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1. Introduction

This paper represents Inclusion London’s response to the consultation on the draft Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy, due to close on 12th January 2010. 
Inclusion London is the pan-London Deaf and disabled people’s organisations CIC. Our contact details are at the end of this document. We are a relatively new organisation, set up in part to fill the clear gap that existed for a London-wide Deaf and disability equality organisation able to provide a voice and provide capacity-building support to borough based and other Deaf and disabled people’s organisations in London.

This is a short comment raising only a few points. We were unable to devote resources to a more substantial response because of the fact that the consultation was taking place simultaneous to consultations on other Mayoral strategies –on the London Plan, Transport and Health Inequalities. This put considerable strain on our resources and ability to be able to respond to all equally, although we consider all have important implications for Deaf and disabled people in London. One outcome of this strain is that we are only able to make a brief and not in-depth response to this consultation. Nevertheless we hope that they will be taken into account and positively responded to by the Mayor. 
2. Comments
2.1 Overall Inclusion London considers that strategies and policies to improve economic equality for Deaf and disabled people in London’s economy are insufficiently developed in the draft Strategy document.  We comment particularly on Chapter 4, which deals with ‘Extending opportunity to all Londoners’ and is where we would have expected to see an understanding of the economic inequality of Deaf and disabled people presented in order to lay the basis for economic development policies to tackle that inequality.
2.2 As reported in a GLA DMAG Briefing, March 2007, disabled Londoners comprise 16 per cent of London’s working age population. As of this date, this represented at least 800,000 people. This figure will be considerably greater if the non-working age population is added, and will have grown since 2007 as a result of overall population growth in London. This therefore is a very considerable population, the economic needs of which need to be explicitly addressed in the strategy.
2.3 In Paragraph 4.1 the draft Strategy states that ‘The Mayor’s recent Equal Life Chances for All framework sets out his overall approach to promoting equality and to tackling barriers to achieving this’. Inclusion London believes this framework stands in need of improvement. It is highly generic and lacks analysis of discrimination and the drivers of inequality, as well as the range of economic steps needed to tackle discrimination and deliver equality. Specifically with regard to disability discrimination, it does not clearly base itself on the Social Model of Disability. We believe that the language in parts of the EDS is also at odds with the Social Model approach: e.g. ‘a hand up when people need it and helping people to help themselves’. This language tends to greatly understate what are massive, entrenched social inequalities resulting from discriminatory barriers such as: educational exclusion, employment discrimination, inaccessible social environment, insufficiently vigorous legislative enforcement, inaccessible transport and technology, hate crime, etc. Therefore we think the chapter should be revised to include an analysis of the place of discrimination in limiting economic opportunity and the impact of this in limiting London’s economic success, and a strategy for how this is to be tackled as part of an integrated plan for London’s economic development.
2.4 Paragraph 4.1 also states that the Mayor ‘wants a London where everyone can play a full part, not one divided between the haves and the have-nots’. That is a laudable statement with which Inclusion London fully agrees. However, this document does not appear to lay out a strategy that would take us forward to such an egalitarian London. Nor do other Mayoral strategies currently under consultation and which are directly linked to this strategy. For example, the draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) proposes to defer plans to introduce step-free access to a number of underground stations. Such plans are essential to allow disabled Londoners to ‘play a full part’. Similarly the Mayor’s Equal Life Chances for All framework omits any mention of hate crime against disabled people in its crime detection rate objectives. Tacking hate crime against disabled people is also essential to allow disabled people to be equal and socially included.
2.5 Paragraph 4.4 states that ‘there is a cycle of low achievement, limited ambition and poor educational outcomes among some groups and in some areas that must be broken. In too many families this extends through generations’. This wording tends to put the onus for inequality onto individuals and their families. Disabled people are more likely than average to be unemployed, more likely to have fewer qualifications (though also more likely to be unemployed even if they are graduates), more likely to be in non-professional and non-managerial employment if they are in work at all. These are not the results of ‘limited ambition’ but of systematic discrimination. There have been significant changes in recent years which have helped to challenge these statistics (e.g. anti-discrimination legislation, the enforcement of which has facilitated the social inclusion and visibility of disabled people). This base needs to be built upon, in this instance by continuing to integrate a perspective for disabled people into the London Economic Development Strategy. For example, by explaining how discrimination hurts London’s economic output and setting out strategies that encourage and reward non-discriminatory economic policies.

