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Foreword

The coalition government’s programme of £81 billion spending cuts is unprecedented. It involves the biggest planned cuts ever to the welfare state, including £18 billion of welfare benefit cuts, cuts to service provision and major job losses. Deaf and disabled people’s organisations are already feeling the brunt of cuts to local government funding, as their own funding base is cut and service provision imperilled. 

Individual policy announcements alone do not give the full flavour of the meaning this programme holds for disabled people. Spending cuts that result in the removal of welfare benefits, job losses or the ending of a service will be compounded by the realities of poverty and other barriers facing different communities. As this report shows, for example, young Pakistani Londoners are twice as likely to be disabled than their peers, reflecting the complex results of disability discrimination, racism and poverty. Other legislative proposals will compound the effect of cuts too. As we go to print, the government is consulting on proposals that would see far fewer disabled children receiving special educational needs support and, once again, on proposals to water down the public sector equality duty. Such an approach takes legislation, as this report argues, in the direction of being a ‘bare minimum’ rather than an encouragement towards a genuinely more equal society. 

The socio-economic evidence gathered and analysed here amounts to a compelling case against such cuts. Disabled Londoners face entrenched barriers to equality. They are more likely to be unemployed, but the barriers that contribute to this need to be understood if they are to be tackled: compared to non-disabled people, disabled Londoners are more likely to have been receiving redundancy payments, are three times as likely to report that transport issues have prevented them taking up a new job and are more likely to be working in a temporary job because they could not find a permanent one.

These kinds of barriers will be made worse because of the spending cuts. Disability Living Allowance makes a vital contribution to independence for many disabled people. Yet the government’s planned 20 per cent cut will see 32,000 Londoners lose this support. Similarly Access to Work funds adjustments that support many disabled people to be in employment and pays for itself in increased tax revenue. Yet the government has recently cut the adjustments that will be funded. 

This approach will inevitably deepen the inequality and poverty that mark the lives of disabled people. These are stark. For example, this report shows that disabled people in London experience significant pay inequality, with average net weekly pay in London almost £50 less than that of non-disabled people, and average gross hourly pay of £14.50 compared to £16.17 for non-disabled people. These are the result of compound discrimination in education, training and employment which will be worsened by the government’s proposals for education, equality legislation and public sector restructuring and spending cuts.

This report also found that disabled Londoners are more likely to live in rented accommodation, and to rent from the local authority than non-disabled Londoners. They are a shocking four times more likely than non-disabled people to be receiving housing benefit. These facts of poverty and discrimination will be made much worse by the government’s proposed cuts to housing benefit and possible changes to social housing.

The evidence gathered here reflects the reality of structural discrimination and inequality on the lives of disabled people in London. It lays a basis for understanding the prejudices, stereotypes and social barriers that may grow as a result of cuts and competition for scarce resources – and which Inclusion London will be challenging. And, rather than harsh cuts that will hit the poorest most, it points towards the need for stronger interventionist measures: to address the disability pay gap, encourage take up of benefits that can support independence and lower poverty, facilitate access to employment and firmly tackle discrimination and exclusion.

We are grateful to OPM for their work on this important report.

We hope Deaf and disabled people’s organisations and communities will be able to use this evidence-base as a resource in their work and in presenting the case for the funding they and service users need. 

We want government to look at the facts presented here, and think again.

Anne Kane

Policy Manager

Inclusion London

policy@inclusionlondon.co.uk
Executive Summary
The Office for Public Management (OPM), an independent public interest organisation, was commissioned by Inclusion London to establish a robust and comprehensive evidence base which identifies the central social and economic characteristics of Deaf and disabled people in London and explores the impact of past and impending economic and social policies on this population.

The specific research questions that this project sought to address are:

· What are the current social and economic characteristics of Deaf and disabled people in London?

· What has been the impact of past economic and social policies on Deaf and disabled people?

· What is the likely future impact of the coalition government’s economic and social policies, particularly spending cuts and welfare reforms, on Deaf and disabled people in London?

