consistent for groups who are heavily represented among Adult Social Care users, particularly older and disabled people. Better referrals should reduce repeated requests for information, uncertainty and delays in confirming contributions.

A well-designed digital form can prompt staff to record communication needs, representation, benefits, disability-related expenditure and reasonable adjustments consistently. Faster assessment can also allow earlier identification of people who need welfare-benefits advice, affordability support or alternative communication.

2.2 Will this proposal have a positive impact and help to eliminate discrimination and harassment against, or the victimisation of people who share a protected characteristic? If yes, please explain further.

No



2.3 Will this proposal potentially have a negative and/or disproportionate impact on people who share a protected characteristic?  If yes, please explain further. 

Yes

Potential negative or disproportionate impacts include:
• Age: older people may be less likely to use online forms or provide electronic evidence and may rely on family, carers or advocates.
• Disability: people may have sensory, cognitive, learning, mental-health, dexterity or communication needs. Standard digital journeys and document-upload requirements may be inaccessible.
• Race: people with limited English or different document conventions may face difficulty understanding requests or providing evidence without interpretation.
• Sex: women are more likely to be unpaid carers and may carry more of the administrative burden of supporting an assessment; service demographics should be checked.
• Low income: earlier completion of a correct assessment may result in contributions starting sooner. Although the charging rules are unchanged, poor communication could create anxiety or hardship. People may also lack devices, data, broadband, printers or digital documents.
• Care leavers/young people transitioning to adult services: they may have limited financial records, support networks or experience of financial processes.

There is no identified direct adverse impact on the remaining characteristics, but individual communication, privacy and family circumstances must be handled respectfully.

2.4 Please indicate the level of negative impact on each of the protected characteristics?

(Please indicate high (H), medium (M), low (L), no effect (N) for each) 

	[bookmark: _Hlk168658196]Protected Characteristics:
	Impact
(H, M, L, N)

	Age
	M

	Disability
	M

	Gender reassignment
	N

	Race
	L

	Religion/Belief
	N

	Pregnancy and maternity
	N

	Sexual Orientation
	N

	Sex
	L

	Marriage and civil partnership
	N

	Additional Consideration:
	

	Low income/low wage
	M

	Care Leavers
	L




2.5 	How could the disproportionate negative impacts be mitigated or eliminated? 
(Note: Legislation and best practice require mitigations to be considered) Please state what mitigations are to be brought into place for any group scoring a medium and above. If no mitigations are being considered, the reasons for this should also be included here.

• The process must not be digital-only. Retain telephone, paper, face-to-face and supported routes according to need.
• Design and test the form to WCAG accessibility standards and ensure compatibility with assistive technology.
• Provide accessible formats, British Sign Language or communication support, Easy Read and interpretation/translation where required.
• Allow evidence to be supplied in different formats and do not delay or disadvantage someone solely because they cannot upload documents.
• Record and carry forward communication needs, reasonable adjustments, appointees, advocates and authorised representatives.
• Train staff to identify digital exclusion, make reasonable adjustments, explain charging clearly and refer to welfare-rights, debt or hardship support.
• Build prompts for disability-related expenditure and relevant deductions so these are considered consistently.
• Explain that the proposal does not change eligibility, charging rates, means-testing rules, review or appeal rights.
• Undertake user testing with older people, disabled people, carers, people with limited English, financially vulnerable users and care leavers/transition workers.
• Monitor completion times, abandoned/incomplete referrals, requests for support, complaints, review outcomes and financial-assessment results by equality group where lawful and proportionate.
• Maintain human review and an escalation route for complex or disputed cases.
The proposal can reduce inconsistent treatment by standardising the information requested and the evidence considered. Mandatory prompts and quality checks may reduce the risk that disability-related expenditure, communication needs, interpreters, appointees or representatives are overlooked.

It will not remove discrimination by itself. Staff training, accessible routes and quality monitoring are required to ensure the digital process does not simply reproduce existing inequalities in a more automated form.






Section 3: Dependencies from other proposals 

3.1	Please consider which other services would need to know about your proposal and the impacts you have identified.  Identify below which services you have consulted, and any consequent additional equality impacts that have been identified. 

Dependencies include Adult Social Care case-management processes, Financial Assessment Team capacity, the Liquidlogic/System C programme, information governance, secure evidence handling, welfare-benefits and debt advice, customer contact channels, translation/interpreting and digital inclusion support.

Adult Social Care, Finance, IT, Information Governance, Legal, the Equality Team, Customer Services, Welfare Rights, service-user/carer representatives and relevant voluntary/community partners should be involved. Future extension to Children’s services would require a separate or updated EqIA.
Section 4: What evidence have you used?

4.1	What evidence do you hold to back up this assessment? 

Evidence considered:
• Business-case model based on approximately 3,300 assessments a year.
• Average assumption of unbilled days is 10, with an assumed 25% impacted. 
• Annual income-protection estimate of approximately £232k; 
• IT confirmation that the digital A11 form can be designed and implemented in-house, avoiding external procurement.
• Adult Social Care has reviewed and trialled the latest A11 form and supplied amendments for the electronic version.
• Existing statutory charging framework, review/appeal arrangements and reasonable-adjustment duties remain in place.


4.2	Do you need further evidence?

Further evidence is required:
• equality profile of people receiving financial assessments, including age, disability, race/ethnicity, sex and deprivation;
• use of interpreters, advocates, appointees, accessible formats and non-digital channels;
• reasons for current delays, incomplete evidence and abandoned referrals;
• complaints, appeals/reviews, debt/hardship referrals and disability-related expenditure outcomes;
• user testing findings for the prototype digital form;
• evidence on care leavers and young people transitioning into adult services;
• baseline and post-implementation monitoring of timeliness and outcome differences between groups.

The EqIA must be reviewed before go-live and at agreed post-implementation checkpoints.

Section 5: Consultation Feedback

5.1	Results from any previous consultations prior to the proposal development.

Consultation evidence:
The proposal has been developed with Adult Social Care, the Financial Assessment service, IT and Finance. Service staff have reviewed and trialled the A11 form and provided amendments. No direct consultation with residents, carers or protected groups has taken place.


5.2	The departmental feedback you provided on the previous consultation (as at 	5.1).

Departmental response:
Service feedback has supported an in-house digital build and changes to the form specification. The EqIA adds requirements for assisted and non-digital routes, accessible evidence submission, consistent consideration of disability-related expenditure and direct user testing.


5.3	Feedback from current consultation following the proposal development (e.g. following approval by Executive for budget consultation).

Current consultation position:
Current consultation should include financial-assessment staff, social workers, occupational therapists, service users, carers, advocacy organisations, disability and older-person groups, ethnically diverse communities, Welfare Rights, care-leaver/transition services and the Council’s Equality Team as appropriate.

A prototype should be tested before full implementation, including realistic scenarios involving representatives, interpreters, missing evidence and complex financial circumstances.


5.4	Your departmental response to the feedback on the current consultation (as at 5.3) – include any changes made to the proposal as a result of the feedback.

Response and changes:
The form, guidance and operating process will be amended in response to testing. Where users cannot complete the standard digital route, staff-assisted and alternative routes will be provided without disadvantage. Monitoring and complaints will be reviewed after implementation, and the EqIA will be revised if group-level differences or unintended earlier hardship are identified.
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