2.6 Paragraphs 4.3 to 4.15 dealing with ‘a good start in life’ make no specific mention of the much greater than average levels of poverty and inequality faced by disabled children and young people. We propose this section should be improved by the addition of such analysis and that this should lead to proposals aimed at tackling this inequality e.g. at paragraph 4.10. 
2.7 Proposal 4c deals with actions to ‘raise London’s employment rate, and to reduce the employment rate gap for disadvantaged groups, by removing barriers and disincentives to work, and providing more personalised and joined up services to help people into employment and career progression’. All of this section suffers from a lack of sufficient reference to the economic inequality of particular communities – and specifically lack of any reference to the situation of Deaf and disabled people. 

2.8 Paragraph 4.17 states that there are ‘three broad reasons for London’s high levels of worklessness’: more people from disadvantaged groups (including ‘those with health problems and disabilities’); higher rates of ‘worklessness’ in these groups; factors which can make the ‘incentive to find and stay in work less than in other parts of the country’. We think that this is not an adequate description of the ‘reasons’ for higher unemployment in London. It amalgamates hugely complex and varying issues that affect different communities, facing different kinds of discrimination, differently. It omits some of the driving factors of the factors suggested (root causes) and other potential causes. This and succeeding paragraphs put insufficient attention on demand side problems – such as discrimination by employers. The impact of the recession is also inadequately considered. Therefore the Strategy would be improved by a fuller appreciation of the current economic climate and of the impact of discrimination in contributing to patterns of unemployment and inequality in particular communities.

2.9  Paragraphs 4.17, 4.18, 4.19 and 4.21 hint at the negative interaction that exists between the benefits system, employment and high living costs. We believe this section would be improved by a consideration of how this limits particular communities and in what areas adjustments are needed: for example, would the employment position of disabled people be assisted by raising the income/hours worked limit before benefits are lost? Later (paragraph 4.51) the document says that the Mayor ‘will press for the higher costs in London to be fully taken into account in housing benefits and childcare subsidies’. Indeed, this was an approach that was taken forward by the previous administration and Inclusion London believes this is a positive and pragmatic approach. However, we would like there to be specific consideration of this approach with regard to disabled people.

2.10 This section says ‘more radical measures to reform the benefits system will be necessary’, but does not specify what these may be. Inclusion London does not support restriction to any welfare benefits, particularly at this time of economic difficulty. However, there are a number of positive changes that could be made. Changes to the benefit system are largely the responsibility of the national government. However, support for the greatest flexibility possible would be important to allow disabled people to take up employment while minimising the risk of losing benefit income, or by making it possible to access tax credits while working lower number of hours, or by making it easier to renew access to benefits if employment does not work out. 

2.11 Paragraphs 4.22 to 4.32, under ‘what the Mayor will do’ would benefit from more definite proposals. Paragraph 4.22 talks about the need for greater flexibility in welfare to work support and states that the Mayor ‘will promote a combination of greater incentives, improved opportunities and more relevant targeted support to help people get into work and to progress’. The meaning of this needs to be spelled out. We do not believe that disabled people lack ‘incentive’ and we are concerned at the tone of this whole section, particularly given the lack of specific detail. If it means the kinds of recognition by the benefit system of higher costs in London (as under paragraph 4.51) then that could provide support to disabled people. If it means support for tightening access to benefits, then it would be opposed by disabled people.