A full description of the methodology used can be found in Appendix 1. 

In order to strike a balance between in-depth analysis and sufficient coverage, a pragmatic decision was made that the project would focus primarily on employment, benefits and income. This should not be taken to imply that other aspects of Deaf and disabled people’s lives are unimportant. Instead, it acknowledges that poverty has a cross-cutting influence on multiple exclusions experienced by Deaf and disabled people across all areas of life.

We also recognise that the policy agenda is rapidly changing, with new reforms or policy intentions being introduced every few months. 

Socioeconomic characteristics of Deaf and disabled people in London

This section draws on our analysis of the Annual Population Survey (APS) and Family Resources Survey (FRS) to provide an in-depth description of demographics, household and accommodation characteristics, education, economic and employment characteristics and benefit receipt of disabled people in London. We have supplemented the statistical data with secondary evidence in order to draw out some of the key implications of the findings.

Demographics

Analysis revealed that 17.6% of the surveyed APS sample in London is disabled. Based on a mid-2009 London population estimate of 7.75 million, this means that there are approximately 1.4 million disabled people living in London
. Additionally, women are slightly more likely (55.1%) to be disabled than men (44.9%). Given that there is strong evidence that disabled women face greater barriers in the labour market, this means that they are likely to need targeted support and advice to help them gain access to and progress within sustainable forms of employment. Disabled people in London are also younger than disabled people across the UK – 45.3% of disabled people in London are under 55 years of age compared with 40.7% of disabled people across the UK. This could suggest that older disabled people tend to move away from London once they reach pensionable age because they can no longer afford to live in London when they are not working.

Among the different ethnic groups, Asian/Asian British groups (19.2%), Black/Black British groups (17.8%) and those that classify themselves as ‘other’ (19%) are most likely to be disabled. Within these groups, Black Caribbean, Bangladeshi and Pakistani people in London are most likely to be disabled. Moreover, approximately 1 in 10 young people between the ages 20-24 from a Pakistani background (10.3%) are disabled. This is approximately double the proportion of all young people in London between the ages of 20-24 (5.2%) that are disabled
. Our analysis suggests that these disabled minority groups are likely to be amongst the poorest in London, given the strong evidence base relating to the significant differences in deprivation, income and qualifications between Black and minority ethnic people those from a White background (Platt, 2007). 

Where there are children in a household, households with disabled adults are themselves more likely to have disabled children living in them compared to households with no disabled adults: 18.5% of households with disabled adults have one disabled child living in them compared to 10% of households without disabled adults. This is worrying because evidence indicates that parents of disabled children are less likely than other parents to work; and even when they do, their earnings are lower than for parents as a whole (ippr, 2005). This may point to the additional barriers that parents of disabled children face in fitting employment with child care needs, such as finding suitable hours and affordable and good quality childcare appropriate for the needs of disabled children. Additionally, whereas families with disabled children face greater service needs, they are not in fact receiving these services or even where they are, services often fail to meet their needs. This evidence indicates that households with both disabled adults and disabled children face a wide range of interconnecting barriers that contribute to a high level of poverty and unmet need (OPM, 2010a).

Household and accommodation characteristics

Disabled people living in London are more likely to live in rented accommodation: 48.7% of disabled people compared to 41% non-disabled people live in rented accommodation. Moreover, more than half of disabled people rent their accommodation from the local authority or council (53.1%) whereas non-disabled people are most likely to rent from other individual private landlords (46.3%). The tendency for disabled people to be in social rented housing reflects the fact that they are less likely to be able to afford appropriate housing in the housing market. Despite this disproportionate concentration of disabled people in social housing, this type of housing is also unlikely to have been designed or adapted appropriately for the needs of disabled people. Additionally, the English House Condition Survey 2001 found that 36.5% of disabled people lived in ‘non-decent housing’ compared to 31.4% of non-disabled people which is of great concern given that disabled people are already disadvantaged because their housing do not meet their needs (ippr, 2005). According to the GLA’s London Housing Strategy (2010), disabled people are more than twice as likely as non-disabled people to be living in unsuitable housing. Additionally, a survey by Habinteg Housing Association and London South Bank University (2010) that considered the ‘unmet housing need’ of wheelchair user households (i.e. only a section of disabled people) found that 78,300 such households had unmet housing needs in England, with an estimated 12,517 of these being in London.

