 

I'm writing for the Preston Learning Disabiltiy Forum who have looked in detail at the criteria and did do a small piece of research on the impact. We also have considered some people who have a more moderate disability as the impact could be greatest on them if their mobility component was removed. They are people less likely to have help supporting their assessment and we found that people tended to over-describe their abilities when asked and also had difficulty concentrating on the list of choices - sometimes opting in earlier as they lost the thread.you'll appreciate that communication is key here and that cognitive abilities may mean a struggle to properly understand distances or the tests of safely, reliably etc... We feel strongly that assessors without a strong learning disabilities experience background will not pick up on this with people with less severe learning disaiblities and often won't recognise the degree of disability present - a bit of training to assessors with a physical health background we don't feel will be sufficient to over come this. 
 

We are really concerned about the change from the DLA and original consultation from 50m to 20 m and consider that if the mobility relies on the physical test only then there is a serious risk that people currently managing to work using either mobility cars or specialist mobility equipment/electric wheelchairs etc may well be unable to continue. We also feel that where someone has a fluctuating health condition that restricts their abilities such as a respiratory one it is important to consider this at its worst as it will not help them retain important elements of their daily living as well as work if they are house-bound on bad days. 50% is not a good measure as frankly being unable 40% of the time will seriously limit someone's life.
 

We'd suggest to ensure people are not left out of the enhanced rate and thus seriously restricted that either c. and d. are scored higher to achieve the necessary points or most sensibly that the distance criteria is revised back to 50 m. Without this, for example being able to park within sufficient distance may exclude them from key activities.
We don't understand why this was changed and it is particularly unfair on people currently qualifying under the DLA rules who have develoepd their lives around relying on gettign sufficient mobiltiy resource to manage the imja[pct on them. IF the government wants to ensure disablerd people are as included as possible and able to make their contribution then they should ensure that the crieria reflect this.
 

We'd like the decision to consider the knock-on effects of a harsher test in excluding people from key daily activities which demand a consistent performance (not a 50% one) - we'd suggest a huge impact on their health and wellbeing - which could mean other impacts on them and on other public authority costs eg from depression, anxiety... as well as not being able to work,volunteer or participate fully in community activities.Maybe the assessment needs to consider the impact.
 

We're also concerned about the impact on people of the benefit being withdrawn when in a longer stay in hospital as they will need to maintain their car if they have one and wonder if there is some way to maintain this for more severely disabled people who use it for a car. They are more likely to need longer stays in hospital if they have the most severe disabilities.
 

Although you're not considering 'planning a journey', we want to suggest you should consider the impact where there may be an interaction between strict mobiltiy and the planning issues - more likely where there are additional cognitive or mental ill health issues. 
We feel "cannot plan a journey" for the standard rate should help people with learning disabilities where they can only manage a local rehearsed journey but not anything different, but feel that the scoring of (e) as 10 - the acute psychological distress - may well mean that people who can't travel on a bus due to long-term mental health problems won't qualify for suffucient points for the enhanced rate which they will need to help them get out to places eg by taxis. For people suffering from this difficulty it is likely to exclude them and probably make their condition worse. There are also many people with learning disabilities who have this problem AND have difficulty planning their journeys but may not fulfil the criteria of (f). As there doesn't seem to be any combined scoring to make any allowance for people who have multiple issues we'd suggest you consider again the impact on people who have a combined problem which may mean the cumulative severity would be enhanced. We do think that the criteria of safely, repeatedly, reasonalbe time period and to an acceptable standard are very helpful to the assessment. We know that because of their vulnerabilitty to exploitation running up to actual abuse, in order to go out outside the day-time hours, people with learning disaiblities have to rely on taxis which are thus a significant expense. Without sufficient financial support to this they may be over-exposed to safety risks as this is how they manage their risks due to their disability. Anxiety will obviously be escalated too.
 

We hope this is helpful and that it will be take account of,
 

Rosemary Trustam - volunteer coordinator - Preston Learning Disabilities Forum
 

 

 

