Sirs,

The changes to the ‘moving around’ activity in the new PIP regulations will have a serious impact on the lives of people currently getting the highest rate of mobility from DLA. The change to a 20 metre walking distance as a criteria will ensure that people that can walk 50 metres will be denied access to the motability scheme and the subsequent freedom to enjoy a ‘normal’ life that the scheme provides. Perhaps it is useful to ask the question “What can a person do, easily, if they can actually walk 50 metres?” The answer is clear – not much. Can they get to a bus stop, train station, negotiate street crossings; and if they can, what can they do when they get there. The restriction of the award to 20 metres looks like what it is – an attempt to reduce government expenditure by restricting life opportunities to disabled people. In fact the appendix to the consultation documentation proudly announces how many people will be excluded from the PIP in relation to those on the DLA. The 20 metre rule is not defensible by any regard to natural justice nor by a declared aim to encourage disabled people back into work. One must ask the question, whilst knowing the research will not have been done, “How many disabled people, currently in work, will have to give up a job as a consequence of  a loss of benefit and a loss of a motability car?”  I suspect that the loss of these workers tax payments and the subsequent extra benefits they will then be able to claim will lead to a net loss to the government. So even if the changes were appropriate, which they are clearly not, they will end up costing more money than they save by stopping disabled people from earning a living and instead just making them prisoners in their own house without recourse to leisure and outside stimulating activities – in effect this just creates living cabbages.

The criteria used to discuss the nature of walking includes at 4.10 “The Moving around activity considers a claimant’s physical ability to get around without severe discomfort such as breathlessness, pain or fatigue. The activity 

considers the claimant’s ability to stand and then move up to 20 metres, up to 50 metres, up to 200 metres and over 200 metres.” Whilst 4.14 states “Consideration must be given to whether a claimant can carry out the activity, as described in the descriptor: • Safely – in a manner unlikely to cause harm to the individual or another person, either during or after completion of the activity; • Repeatedly – as often as the activity being assessed is reasonably required to be completed; • In a reasonable time period – no more than twice as long as the maximum period that a person without a physical or mental condition which limits that person’s ability to carry out the activity would normally take to complete that activity; and • To an acceptable standard”.  The implication here is that breathlessness, pain or fatigue is immediate to the moving around and likewise to the issue of safety and repeatedly. Individuals with conditions such as CFS/ME often have an ability to walk in excess of 50 metres and after a short rest do this again, thereby hitting the target of repeatable and with no immediate fatigue. The consequence of the exertion is only felt later. For example, a person with ME/CFS may walk, say, 200 metres and then after a rest a further 100 metres and then return back the final 100 metres. The consequence according to the PIP regulations will be no award. Yet this individual will likely have consequences of fatigue for the next few days with pain, inability to walk more than a few steps, and the heavy burden of the overall effects of total fatigue and cognitive impairment. For health reasons it is advisable that people with CFS /ME do not exert themselves beyond an amount that they know will enable recovery in the short period and avoid the issues of the total collapse that follows high exertion. People with CFS / ME must be assured that the totality of their condition is taken into account in PIP regulations with an amendment to the “safety” clause and the “repeatedly” clause to reflect the particular issues surrounding their condition in the days following any exertion. The question, when put, regarding the distance that can be walked must have regard to the debilitation that follows the activity on following days.

The two key points made here are:-

1) The change from 50 metres to 20 metres as a measure of a need for an enhanced mobility payment (from DLA to PIP) is unreasonable, will cause hardship, and will not save money to the government.
2) The needs of individuals with CFS/ME necessitate a change to the rules to emphasise that “repeatedly” and “safely” equally apply to subsequent days as to the day of the walking activity.
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