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Consultation on the PIP Assessment Moving Around Activity

We represent the charity The Hypermobility Syndromes Association (HMSA) for people affected by conditions which include hypermobility as a symptom such as Hypermobility Syndrome, Ehlers-Danlos Syndrome, Marfan Syndrome, Osteogenesis Imperfecta, etc. We wrote a briefing paper of the pertinent issues for our members to read and directed them to read the consultation documents.  We then forwarded them to a survey, to complete questions derived from the consultation question. Comments were also allowed for each question.
  
The questions were:
1. What do you think the impact of the 20m threshold will be?
2. Do you think there should be changes to the criteria?
3. Do you think that Physical Mobility should be assessed in a different way altogether?
4. And finally, we would like to know what you think about the Moving around activity assessment criteria, including the 20 and 50m thresholds.

We have compiled this consultation based on the responses of our members.
Q1. What do you think the impact of the 20m threshold will be?	
More than 88% of our members believe that the 20 metre threshold will have some or a large impact, with 75% of members fearing that the threshold would have a large impact.  
Comments focused mainly on the issue that the threshold is inappropriate, as 10 metres there and 10 metres back is an unrealistic measure of mobility.  Indeed, many of our members felt that those with variable conditions would be unfairly discriminated against by using such a short threshold as they would sometimes be able to walk further, but at other times, they may not be able to walk at all.

It was also felt that this inappropriate measure of 20 metres would only serve to increase isolation amongst those disabled people who would currently qualify for Motability and may impact upon many individual’s abilities to go to work and participate in any leisure, social or educational activities.  

Our members believe that focusing PIP and the enhanced rate on those with only the greatest barriers to mobility, removes independence from those with moderate to severe mobility problems.  These measures are likely therefore to also increase the number of disabled individuals who become housebound, due to their inability to safely use public transport.  This has a detrimental effect on physical and emotional wellbeing, thus increasing the reliance on social services and the NHS.      The criteria as they are now are very likely to greatly reduce the number of people eligible for Enhanced Rate Mobility as compared to the numbers eligible to Higher Rate Mobility on DLA as shown by your own figures. 

Comments from members included:

“The 20m threshold will have a severe impact on the quality of life to applicants who historically would have qualified for the 50m threshold. They will lose or (as a new applicant like myself) never be able to access to the Motability scheme which greatly reduces independence and ability to try to manage their condition to be able to be more self reliant and less dependent on others for care and everyday needs. It increases isolation and creates a barrier to work or social involvement and therefore can cause a deterioration in mental health and self worth.”

“I think many people will become housebound with the 20m rule. Also all disabled parking places would have to be altered from 50m down to 20m to be within the new ruling.”

“You can’t get anywhere in 20m…It’s a stupid distance. Many people can walk that far very slowly, so would lose their motability car. But as 20m is so short, they would be unlikely to be able to get to their nearest bust stop or from bus to their destination. This will make thousands (if not more) totally housebound and unable to get to work. So benefit spending by the Government will go up as all those people will apply for ESA…”

“It is such a small distance that it relates more to people walking around their homes or to their car etc, it is not a realistic distance marker. Many people will likely lose their Higher Rate Mobility or equivalent and thus their motability car for which many is a critical piece of equipment in order to function effectively in life and to enhance their well being. Life can get frighteningly smaller when you are disabled and the ability to get out and about is very important on many levels.”

Q2. Do you think there should be changes to the criteria?	
77% of our respondents believe that the criteria should be changed back to the 50 metre threshold, in line with current guidelines on restricted mobility (e.g. the Blue Badge Scheme, the location of accessible parking bays, etc.).  Thus, the overall consensus is that the 20 metre threshold for Enhanced Mobility should be increased to 50 metres and thus 50 metres for Standard Mobility should also increased to 100 metres (which would be a sensible distance).

There was also concern that there should be far more emphasis on informing disabled people that the regulations state whether an individual can carry out the Moving around activity, as described:

· 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.

Additionally, it was felt that explaining the criteria and regulations relating to them more clearly will not only assist applicants, but will also enable assessors to apply the regulations more easily.

Comments from members included:

“I think the criteria should be changed to once again be in line with the 50m benchmark, widely used as a measure of significant mobility impairment. If not, it renders those schemes of support and aid redundant. I also believe that the criteria should clearly show that is inclusive of whether an activity can be done safely, in a reasonable time, repeatedly, and to an acceptable standard for both the benefit of applicants and assessors.”

“The entire criteria need to be changed. The distances and their interpretation will vary greatly. It is too complicated. The criteria need to be simplified so there will be no discrepancies in interpretation. The way the criteria is set at present leaves it wide open to huge variations in how different individuals assess the disabled applicant that it will be totally unfair. Less disabled persons may be getting the enhanced rate whereas people who can hardly move at all at times and are limited at others may find they are getting the standard rate or nothing at all!”