Households with disabled adults are smaller than those without disabled adults and this difference is driven by the number of dependent children living in both households: 21% of households with disabled adults have one or more dependent children living in them compared to 41.1% of households without disabled adults. Furthermore, within households without children, disabled adults are more likely to live alone than non-disabled adults: households with disabled adults are most likely to consist of one adult (49.1%) whereas households without disabled adults are most likely to either consist of one (37%) or two adults (32%).

Additionally, households with disabled children are more likely to have a greater number of dependent children in them compared with households without disabled children which is likely to contribute to the existing high level of poverty that is experienced by families with disabled children. The Office for Disability Issues (ODI), using data from the 2008/2009 Family Resources Survey (FRS), has reported that 37% of households with disabled children across the UK live in poverty (calculated after housing costs) compared to 28% households with no disabled children
.

Educational and economic characteristics

Disabled people in London are less likely to hold degree level qualifications (34%) compared with non-disabled people (46.6%) and are also more likely to hold no formal qualifications at all (4.3%) compared with their non-disabled counterparts (1.6%). These findings are not surprising given the wealth of evidence indicating that disabled people often face barriers to achieving educational outcomes and qualifications at school, as the result of a range of factors including negative experiences of schooling, being excluded from mainstream education and discrimination and low expectations from teachers (OPM, 2010a).

Disabled people also have an unemployment rate of 13% which is markedly higher than the 8% unemployment rate amongst non-disabled people. They are also more likely to be unemployed for a longer period of time. Additionally, disabled people are twice as likely (12.2%) to have received redundancy payments compared to non-disabled people (6.9%) which could imply that they are more likely to have been made redundant. Disabled people in London are also more than three times as likely (9.3%) as non-disabled people (2.6%) to report that issues relating to transport have prevented them from taking up a new job. These findings indicate the significant barriers that disabled people face in accessing and remaining in the labour market.

Similar proportions of employed disabled and non-disabled people in London have permanent jobs: 94.2% and 93.4%, respectively. However, amongst those with a temporary job, disabled people are more likely than non-disabled people to work on a temporary basis because they could not find a permanent job: 36.7% and 28.7% respectively. Disabled people are also more likely than non-disabled people to be in part-time jobs (31.1% and 24.9% respectively) and this also tends to be because of not being able to find a full-time job. This implies that disabled people would much rather be in permanent or full time jobs but find it hard to secure such work.

Disabled people in London are more likely than non-disabled people to work in the public sector than the private sector (29.4% compared to 22.8%). They are most likely to work in local government, council and including police (39.3%). 

Average net weekly pay for disabled people in London is £344.90, which is almost £50 less than that of non-disabled people (£389.40). More than one in three households with disabled adults (35.5%) earn less than £300 a week which compares to only 19.8% of households with no disabled adults. Furthermore, average gross hourly pay received by disabled people is less than that of non-disabled people – £14.50 compared with £16.17. Additionally, households without disabled adults are twice as likely (40.6%) as those with disabled adults (21.5%) to earn more than £800 a week. This is particularly worrying because households with disabled adults are also more likely to have disabled children living in them. 

Benefit receipt

Disabled people in London are more than twice as likely (66.7%) as non-disabled people (33.1%) to be claiming state benefits or tax credits. The benefits most commonly claimed by disabled people in London are sickness or disability related benefits (29.6%) and housing and/or council tax benefit (29.3%). It is noteworthy that the claimant rate for sickness or disability related benefits is low, and points to the fact that disabled people are under-claiming key benefits they are entitled to. This compounds poverty and disadvantage.

