Consultation on the P.I.P. Assessment Moving Around Activity.

 

 

Individual Response to the Consultation – By *** ***, *** *** *** and *** *** at *** *** *** ***, ***.

  

The Consultation document makes the point that it is easy to distinguish between those who can walk about 20 yards when compared with those who can walk about 50 yards. 

 

Similarly, however, it is respectfully suggested that 50 yards when compared with 100 yards is easy to envisage and not confusing.

 

Plenty of severely disabled people will push themselves, in order to keep some quality of life, and in order to maintain their ability to exercise, albeit limitedly. It would be unfair to penalize such people, who are after all trying to help themselves. Whilst any descriptor, if such is to be used, must be low, to set it at 20 yards is to set it too low, so low that only people who have no ability to exercise and build upon their abilities, and exercise their muscles may qualify. This is so low as to exclude people whose ability may be able to be built upon and who may then be able to improve their situation, for example by working in jobs that they would have been excluded from before.

 

The distances of 50 yards and 100 yards are sufficiently different as to avoid the confusion that the Consultation Document talks of. 200 yards (or 220 yards, i.e. 1/8 mile), could also be used as the higher descriptor, similar to how it is in the Regulations, i.e. having 50 yards and 200 yards (or 220 yards), which are easily distinguishable levels of ability. Alternatively, 50 yards, 100 yards, and 200 yards descriptors could be used.

 

Many people are able to envisage in their mind the length of a football pitch, which proves to be a handy reference for both 100 yards and 50 yards, (i.e. half of one). 

 

People who are able to envisage distances tend mostly to be able to envisage them in yards or feet, as opposed to metres, so it it is suggested that the descriptors are defined in these terms, and/or at least clearly explained on the claim forms in terms of yards, with the ability to speak in yards, just as they were on D.L.A. forms.

 

The descriptor-based test is less flexible than the virtually inability to walk test. This is a disadvantage. The virtual inability to walk test has the considerable advantage of encompassing varying factors which are to be included, is flexible and has stood the test of time well. Speed, manner and length of time, are all factors as well as distance, and this was much less of a crude and blunt tool. 

 

This is a superior model for assessing walking ability, it is respectfully submitted, when compared with the descriptor model. It recognizes that there are a number of factors which are highly relevant, yet would get missed if a descriptor system was used to assess walking/mobilizing ability. Case-law has built up over this test over the years and its terms are well understood. Were a new descriptor based assessment to be used, there would be considerable time and money spent on appeals which would need to establish what would be meant by quite complicated combinations of descriptors and the need to assess them fairly and appropriately.

 

People with life-threatening illnesses, whilst making up only a part of the claimant-group envisaged in P.I.P., will nevertheless have been assessed harshly if their ability to move around is to be assessed in such a way that if they can only walk or move 50 yards they will not get the enhanced rate of the Mobility Component. People in such a position as this already have a poor quality of life as it is, and the financial cost and associated worries caused by having an illness such as cancer are continually raised by patients and their families.

 

This represents an individual response as opposed to an official one or one having been based on having sought the views of client group in any formal way. The views expressed are my own, although some such points have been heard during consultations with clients and others on occasions. I am grateful for these points being considered as part of the consultation exercise.

 

 

 

 

*** ***.

 

*** *** *** and *** ***       25th. July 2013.
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