Q3. Do you think that Physical Mobility should be assessed in a different way altogether?
Only 5% of our members thought that the assessment for physical mobility was okay as it currently stands.  Comments from members suggest that they feel that the complexity of assessing someone’s mobility warrants more than a simple question about distance.



Members’ comments included:

“I think that it does need to be carefully and fairly assessed to also reflect the levels of discomfort and damage that, for example, a poor gait can affect mobility.  The repeated action of walking may cause more problems and reduce ability further or severely affect an applicant’s overall condition and ability to function.  Things like increased bodily stress or overwhelming fatigue that could impair other functions or mental abilities to a damaging or state of reduced safety.”

“A series of questions about why it is difficult to walk explaining the condition and circumstances would be more helpful.”

“…They should have to refer to leading specialists in the field (of your condition) as well as your own specialists…”

“It should be done on an individual basis and with health reports instead of just answering a question!”

Q4. What do you think about the Moving around activity assessment criteria, including the 20 and 50m thresholds? 

In 2.3 of the consultation it is mentioned that 20 metres was intended to distinguish someone who is effectively unable to get around, i.e. only able to move between rooms in their home but no further, and those people who have some, but limited mobility. Realistically, someone who can walk more than 20 metres but less than or equal to 50 metres is still incredibly restricted in their mobility, yet will not qualify for enhanced rate. We believe that the unrealistic threshold of 20 metres will in fact increase welfare expenditure as the needs of the individual will not be met.  

The following comments reflect our member’s opinions:

“...Tightening up distances is not the answer as it will only cause an increase in housebound people thus causing greater expense to the country rather than saving money...”

 “20m will just get me to my car; my drive is more than a hundred meters long just to get to the street and the nearest bus stop far beyond my reach. Without my motability car I would be completely housebound and completely dependent on family who are only available at the weekend and on social services and the NHS.”

“The Moving around activity assessment criteria has attempted to be so generalised and simplified that it becomes difficult to understand for either an applicant or assessor to comprehend…The criteria do not allow for the wide range of reasons and effects conditions can have to impair a person’s mobility and do not offer sufficient ways for an assessor to interpret the difficulties suffered by the individual, the Human Being in front of them. Even if they have supplied extra evidence and explained the effects that the legal regulations amended on 5/3/13 state MUST be taken into account during the assessment…”

“I think that these criteria are harsh and rigid and very excluding. These are designed to make people fail tests and assessments and I am in no doubt this is why the 20m criteria has been brought in.”

“I think that the threshold (for Enhanced mobility) is better at 50m as not many people will fit into the 20m threshold. Most people cover that going to the car, so will instantly be ruled out if they can easily make it to the car. More emphasis needs putting on the time/pain and manner descriptors as these will no doubt be ignored by assessors.”

“I think that the 50m threshold has been accepted as the current benchmark for pretty much everything and is a strong indicator of lack of physical mobility. I think that moving to a 20m threshold will mean that a lot of people who are increasingly disabled will lose access to their ability to fund their accessible/adapted car, mobility scooter or electric wheelchair. That can make the difference between being isolated and unable to participate in normal life and being able to take part in the activities that able-bodied people take for granted. This won’t just affect their ability to move around and access goods and services but will lead to a knock-on effect on their mental health as they become increasingly socially isolated and feel more disabled instead of enable.”

“I think it is a huge problem. There is very little practical or cost difference between those who can only manage 20m or those who can only manage 50m. Neither distance will get you around a (small) supermarket, from a bus stop to a shop or from a car park to your desk without the use…of a wheelchair or the need for long and frequent stops enroute. They (the distances) should be scrapped and more reasonable distances should be used that reflect the issues and therefore costs faced by most people with serious mobility issues.”      

Conclusion
In light of the responses received, we urge the Government to reconsider the current criteria for the Moving Around activity and suggest the following:

1. The Enhanced Rate threshold should remain at 50 metres, with the Standard Rate threshold being set from 50 metres to 100 metres.
2. Further consideration should be given to the assessment in that clarity should be provided to disabled applicants and assessors with regard to the fact that if a disabled individual is not able to carry out the activity safely, repeatedly, in a reasonable time period and to an acceptable standard, then they should be regarded as not being able to walk at all. 
3. Further information should be sought with regard to the impact of walking on the individual, both with further questions on the form and with information from specialists who know the impact on the individual.
4. Attempting to save money by reducing the threshold distance for PIP is only going to increase spending for the NHS and social services, as disabled people with restricted mobility will become more housebound.  Indeed, we believe that this measure will not only increase spending, but will also reduce the capacity of thousands of disabled people to seek/maintain work, and thus, will force more people onto welfare benefits.  
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