Disabled people who are claiming benefits are more likely than non-disabled claimants to be claiming multiple benefits. Moreover, households with disabled adults in London are also more likely to have been in receipt of benefits for a longer period of time. These findings confirm the relative level of support that households with disabled adults need in order to make ends meet, compared with households without disabled adults. This makes the under-claiming of certain benefits even more problematic.

Disabled people are more likely than non-disabled people to be claiming unemployment related benefits for 18 months or more. Disabled people in London are also more than four times (27.2%) as likely as non-disabled people in London (6.1%) to be claiming housing benefits.

Impact of past employment and benefits policies on disabled people

In this section we draw on evidence in the literature to explore the impact of existing and past employment programmes and benefit policies on disabled people. In the current environment of rapid welfare reform and concerns about unemployment in the public sector the lessons learned from previous changes to benefits and the introduction of employment support programmes provide valuable insight into how impending changes may be experienced by disabled people. 

Impact of benefits systems

There is evidence to suggest that the Employment and Support Allowance (ESA), which has replaced Incapacity Benefit (IB) for new claimants (with a migration of all existing claimants planned to start in April 2011), and means that claimants could be expected to undertake work-related activity, can have a negative impact on the wellbeing and mental health of disabled people. For instance, the barriers disabled people face in getting and keeping a job can result in increased pessimism, under-confidence and demoralising rejection (Kemp and Davidson, 2010). The inclusion of sanctions that effectively cut benefits if claimants are found not to be following their work-related activities plan can also force claimants to take work that is not suitable for them which could cause great stress (GLA, 2007). Furthermore the Work Capability Assessment (WCA) which forms part of the system has been reported by disabled people and their representatives as often failing to take into account many factors that can significantly affect the extent to which they are able to work (CAB, 2010b), resulting in a rise in people being denied benefit and in high numbers of appeals, many successful.  

Changes to the ESA and IB (in the past) put increased pressure on disabled people to find work and yet there is evidence to demonstrate that the barriers faced by disabled people in the labour market often result in failure to find employment. Kemp and Davidson (2010) in their study with recent IB claimants found that only 11% of respondents who self-categorised as ‘potential workers’ had done any work in the six months between surveys.

Negative attitudes and lack of awareness among employers means that they often make assumptions about disabled people’s productivity which continue to act as a significant barrier to disabled people getting and keeping a job, with research in London showing that one in six workers who develop an impairment lose their job, doubling with mental health conditions (GLA 2007) and higher for people in manual jobs than professional ones. Employers also tend to have low awareness about the cost and types of reasonable adjustments that disabled people need which can make them less likely to implement such adjustments (OPM, 2010b). 

There is also evidence in the literature that although disability benefits, particularly the Disability Living Allowance (DLA), have a positive impact on disabled people’s lives, they are not adequate to cover the additional costs of disability faced by disabled people (OPM, 2010a; Smith et al, 2004). This makes it particularly worrying when, as is the current case, policy changes have been announced that would both reduce disabled people’s ability to meet the additional costs incurred by disability, and also reduce their service entitlements and other income sources.

For a disabled person, gaining employment instead of receiving benefits does not always result in a better standard of living. Many benefits are cut and some can be taken away altogether once employment is gained. Employment is more likely to be low paid and can also result in other costs such as child care and transport. People may be put off working by the fear that they will be financially worse off if they do and will fall into the ‘poverty trap’ – a situation where neither employment nor benefits can meet their living standards. (GLA, 2007; Grewal et al, 2002).

