Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the PIP criteria for 'Moving Around'. 

I have serious concerns about the changed criteria applied to assess qualification for the enhanced mobility component.

This is because the stated qualifying distance for claimants to be unable to mobilise is 20m. 

In practical terms, people who cannot mobilise unaided more than 20m are normally housebound. It is unlikely that these people go to work. 

A large number of people on DNA *do* work, and want to *continue* to work, but are reliant on DLA and mobility vehicles to help them do so. 

It is likely that this working group are those who can mobilise between 20m and 50m. Removing the higher mobility component from these people will result in many of them being unable to travel to work, since it is unlikely that they would be able to use public transport. 

It is also likely that failure to qualify for the higher rate mobility component will have a kick-back in terms of costs to other departments, such as local Government and NHS, who will see call on provision of services to the disabled increase. These include things like increase in social care provision and meals on wheels to those who can no longer get out to shop for themselves, provision of services such as Shopmobility and ambulance transport.

I believe there is no research to justify an arbitrary imposition of a 20m test. The 50m test is, by contrast, well-understood, well-researched and integrated into the provision of passported services for disabled people, such as blue badge provision and ESA assessment.

 

DWP has provided no evidence or justification for the introduction of a new limit, leading claimants to assume that this distance is arbitrary, and designed more to cut costs than to optimise the fairness of the benefit system.

I do not regard the proposed change to be a fair or reasonable one, and I urge you to reconsider.

Thank you for reading.

*** ***
DLA Claimant