2.12 Paragraph 4.23 states ‘The Mayor recognises the important role of voluntary sector organisations, which have unrivalled reach into many of the groups that need support’. However, this does not lead to any action – although it is under the heading ‘what the Mayor will do’. We think this should be addressed, specifically with regard to disabled people’s organisations in the sector.

2.13 Section 4E discusses work with the London Skills and Employment Board on skills and qualifications. The section does not address the lower levels of educational attainment and training among disabled people or the greater likelihood of disabled people to be working below their skill level even if they have qualifications, nor how to tackle this to ensure that disabled people are more appropriately represented in employment. Neither does it address the exclusion of many disabled children and young disabled people from education in London as a result on lack of accessible facilities and services. We propose this is addressed.

2.14 Paragraph 4.41 notes the substantial impact the GLA Group procurement can have in spreading and embedding good practice on skills and employment. We agree with this in principle but request that information is made available on the impact this is having on the position of Deaf and disabled people. The paragraph also states that the Mayor will support efforts to maximise job and skill enhancement offered by the 2012 Games and projects such as Crossrail. Again we would like to see information on the impact on disabled people.

2.15 Paragraph 4.43 talks about steps to facilitate skills development and career progression saying that those ‘wanting to upgrade their skills levels must be enabled to do so’. This is an area that is very important for disabled people given that discrimination lowers the educational outcomes for many disabled young people and that many disabled adults are working below their true potential or are excluded from employment as a result of a range of discriminatory barriers and their past bad educational experiences. ‘Enabling’ Deaf and disabled people to ‘upgrade their skills level’ is therefore very important. It will require a number of integrated policies. We would like to see further setting out of how these will be delivered.

2.16 Section 4F deals with housing, with Paragraph 4.48 saying that ‘lack of access to affordable, appropriate and decent housing acts as a barrier for many Londoners’. This is definitely true with regard to disabled people. The document then states that ‘Improving the supply of homes across all tenures is vital’. Again, this has particular relevance to disabled people who have a greater than average likelihood to need social housing and low cost housing. However, the draft replacement London Plan proposes reductions in the targets for affordable housing and in social housing. Cutting the delivery of affordable housing and social housing will have a particular impact on disabled people who, because of discrimination, are less likely to be employed, more likely to be in lower paid jobs, more likely to be living below the poverty line, and more likely to need social housing and affordable housing. These need to be amended in order to better address the housing requirement which this section recognises in principle.

3. Summary

Inclusion London considers that the draft Economic Development Strategy pays insufficient attention to the position of Deaf and disabled people in London’s economic future. The strategy does not address the key facts of economic inequality for disabled people and does not set out an understanding of the causes of this pattern of inequality. Corresponding to this it has little specific to say about what the Mayor intends to do through this strategy to address economic inequality of Deaf and disabled people. 

Research shows that disabled people are

· more likely to experience poverty
· more likely to be unemployed

· half as likely to have been in higher education
· more likely to have fewer qualifications
· are more likely to be unemployed even if they have graduate level qualifications 

· are more likely to be in non-professional and non-managerial employment if they are in employment

· more likely to be working below their skill level
· experience significantly lower pay when in employment

· less likely to receive in-work training
· are less likely to live in owner-occupied housing and more likely to live in and require social rented housing.

These facts reflect profound and systemic discriminatory barriers which limit the lives of individual disabled people and limit the potential contribution that disabled people could make to economic development. The Economic Development Strategy needs to show that it has a strategy for London’s economic future which includes a place for disabled people. It needs to present a strategy which includes an understanding of the economic position of and constraints upon disabled people in London and how it will address these. The strategy needs to be revised in this direction.

For further information contact: 

Anne Kane

Policy Manager, Inclusion London

Inclusion London

Unit J410
Tower Bridge Business Complex
100 Clements Road
London SE16 4DG
Email: policy@inclusionlondon.co.uk
Telephone: 020 7237 3181
London Deaf and Disability Organisations CIC
Company registration no: 6729420

[image: image2.jpg]


   [image: image3.jpg]



PAGE  
5