Impact of employment programmes

A number of employment programmes have been introduced over the years with the aim to provide disabled people with the support they may need to take up employment. For example, Pathways to Work programme is a gateway to advice and support for people receiving IB or ESA but there is mixed evidence about the extent to which it has been successful in helping disabled people gain employment. Disabled people often report the work focused interviews to be unhelpful and lacking in privacy (Lancashire, 2010). There are also concerns that performance targets could lead contractors to concentrate their efforts on those disabled people who are, or are perceived to be, the easiest to get into work (GLA, 2007; Riddell et al, 2010). The New Deal for Disabled People (NDDP) is another such programme that has been found to be only moderately successful, and even so mostly with younger claimants (Stafford et al, 2007). Additionally, the evaluation of the programme also found that although there were cost savings in the amount of benefits paid out to participants, there was a lack of information on the number of disabled people successfully finding employment which could mean that there is an increase in the number of disabled people not receiving either income from benefits or employment.

Access to Work (AtW) is a programme that provides financial support to disabled people and their employers for both one-off and ongoing costs associated with employing a disabled person. An evaluation of the programme found that there were very low levels of awareness about the programme amongst disabled people and employers. However, it also found that on the whole employers and customers could point to many benefits such as reduced sickness and absenteeism, savings on work-related expense and staff retention (Riddell et al, 2010). The Disability Employment Coalition (2004) estimated that AtW recoups £1.48 in increased tax and National Insurance contributions for every £1 spent, and therefore generates tangible economic benefits. Similarly, the National Audit Office (2005) has also highlighted the cost effectiveness of the AtW programme in its assessment of the Department of Work and Pension’s (DWP) support for disabled people. The recent announcement by the coalition government of the list of ‘standard equipment’ not eligible for Access to Work funding is therefore particularly worrying.

Impact of future spending cuts on disabled people in London

In the last six months there has been a significant amount of analyses of the impact of the welfare reforms and spending cuts to public services, tax credits and benefits and wider public spending cuts announced by the coalition government. A review of these allows us to generate valuable insight into the likely impact of impending changes. This is because such analyses tend to present the impact of the planned spending cuts in relation to the poorest and richest households. Our analyses of the APS and FRS have already highlighted the fact that the level of poverty experienced by disabled people in London is significantly greater than that experienced by non-disabled people. We can therefore assume that the impact of the policy changes and cuts on disabled people are likely to mirror those experienced by the lowest income groups reported by others. 

It is important to note that much of the available literature only estimates the financial impact of the spending cuts and policy changes introduced by the coalition government. However, there is a wealth of evidence indicating that financial or economic exclusion is correlated with many other forms of exclusion and disadvantage. This means that impacts described in this section are only a starting point for understanding how spending cuts and policy changes are going to impact on disabled people in London. It should not be interpreted as the totality of potential impact on disabled people.

We are also aware that many of the spending cuts and policy changes will also have a negative impact on those disabled people who may not be in the lowest income groups, for example, cuts to DLA or cuts in public services (such as NHS or education) such that this may then push this group into much lower income groups. 

Overall impact of tax, benefit and spending measures

An unprecedented scale of public spending cuts announced by the coalition government have included a wide range of tax and benefit measures as well as spending cuts to services, set out in the emergency budget in June and the Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) in October 2010. Statistical modelling exploring the impact of all these measures has demonstrated that they are deeply regressive because they result in a greater loss, in terms percentage of income, for lower income groups (20-35%), compared with higher income groups (5-10%) (Reed, 2010). Since our analyses of the APS and FRS demonstrated that disabled people in London are likely to be in the lowest income groups, it is likely that the package of measures will have a relatively greater adverse impact on disabled people compared with non-disabled people. 

Reed (2010) has also modelled the impact of the coalition government’s announced tax and benefit measures and spending cuts to services separately. With regards to the tax and benefit measures, the impact again is clearly regressive with lower income groups losing between 4-6.5% of their net income and higher income groups losing less than 2%. With regards to the spending cuts to services, the lowest and second lowest income groups suffer a loss of approximately ten times (~30%) and six times (~20%) as much as the richest group. These poorest income groups are also most affected by cuts to social care and education. Again, since disabled people in London are amongst the lower income groups, they are likely to be disproportionately affected by the cuts to services. 

