Bristol Disability Equality Forum:
Response to the Government’s consultation on the 20m descriptor within the PIP mobility component of ‘Moving Around’

Summary
We strongly believe 20m descriptor is: 

· unrealistically low, 
·  - inconsistent with recent government policy frameworks, including ‘Adult Social Care Outcomes Framework 2013 to 2014’ and ‘NHS Outcomes Framework 2013/14’, and
·  contrary to DWP statements of intent that have consistently maintained the intended outcome of disability-related Welfare Reform is the effective participation of Disabled people in the economic and community life of the country.

Furthermore, we believe the 20 metre rule to qualify for the highest rate of the new benefit, Personal Independence Payment (PIP), will leave many of those with the greatest needs without vital support and trapped in their own homes.  Such circumstances will result in Disabled people dropping out of work and education, increased poverty and isolation, and increased costs in other areas of government spending – most especially, health and social care and unemployment benefits.  

This is not pure speculation, there is clear evidence provided through DoH research that isolation alone is very expensive by resulting in substantial increases in anti-depressant prescribing, hospital admissions and increased demand for residential care.

It is therefore our view that the 20m benchmark distance is simply not ‘fit for purpose’ and, given this, we strongly recommend that the 20m descriptor for the ‘enhanced rate’ of the mobility component should be scrapped and replaced by a more realistic distance.  

In our view, this would be most effective if set at 100m but concede that, in the current climate, it may have to be as low as 50m. 

This would provide the government with the benefit of being seen to have listened without compromising the calculations originally done to ensure the second draft of the PIP criteria met your targets.

Rationale
a)	No evidence has been provided as to why the distance of 20 metres is now being used as a way of gauging the additional costs individuals face.  Indeed, the rule is inconsistent with well-embedded and researched government guidance which suggests that 50 metres is a more appropriate measure of significant mobility impairment.

b) 	All the distances ignore an individual's ability to get back, once they have walked the distance specified in a descriptor, meaning that the ‘true’ qualifying distance is actually half that stated.

c)	20m is less than the length of 2 buses.  Furthermore, given that one would then have to return, the actual distance an individual will be able to travel is less than one bus length.  Such a distance means that, at most, one can get to one’s next door neighbour’s house.  Even in busy, urban areas almost no-one lives this close to a food shop, doctor, etc.  

d)	Nowhere has there been any consideration as to where people who can do further distances if they rest in-between are going to be able to sit down, how long they will need to recuperate, the surface people will be walking on, the kerbs they will have to navigate nor the weather which, in this country, is renowned for being both wet and unpredictable.

e)	The government has previously researched the average distance between a supermarket door and a blue badge parking bay and found it to be 50m.  Anyone unable to walk, say, more than 50m will need the 'enhanced rate' to get around - due to the related costs i.e. paying people to go for you, running a car so you can get out and about, or buying a powerchair to ensure independence.

f)	Disabled people are disproportionately likely to be living in poverty yet the 20m (or even a 50m) criterion assumes everyone can afford a car without Motability support.

g) 	PIP Regulations state that people need to be able to walk:
"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;"

[bookmark: _GoBack]However, this is not applied in the 'case studies' you provide e.g. if Sabeen can walk "usually between 30 and 40 metres " but needs a few minutes rest between each (an unworkably vague amount of time when applying the test of ‘a reasonable time period’), by the time she has got anywhere she will have taken significantly more than twice the time a non-Disabled person would take.

h)	There is ample evidence that £1 spent on supporting independence saves the state upwards of £3.  It should also be noted that these figures usually relate only to savings in health and social care; increased costs of subsequent unemployment and a poorly educated workforce would substantially increase this ratio. 

Conclusions
The 20m ‘rule’ is “not fit for purpose” with regard to ensuring mobility.

At a time of substantial government debt and national ‘austerity’ is makes no economic sense to cut support for independence this severely.

As an absolute minimum, entitlement to the enhanced rate of mobility should be provided for anyone unable to walk more than 50m in each direction.

Significantly more consideration of/attention to the amount of time it takes someone to cover a given distance needs embedding into the criteria.


