These are my views on reducing the distance at which seriously disabled people will qualify for the maximum support for mobility problems.

I believe this has been set at 50m (to qualify for a Motability car) for decades but suddenly you are intending to reduce this to 20m? You can just about move round your home if you can manage 20m but not get out of it. DLA/PIP is supposedly designed to give some degree of freedom & support to those with the greatest need. Being able to move only 50m represents a degree of disability that the able bodied will never even contemplate as a limitation. 50m does not equate to being able to move around your own home for long enough to carry out the most basic domestic tasks that most take for granted. But this allowance is to give the disabled the freedom to get out & about & to support them in trying to have some kind of a 'normal' life. 

I have 2 neighbours, both severely disabled & who depend on their DLA to provide them with the cars that get them to work, to the shops, to church etc. They don't have the income to buy a car or the mobility to begin to cope without one. Both would have to give up their jobs making them eligible to claim other benefits in order to live. As we live in a remote area they would depend on hospital transport to attend the local GP and of course their multiple hospital appointments - at a significant cost to the NHS. Its a 120 mile round trip to the hospital. Social isolation will worsen their health & each will require some form of caring, social support, to shop etc as they will then be unable to do this for themselves. But even providing that support, at a cost to the tax payer won't address their isolation will it? They're still going to be stranded in their homes all day most days. It's not cutting costs (as you've promised to, ignoring need?) it's moving them from one set of financial support to another. And losing the tax they are paying whilst they remain in employment. 

All other legislation is focused around severely limited mobility being defined as being able to move a paltry maximum of 50m. Location of seating in public places, Disabled Parking places. Including DWP guidelines agreed when the change to PIP was first being defined. Why the change then? What expert evidence has now come forward to support the change from 50m to 20m? Have you tried living when you can only move 20m or even 50m at a time? Then need to rest afterwards, take painkillers before you can move again.

I find it hard to believe that anything other than nominal cost savings (in one area, they'll be transferred to another & probably at a far higher cost) is driving this change. If you tried to live a week without walking more than 20m (or even 50m) at a time at any point in your day you'd have some insight in to the impact that you are planning on the demonised disabled. I believe there is also DWP research showing a substantial majority of those members of the voting public interviewed strongly came out in favour of improved support to the genuinely disabled. But not for increasing expenditure elsewhere that may address the needs you will create by limiting the maximum PIP award to the virtually immobile. While significantly impacting on their quality of life. 

When this Government was elected they said that those in genuine need had nothing to fear from planned reviews of disability benefits, it was aimed at identifying those capable of some work & moving them back in to work, weeding out those with no entitlement to benefits - the scroungers & cheats we hear so much about in the press. Not aimed at depriving disabled people of their ability to be as independent as possible. This is, after all, the Personal Independence Payment. 

20m is wholly inadequate as an assessment for all but the most extremely & severely disabled. The significantly disabled, who struggle for any quality of life, will have that taken from them in order to just move costs from one part of the DWP to another & to drive up costs in our already stretched yet world-leading National Health Service. 

I see no justification for doing this other than to nominally appear to reduce costs in one area when actually you're just moving, and almost certainly increasing, those costs to elsewhere in the budget. While severely damaging the quality of life and health of the people a civilised society should be supporting not discriminating against financially. Don't you judge a society or nation or government about how it provides for it's most disadvantaged members? 

The UK is moving rapidly towards failing in that area yet we hold ourselves to be one of the most fair, equal & non-discriminatory societies in the world. Really? Actions speak louder than words. 

*** ***
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