
Consultation on the PIP assessment Moving around activity – comments from Scope 
About Scope

We all want to live in a world of opportunity – to be able to live our own life, play our part and be valued for the person we are. At Scope we’re passionate about possibility.  It inspires us every day and means we never set limits on people’s potential.

We work with disabled people and their families at every stage of their lives.  From offering day to day support and information, to challenging assumptions about disability and influencing decision makers – everything we do is about creating real and lasting change.

We believe that a world where all disabled people have the same opportunities as everyone else would be a pretty incredible place for all of us. Together we can make it happen.

Introduction
Scope welcomes the chance to comment on the PIP Moving around activity criteria. 
The purpose of PIP is to contribute to the extra costs of being disabled. But neither 20m nor 50m are helpful as qualifying criteria for the enhanced rate of the PIP mobility component.
Scope believes that no proper assessment of the extra costs a disabled person faces moving around, can be solely based on a person’s ability (or inability) to walk a certain distance. 
Our main concern with the criteria is that:
· Physical mobility (whether measured as here by the distance a person cannot walk, or otherwise) is an inaccurate proxy for measuring the extra costs faced by a disabled person moving around, since it does not include social, practical and environmental factors. 
We propose a different way of assessing the extra costs a disabled person faces moving around:
· A multi-dimensional assessment of the drivers of disability related extra costs of moving around – namely the suitability of housing, access to transport and informal networks of support. 
Acknowledging this, though, Scope also sees that the change from 50 metres to 20 metres in qualifying for the enhanced rate of the PIP mobility component will mean that 50 000 disabled people will lose as much as £33.25 a week or, crucially, access to their Motability vehicle. This will feel a dramatic loss in the disempowerment of a large group of disabled people who will lose their independence.
Physical mobility – inaccurate proxy for extra costs
In the consultation paper, the DWP explicitly aligns the extra costs of being disabled with the barriers disabled people face on a day-to-day basis and therefore the social model of disability. [footnoteRef:1] [1:  Note –The social model of disability views disability as being created by barriers in society rather than by an individual’s health condition or impairment (medical model). ] 

“Our intention has always been to focus the enhanced rate on those with the greatest barriers to mobility.”[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Department of Work and Pensions (2013) Consultation on the PIP assessment Moving around activity, https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/208334/pip-mobility-consultation.pdf] 

Yet the current assessment uses a person’s inability to walk various distances as the only measure of these barriers. There are three problems with this.

Firstly, assessing whether a person can or cannot walk a given distance, does not assess the barriers they face in moving around. This means the assessment does not adhere to the social model of disability, and so will fail to meet the DWP’s commitment to it. 

Secondly, by assessing a person’s ability to carry out key everyday activities, the aims of PIP risk overlapping with those of social care and support. This is an inefficient use of resources – and will mean the benefit is ill-targeted and doesn’t fulfil its aims. 

Thirdly, physical mobility is an inaccurate proxy for measuring extra costs. In-depth quantitative research conducted by Demos in 2010 showed that disabled people face many other barriers to mobility, which constitute drivers of extra costs.[footnoteRef:3] These include suitability and location of accommodation and access to transport, as well as a disabled person’s living and caring arrangements.  [3:  Demos (2010) Counting the Costs, LINK
Note: data on disability costs from 845 disabled people.] 


In the context of this criteria: two disabled people who can physically walk the same distance may face different social, practical and environmental barriers as a result of their disability, and so face different disability-related costs.

An alternative approach – drivers of extra costs

The DWP has explicitly stated that the PIP assessments would not look at the actual extra costs faced by a disabled person.

“Rather than assess the actual extra costs incurred by an individual, which could be subjective, inconsistent and expensive to administer, we proposed assessing ability to carry out key everyday activities”.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  DWP (2011) Personal Independence  Payment: second draft  of assessment criteria https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/181180/pip-second-draft-assessment-criteria-note.pdf] 


Scope is not proposing for assessments to assess actual extra costs, but instead - to achieve greater accuracy in assessing the extra costs a disabled person faces moving around - the PIP assessments must look at the drivers of disability-related extra costs.

The research by Demos allowed us to identify the key drivers of extra costs for disabled people. These included; unsuitable accommodation, reliance on public transport; and living in London. 