The government, in the CSR, indicated there are likely to be approximately 490,000 public sector job losses but others have suggested the numbers are likely to be much higher. Immediately after the budget was announced, the Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development, have argued that this number could be closer to 725,000 by 2015
 and in February 2011 added that ‘around 12.5 per cent of public sector workers are likely to lose their jobs in the coming year’ alone
 . Across the economy as a whole, after the June 2010 budget, an unpublished Treasury assessment suggested 1.3 million jobs would be lost
. 

We know from our analysis that the majority of disabled people in London are economically inactive (68.1%) with only 27.7% in employment. This means that there are 387,800 disabled people in employment in London (based on a population estimate of 1.4million disabled people in London). We also know that 29.4% of this 387,800 disabled people in employment in London work in the public sector. This means that there are approximately 114,000 disabled people working in the public sector in London who face the risk of losing their jobs. Additionally, evidence from the recent recession has found that the ILO unemployment rate for disabled people had increased, albeit at a slower rate than for non-disabled people, even before the announcement of public sector job losses (EHRC and DWP, 2009). The Trades Union Congress (TUC) (2009) has warned against complacency, noting that while large-scale redundancies have yet to materialise in the public sector, where disabled people are disproportionately employed, these may yet take place against the context of inevitable cuts to public spending.

Impact of change in up-rating of benefits,

The change in the linking of benefits from the Retail Price Index (RPI) and Rossi to the Consumer Price Index (CPI) means that benefits will increase less than they would have otherwise and this has led to concerns about the extent to which this will reduce the amount of benefits received by people. It is argued that people on lower incomes face inflation rates higher than the CPI and that it does not reflect the spending of those receiving benefits (e.g., excludes council tax). Since our analysis demonstrated that disabled people tend to have low incomes and are also most likely to be claiming benefits, they are likely to suffer significantly from this change in indexation (Browne and Levell, 2010; CAB, 2010a). 

Impact of changes to disability related benefits

There is evidence in the literature reviewed that there are concerns about the proposed changes to the DLA that have been announced by the coalition government with an aim to cut recipients by 20%. As our data analysis revealed, 11.4% and 11.7% of disabled people in London receive DLA care component and mobility component respectively. This means that there are currently approximately 160,000 DLA recipients in London. A 20% cut would mean that approximately 32,000 would lose DLA.

These proposed changes include changing the name of the benefit to Personal Independence Payment (PIP). Unlike DLA, eligibility for PIP would be based on having an impairment or condition for a period of at least 12 months. Additionally, those in hospital or residential care will be automatically ineligible. There are very real concerns that the new medical test planned for DLA will miss out the impact and costs of the real barriers associated with disability (ECDP, 2010). Wood and Grant (2010b) in their survey of disabled people found that the costs faced and support needed by this group often did not correlate with the severity of the ‘functional impact’ of their disability which is what the new medical test would assess. A further impact of the tightening of eligibility for DLA is that it will also have a direct effect on Carers Allowance (CA) which can only be claimed by those receiving the higher or middle rate of DLA. This means that those disabled people that fail the medical test would no longer get DLA and CA (Wood and Grant, 2010). Additionally, the fact that the mobility component of the DLA would no longer be available to those living in residential care has resulted in concerns by CAB (2010a)
, Inclusion London (2010) and others that this will greatly limit the level of choice and independence experienced by those in residential care. A report by 27 national organisations
 in the disability charity sector argued that the cut will mean ‘people will be forced to remain indoors and have a diminished quality of life; or social services will be forced to make up the difference in funding. Given the current climate, we do not expect local authorities to be able to do this.’ (Don’t Cut Mobility, 2010: 1). 

The CSR announced a planned one year time limit for entitlement to contributions based ESA for those in the work related activity group (WRAG). CAB (2010a) have argued that this new limit will affect disabled people who are single with some savings or other income and couples where one partner works but who still struggle to make ends meet. Additionally, since more disabled people are likely to start claiming Job Seekers Allowance (JSA) once their one year time limit on ESA is over, they are also likely to suffer from the ‘harsh’ sanctions that have been imposed on failing to comply with the proposed mandatory work activity (CAB, 2010c).

