Dear Sirs

 

Please find attached my response re the Government’s consultation on PIP.

 

Regards

 

*** ***
 

*** *** *** ***
***
***
*** ***

“What are your views on the Moving around activity within the current PIP assessment criteria?

We would like to know what you think about the Moving around activity assessment criteria set out in the current Regulations, including the current thresholds of 20 and 50 metres. As part of this we would like to know what you think the impact of the current criteria will be and whether you think we need to make any changes to them or assess physical mobility in a different way altogether.”

I am grateful that you have opened this consultation. I hope that you will make the decision that is supported by the evidence – i.e., to award Enhanced Rate Mobility to anyone who cannot “safely, to an acceptable standard, repeatedly and in a reasonable time period” move 50 metres unaided.

I am concerned that the government’s position is illogical, contradictory and lacking in any support.

· Contrary to case law:

· In their consultation document, the government says that those who can walk 20-50m have “some, albeit limited, mobility.” Under DLA, this distance was considered “virtually unable to walk.” This was established by case law. The government’s regulations therefore run contrary to case law.

· Contrary to other government statements:

· The government’s position contradicts their earlier statement in their notes to the second draft criteria that ““50 metres is considered to be the distance that an individual is required to be able to walk in order to achieve a basic level of independence...”

· The government’s position contradicts their aim that PIP “is a benefit to help disabled people live full, active and independent lives.”

· The government had removed statements suggesting that Enhanced Rate Mobility would go only to those who could not mobilise at all outdoors, i.e. were restricted to either no mobility or mobilising indoors only. The consultation document brings back this suggestion by saying, “The benchmark of 20 metres was intended to allow us to distinguish between those who are effectively unable to get around due to reduced physical mobility – for example, people who are only able to move between rooms in their house but go no further – and those who have some, albeit limited, mobility.”

· Contrary to mobility guidelines:

· Blue Badge spaces should be provided as close as possible, preferably within 50 metres of the facilities served.

· In commonly used pedestrian areas … seats should be provided at intervals of no more 50 metres.

· No evidence

· There is no reason to believe that mobility-related costs rise significantly for those unable to walk 20m compared to those who can walk 50 or even 100 metres.

The government expects that around 600 000 people
 will lose their entitlement to the higher or enhanced rate of mobility. This doesn’t just reduce income; it also leaves these people ineligible for the Motability scheme. Many disabled people rely on the scheme to access work, get to medical appointments and achieve independence.  The We Are Spartacus team produced a report, Reversing from Recovery, explaining why the reduction in the Motability scheme is costly to the economy; this was updated by the report ‘Emergency Stop’ following the 20m ruling and forecasted increase in the number of people losing access to the Motability scheme.

Reflecting the importance of this scheme, the British Disability Equality Forum said, “there is an assumption that all Disabled people with mobility impairments will have the use of a car …  This assumption means that, for example, someone who “Can move up to 50 metres unaided but no further,” will score 8pts because “50 metres is considered to be the distance that an individual is required to be able to walk in order to achieve a basic level of independence such as the ability to get from a car park to the supermarket.” Yet 8pts will not pay for the Motability car that they would need to be walking from, to meet this assumption.”

Since getting my first motability car in June of *** it made such a difference to my life.  Without it I would not have been able to continue working for as long as I did as I was fortunate to also have a dedicated disabled parking space close by the office door which meant I had very little distance to walk, fortunately.  Since then, however, I have been retired from work by ATOS who decided that my condition had become too serious to be able to continue working.  At this time my car is now invaluable as it enables my wife to take me to all my appointments with my consultants who are all based at a hospital some 25 miles away from where we live and to get there by any other means would be either impossible or too costly.  Having the car also means that I am not a prisoner in my own home as, when my wife is not working, we are able to get out and away from the house, again, something I wouldn’t be able to do if I had to rely on public transport.

Many groups and organisations have recognised that even 100 or 200m is still very restrictive.

As an example, *** *** Borough say, “Unfortunately, many people are excluded as the [DLA mobility] test is very restrictive. Those who can only walk 200 or even 100 yards before having to stop would quite rightly regard themselves as having very limited walking ability. However they would likely not qualify for the higher rate mobility component.”

Disability *** said, “Considering that people who can mobilise no further than 100 metres are awarded only 4 points [under PIP], which could exclude them from any mobility payment, the scores are quite clearly much too low. People who can mobilize 100 metres without using a wheelchair, but who experience conditions such as fatigue, pain or breathlessness, may incur substantial extra costs. The scoring should reflect this.”

And the British Disability Equality Forum said “the 200m distance set, whilst it might ensure someone can walk around a supermarket, does not allow for them getting to and from the said shop.  In the case of larger town centres car park can be significantly more than 200m from the relevant shops – especially fresh food shops; in most areas of the country most people don’t live within 200m of a bus stop and in rural areas the bus stops are likely to be substantially further away from an individual’s home. The Forum therefore wants to see some more consideration of the ‘gaps’ remaining for people to fall through.”

I can walk, on a good day, perhaps 25 metres, one lamp post approximately, without having to stop for breath. A good day being 1 in every 100 perhaps, so does that mean, according to the PIP proposition that I should be excluded from the higher mobility rate?  I am on *** *** *** *** with Non-Invasive Ventilation for a minimum of *** hours per day.  Each time I go out I have to take oxygen with me, at least, and should really have my ventilator with me.  That is an impossibility if I have to walk.

In the real world, pavements slope up and down hills and slope towards the road. Steps, broken pavements, rough surfaces and other obstacles create further difficulties. The reality is that anyone who is able to move only 100m on a completely smooth and horizontal surface is in practice severely limited in their mobility.

When you struggle to breathe *** *** of your day, as I do, even the slightest incline, which to anyone fit is probably not noticed, becomes like climbing up hill.  How anyone can say that because I am capable of walking on level ground that I am mobile is beyond me.

PIP is supposed to help with the costs of being disabled; it cannot do this if it deliberately rules out many of the people who struggle to mobilise. The current policy is retrogressive and contrary to both case law and lived experience of mobility issues. An evidence-based decision could not come to any conclusion other than to raise the threshold to at least 50m – unless the only ‘evidence’ considered is the amount of PIP that will be paid out.

Signed:  *** ***
*** *** *** ***
***
***
*** ***
� �HYPERLINK "https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/181180/pip-second-draft-assessment-criteria-note.pdf"�notes to the second draft criteria, dated November 2011�


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.dwp.gov.uk/publications/specialist-guides/pip-faqs/general.shtml"�http://www.dwp.gov.uk/publications/specialist-guides/pip-faqs/general.shtml� PIP FAQs – general: What is PIP?


� Inclusive Mobility (a government report)


� 428 000 fewer people will receive higher mobility under PIP compared to DLA. However around 200 000 will be newly eligible for reasons other than physical mobility, so the total losing out due to changes to the physical mobility criteria will be over 600 000.
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