Housing

There is a strong correlation between suitability of housing and extra disability-related costs. Disabled people living in unsuitable accommodation “have higher costs overall, and spend particularly highly on equipment and adaptations…Spending decreases directly as suitability of accommodation improves”.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Wood, C and Grant, E Counting the Cost (London: Demos, 2010)] 


Access to transport

For disabled people, access to transport can be a key driver of disability costs. Inaccessible public transport can lead to extra spending on private transport such as taxis. Inaccessible transport has a detrimental impact on disabled people’s ability to attend hospital and healthcare appointments, see family and friends, seek and go to work.[footnoteRef:6]    [6:  Gore, E and Parckar, G Rights and Reality (London: Leonard Cheshire, 2010)] 


"A lot of times if public transport goes down late at night or is overcrowded such that it feels unsafe (worried about falling and getting injured again- 2 broken bones related to travel by public transport in past 3 years makes me nervous) [I] end up paying for cabs or minicabs out of my own pocket. Not frequent- but expensive and key to feeling safe. The other reason that I'd take a cab is having to carry heavy groceries or other awkward purchases - don't have as much strength on right side and have had a seizure within the last year so can't drive at present." – disabled respondent to survey, 2010

"I have to spend more on petrol because I can't use public transport as I can't stand or walk for long so walking to a bus stop and waiting for buses is impossible." – disabled respondent to survey, 2010

Living in London
Where a disabled person lives will play a part in the extra costs that they will face in moving around. The Demos research shows that disability costs were highest in London, and were almost as high as in Scotland, Northern Ireland and the East of England, while South East England and Yorkshire and Humber were the next most expensive.
“I don’t go out as much as I’d like because I can’t afford the transport costs via taxi to go where I want. Travelling around London as a disabled person costs a fortune.” – disabled respondent to survey, 2010
A multi-dimensional assessment of the moving around criteria (indeed any area of daily life) would score the disabled person according to each of these elements, and determine their rate of PIP accordingly. 
Concerns about inconsistency and subjectivity 

In the second draft of the assessment criteria (4.9), the DWP raises concerns that:

“Taking greater account of issues such as housing, access to transport, informal support and utilities would make the assessment more subjective and lead to inconsistent outcomes.”

However concerns about inconsistency must not be used as reasons to push through simplistic and inaccurate criteria. Introducing a multi-dimensional assessment for PIP (for moving around – and all other – activities) represents a happy medium; it will ensure greater consistency than looking at actual extra costs each individual faces, and greater accuracy and better targeting than the current criteria. 

Also in the second draft of the assessment criteria (4.9), the DWP states that:

“We do not want to introduce an indirect form of means or needs-testing in Personal Independence Payment by taking account of other support which is available.”

Using a multi-dimensional assessment of the extra costs disabled people face - would not introduce an indirect form of means-testing. Means-testing would assess how able a disabled person is to meet extra costs, whereas a multi-dimensional assessment would assess how likely they are to meet them.  

The change from 50 metres to 20 metres
The change from 50 metres to 20 metres in qualifying for the enhanced rate of the PIP mobility component will mean that 50 000 disabled people will lose as much as £33.25 a week or, crucially, access to their Motability vehicle.[footnoteRef:7] Since there is no evidence that those who cannot walk 20 metres face greater extra costs than those who cannot walk 50 metres,[footnoteRef:8] this loss is unjustifiable. For these disabled people getting to work; carrying out household tasks; seeing family and friends; attending hospital and healthcare appointments may entail prohibitive costs. The Department’s own research suggests that DLA helps disabled people keep paid employment and maintain contact with the labour market.[footnoteRef:9] Evidence also shows that Motability vehicles have positive effect on disabled people’s employment and education opportunities, social inclusion and access to health services.[footnoteRef:10] The change will therefore mean the disempowerment of a large group of disabled people. It will also have detrimental effects on other government objectives – such as getting more disabled people into employment through Access to Work.[footnoteRef:11]  [7:  Department of Work and Pensions (2013) Consultation on the PIP assessment Moving around activity, https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/208334/pip-mobility-consultation.pdf]  [8:  The summer testing, conducted by G4S, which sought to establish this, has not been published by the DWP. ]  [9:  Corden, A et al, The Impact of Disability Living Allowance and Attendance Allowance: Findings from exploratory qualitative research, DWP Research Report 649, (London: Dept for Work and Pensions, 2010)]  [10:  Oxford Economics (2010) The Economic and Social Impact of the Motability Car Scheme, http://www.oxfordeconomics.com/my-oxford/projects/129035]  [11:  DWP Press office (2013) Drive to get more disabled people into mainstream jobs, https://www.gov.uk/government/news/drive-to-get-more-disabled-people-into-mainstream-jobs] 


Conclusion

Scope thinks that the change in criteria concerned will negatively impact the disabled people who lose it but still need it. 

More fundamentally, the PIP assessment for this component is misaligned with the DWP’s commitment to the social model of disability, risks inefficiently overlapping with the support social care is meant to provide, and uses as inaccurate proxy for the extra costs disabled people face. 

Scope recommends using as an alternative proxy the drivers of disability-related extra costs. 

For further information please contact::

Ellie Brawn
Public Policy Adviser (Welfare, Poverty and Financial Inclusion)
Scope
6 Market Road, London, N7 9PW
020 7619 7114
ellie.brawn@scope.org.uk
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