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	Front page
	Front Page
	Some members thought ‘getting around’ should be a preferred title to the activity instead of ‘moving around’ as it was clearer what the activity was referring to.

	Page 3
	Background 1.1
	Has the government considered what will happen to disabled people who, although don’t face the greatest barriers, still face some barriers and will now only get a reduced rate or not be entitled to PIP at all as a result of the significantly reduced criteria?

	Page 3
	Background 1.3
	What is the definition of an acceptable standard? And who decides this? What is acceptable for one person is not acceptable for another. 

	Page 4
	Background 1.4
	Our group was extremely unhappy with the enhanced rate of mobility threshold changing from 50 m to 20 m. This change was done without consultation because the 50 m threshold appeared in the second draft of the consultation but when the draft bill was laid before Parliament the threshold for the enhanced rate of mobility had changed to 20 m. This change was not done as a result of the consultation but was done after the fact in an attempt to push through the change without challenge which is why many disability groups and individual disabled people are unhappy about it.

	Page 7
	The consultation 3.1
	Whilst we appreciate the need to differentiate between the thresholds of the criteria relating to the enhanced and the standard rate, we believe the drop from 50 m to 20 m to qualify for the enhanced rate is too extreme. This 30 m difference will exclude more people from claiming the higher rate than was the case for the DLA. People including those suffering from MS, ME, musculoskeletal conditions, transverse myelitis, arthritis, people with heart conditions and people recovering from strokes etc will all potentially be affected. We strongly believe that this will affect potentially nearly half a million people who would have been able to claim on the DLA. This will have severe limitations on the way they will be able to interact fully into society in terms of working and socializing etc because they will lose their access to motability cars. This change of criteria appears to be reactionary and is not in line with the government’s current thinking of getting disabled people back into work and getting them to play an interactive role in their society. 
It appears to us that this is more an exercise in cutting the cost of the benefit bill rather than making the benefit fairer and more transparent. 

	Page 7
	The consultation 3.6
	Even though there has been considerable consultation on the whole of the PIP previously, there still needs to be the standard 12 week consultation period for each consultation issued in order to give people who need extra time sufficient opportunity to comment on the consultation fully e.g. people with learning disabilities.

	Page 8
	The consultation 3.8
	We do not consider cutting a whole swathe of people out of receiving the enhanced rate as ‘reflecting a modern understanding of disability.’

	Page 13
	Appendix A 4.16
	Who decides how often an activity can be reasonably expected to be repeated?

	All
	All 
	It was felt by some members that the assessment criteria was attempting to put everybody in the same box. But we all have different needs which should be assessed individually on a case by case basis and that there should be some discretion allowed when people are close to the threshold. 

	
	Case studies
	It was felt that the points system was too strict in some cases particularly in the case of Sabine where she could not carry out many activities when she was out of breath.