Impact of changes to housing benefit and Local Housing Allowance

A wide range of changes to housing benefit and Local Housing Allowance (LHA) have been announced over the previous year, many of which would be likely to impact on London disproportionately. Since disabled people are more than four times as likely (27.2%) as non-disabled people (6.1%) to be receiving housing benefits there is likely to be a disproportionate adverse impact on them. In fact, CAB (2010a), National Housing Federation (2010) and Chartered Institute of Housing (2010) have all argued that the combination of changes in the LHA allowance rate from the 50th to the 30th percentile from October 2011 and the caps imposed on the maximum LHA payable by property size from April 2011 means that in many London boroughs this will restrict the availability of affordable housing to less than 30% of the market which means that people will have to move out to more affordable boroughs (CIH, 2010; NHF, 2010). Additionally, an extension of the Shared Room Rate (SRR) from single claimants under 25 to those under 35 from April 2012 means that all single people under 35 will have their LHA restricted to a bedroom in shared accommodation rather than a self contained bed sit or 1 bedroom flat. This will have an impact on the 10.5% percent of disabled people in London who are under 35 (approximately 145,000 people), and many of whom are likely to be single.

The June 2010 budget also announced that housing benefit would be cut by 10% for those people who had been claiming JSA for over a year. This proposal was not included in the Welfare Reform Bill and appears to have been withdrawn. However, it raised important issues and we consider some of these in the report. Wood and Grant (2010a) have argued that the disabled people are likely to be on JSA longer because of the increased difficulties they face in the labour market (confirmed by our analysis).
 

The National Housing Foundation (2010) have argued that low income groups are likely to be priced out of London because reduced housing benefits would make accommodation affordable.

Other changes that are likely to impact on disabled people include the downward adjustment of the Supported Mortgage Interest (SMI) rate from October 2010 and the increase in the deduction from housing benefits that applies to claimants who live with non-dependents from April 2011. With regards to the former, Wood and Grant (2010a) have argued that disabled people whose employment tends to be more erratic are likely to suffer the most in trying to make their mortgage payments. With regards to the latter, the change is likely to have more of an impact on disabled people in London compared to non-disabled people because the former are more likely to live in adult-only households (79% compared to 58.9% of non-disabled people).  

Impact of cap on benefits

The CSR introduced a proposed cap on household benefits from 2013 at approximately £500 for couples and lone parents, and £350 for single adult households. Although those receiving DLA are exempt, those receiving ESA or IB are not. Additionally, the fact that the cap will apply regardless of household size and geographical location means that it will have a disproportionate impact on large families and areas of high rent, such as London. Disabled people are thus more likely to suffer from this cap if they live in London than if they live elsewhere.

Impact of other cuts

Many disability organisations have expressed serious concerns about other changes announced by the coalition government. These include the proposed sharp cuts in the availability of Legal Aid (including making it not available for employment, education, and a range of other areas), the closure of the Independent Living Fund and cutbacks to Access to Work. All of these are likely to impact negatively on disabled people. Additionally, a range of other tax credit and benefit cuts have been announced which will have varying impacts on disabled people, although they are not disability related benefits as such. For example, the decision to freeze Child Benefit for three years, cut childcare support provided under tax credits by 10% and restrict the Sure Start maternity grant to the first child only
 may have particularly harsh impacts on households with disabled adults and/or disabled children. As we have shown, households with disabled children across the UK are more likely to live in poverty than households with children who are not disabled and households with disabled children are also more likely to have a greater number of children in them. However, detailed consideration of the impact of this very large number of cuts in benefits and tax credits that are not disability focussed, but will impact differently on disabled people, is beyond the scope of this report.

