Dear Sir/ Madam,

Please find attached a copy of my initial letter to my MP, *** *** ***, which includes my observations on the above as well as other matters concerning the PIP assessment.

Since then the matter has been passed to Ms Esther Mcvey, who has responded. As I was not at all happy with this response, I believe Ms McVey is to be contacted again.

However, as this opportunity to respond to this consultation has arisen, I thought I would copy my initial letter to you.

I hope you will feel able to accept this as a response to your consultation.

I confirm that these matters have been raised by me as an individual and I do not represent any other body in any way.

If you would like to see any of the subsequent correspondence, I would be more than happy to forward it to you.

Kind regards,

Yours faithfully,

*** ***.

Sent from my iPad


Begin forwarded message:

From: *** *** 
Date: 10 April 2013 10:15:47 BST
To: "@parliament.uk" 
Subject: DLA/PIPAssessment
Dear *** ***,

I write with regard to the above, more particularly, the reported 20 metre walking capability used in assessment by ATOS.

There is so much I want to say about the change from DLA to PIP, the assessment process, the use and costs of using ATOS, the unfairness of picking on the vulnerable etc., etc.

I fully realise that ones disability in certain cases can improve. The current DLA process allows for this and those in receipt of the allowance are duty bound to inform DWP of change of circumstances.  Surely, this is what should be concentrated on and the means of stopping fraud by such people. The original claim should allow for targeting of those whose condition is liable to improvement.

The expense of regular re-assessment and the denigration of the allowance will affect a very large number of legitimate claimants and is already causing very real anxiety to those who are already suffering.

The receipt of DLA in the first place, is subject to extreme scrutiny (quite rightly so) and it is not by any measure easy to achieve.

The introduction of a reduction from the ridiculous 50 metre walking criteria to 20 metres beggars belief. Neither take account of topography. Of all MP's you must be aware that walking in *** is almost impossible without encountering hills of varying steepness. The assessment process takes no account of this, nor the fact that not everybody lives near a point of public transport.

In my own case, I thankfully believe that I would fall within the criteria. I cannot walk more than 20 metres without severe discomfort and regular rest stops.  However, even if this was not the case and I could walk 100 metres, I live in *** ***, where there is no bus service, nor do buses stop on *** ***.

Please could you tell me, even if I could walk 100 metres, but no more, how I would be able to access *** ***.

As it is, I satisfy the criteria for higher mobility awards and would, being unable to walk more than 20 metres, still would qualify under the new regime. I have no option, but to use taxis so the DLA I receive is not some form of 'bonus', but is a very much appreciated necessity to cover the extra costs I incur in day to day living.

The whole assessment process, as I understand it, is flawed. The above, is only one reason of many.

I am *** ***old, suffer a chronic progressive *** *** ( on *** *** ), under the care of *** ***, *** and *** *** hospitals.

Please can you advise me of what benefit to the DWP is an assessment by ATOS going to achieve, other than a great deal of expense being paid to a private company, when my condition and prognosis is readily available from any of the three expert sources already available. 

Please can you also advise me why a much cheaper option of targeting those whose original assessment would indicate the possibility of a future improvement in condition is not proposed. As I have already indicated there is a duty to inform the DWP of changes that might affect benefit. 

Please can you further advise me why the logistics ( countryside and accessibility to public transport etc) and topography of land is not a consideration.

I am aware of course of the countries need to find extra monies to finance the economy. Please though, do you in your heart of hearts, believe this particular change is fair, does not cause a great deal of anxiety and could not be managed in a simpler, less expensive manner (perhaps by way of the readily available means of targeting those where there is the possibility of improvement that could be highlighted at the original assessment).

I worked from the age of *** years old until I was forced into early retirement by my employer on ill health grounds in ***. In those *** years I never claimed unemployment benefit. I was fortunate enough to be employed throughout that period.  I paid all my taxes, National Insurance etc. I had never envisaged finding myself in my current situation, with a progressive, *** disease which would so severely impair my quality of life. The current DLA makes a very real difference to me and the very many others in my situation.

Please, *** ***, as my local MP, I am interested to know your own views on this and not to be passed on to the 'relevant' Department (DWP) for well worn soundbites on the reasons for this whole exercise.

This is not about me. It is about how the change to PIP is being managed and, indeed the necessity for it. It is about the real reasons for phasing out DLA and whether there is not a better way of managing that benefit instead. It is about causing anxiety to those already suffering from *** illness.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely,

*** ***.

Sent from my iPad
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