Dear DWP,

I am replying to this consultation as an individual who become disabled by *** as a child and then subsequently developed post *** syndrome. 

Despite my disability, I remained in employment for most of my adult life, mostly on reduced hours at reduced salary, and of course with a reduced range of professions and workplaces to choose from. I have decades of paying income tax. Only in recent years have I been receiving the higher rate mobility component of DLA.

I would like to state my opposition to the changes in the thresholds in the Moving around activity assessment criteria.

I feel the most significant paragraph in the consultation document is the following:

In reaching our decision we will consider how any potential changes might affect individuals and the numbers of people likely to receive the benefit. We will also consider the potential impact of any changes on PIP and overall welfare expenditure and whether this is affordable and sustainable.
Another significant sentence is this one:

The PIP assessment has been designed to ensure that support is targeted at those individuals who face the greatest barriers to independent living.
And this:

In early drafts of the assessment we considered both how far a person could move and whether they needed an aid, appliance or a wheelchair to do so. However, the consultation responses we received indicated that this could be confusing if a person did not currently have and use an aid, appliance or wheelchair.
It is clear that the government is focussed entirely on reducing the numbers of people receiving help based on their lack of mobility, and the resulting cost. 
The argument that the most disabled people need the most help sounds convincing, but actually a person with very limited mobility still needs help, even though people with even more mobility problems exist. 

The government is also continuing to misrepresent the objections from disabled people to the notion that using a wheelchair is an equivalent to walking, when it clearly is not. 

The issue of the thresholds of 20 and 50 metres are purely to do with cutting expense. If someone cannot easily and comfortably walk 50 metres, the reality of their life will not be significantly different to that of someone who cannot easily and comfortably walk 20 metres. It is an arbitrary decision designed to cut numbers.

I urge the DWP to stop their financially-based attacks on disabled people and their misrepresentation of the responses to these repetitive and spurious consultations. 
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