Conclusions

In this report we have drawn on a selection of published and unpublished literature and fresh analyses of two key existing datasets to identify the socioeconomic characteristics of disabled people in London as well as to describe and estimate, as far as possible, the likely impacts of the coalition government’s announced spending cuts and changes to benefits and tax credits. We have also explored the impact of existing and past employment programmes and benefit policies on disabled people as the lessons learned from these provide valuable insight into how impending changes may be experienced by disabled people. The key recurrent theme is that of the marked difference in the level of poverty and barriers to employment experienced by disabled people in London compared with non-disabled people. 

A key observation emerging from our review is that despite the existence of legislation to promote the rights of disabled people in Britain, genuine equality for disabled people is a long way from being a reality. Legislation needs to square up to the fact that many of the findings here point to growing disability inequality. There is also a risk legislation provisions may only be regarded as a prompt to achieve the ‘bare minimum’ rather than to see them as encouraging society to aspire to a genuine cultural shift towards promoting genuine equality of outcome. A rights-based approach to disability equality further draws attention to the fact that a number of fundamental rights are guaranteed by the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and by the Human Rights Act.

While effective implementation and enforcement are important, we also need a greater emphasis on outcomes. It is clear from the evidence that the coalition government’s policy agenda will lead to worsening outcomes for disabled people. Some groups of disabled people may suffer disproportionately, for example, in London, those from a Pakistani and Bangladeshi background. Added to this, the shift towards focussing only on the most basic needs of disabled people in relation to health, housing etc., without accompanying steps to promote the inclusion and participation of disabled people in society though changing attitudes and offering real choice and control is likely to lead to greater hardship. Decision making therefore needs to move away from selective short term financial considerations to ones that take into account the longer term social vision, and specifically the outcomes for disabled people and their families. Our findings do not provide support for the government’s view that its cuts are necessary for economic stability: more than this, however, we show how the definition of ‘cost’ and ‘benefit’ needs to embrace much more than pure monetary value.

Therefore, while our review has pointed out numerous overlapping adverse financial impacts of recently announced policies, the true impact of government policy on disabled people’s lives is likely to be significantly more far-reaching and fundamental. Our findings indicate that statistics of inequality are likely to worsen over time for disabled people across the different domains of life. It is imperative that careful tracking of quantitative and qualitative data is used as the basis of evidence-based approaches to enforcement and intervention in order that equality and human rights are taken seriously. This report is intended to assist Inclusion London, and other disabled people’s organisations in London, to have a baseline of evidence that can be used to undertake this kind of tracking.
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� http://www.statistics.gov.uk/statbase/Product.asp?vlnk=15106


� The categories of ethnic groups described are those that are recorded by the Annual Population Survey.


� From ODI, Disability Equality Indicators, online: http://odi.dwp.gov.uk/roadmap-to-disability-equality/indicators.php


� For example, the change in linking of benefits from the Retail Price Index (RPI) and Rossi to the Consumer Price Index, the 20% reduction in recipients of DLA and changes to the Local Housing Allowance Rate. 


� http://www.personneltoday.com/articles/2010/06/10/55887/public-sector-job-losses-could-hit-725000-warns-cipd.html


� http://www.hrreview.co.uk/articles/hrreview-articles/hr-strategy-practice/more-job-losses-expected-in-the-public-sector/17434


� http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk/2010/jun/29/budget-job-losses-unemployment-austerity


� Several of the announced changes to disability related benefits (DLA, ESA) require legislation and are being taken forward in the Welfare Reform Bill, published on 16 February 2011


� This was due to be removed in October 2012 but has now been delayed to March 2013


� http://www.disabilityalliance.org/dbcdontlimit.pdf


� Some of the announced changes to housing benefits require legislation and are being taken forward in the Welfare Reform Bill, published on 16 February 2011


� The publication of the Welfare Reform Bill (17 February 2011) suggests this proposal may now be dropped but this will only become fully clear as the Bill proceeds.


� http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk/2010/jun/22/2010-budget-child-tax-credits-cut





	
	
	
	



