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1. Introduction

The Greater London Authority has produced a new draft Disability Equality Scheme (DES). The draft DES is being circulated for consultation. The deadline for responses to be submitted is 15 October. 
Copies of the DES can be found at the following web address: http://www.london.gov.uk/consultation/disability-equality-scheme 
The Greater London Authority’s approach to equality for disabled people is very important. The GLA has a lot of direct powers that can be used to improve equality for disabled people. These include its own employment practices, how it procures services and its powers in relation to economic development, planning, transport, policing, housing, health, culture and other areas. The DES is an opportunity to consider all the ways in which the GLA can use its powers to improve equality for disabled people and set out clear and measurable objectives.

Inclusion London hopes that disabled people’s organisations will seize this opportunity to respond to the consultation on the GLA’s new proposed DES.

This paper sets out Inclusion London’s views on the draft DES that has been issued for consultation. Inclusion London welcomes feedback from Deaf and Disabled People’s Organisations, so please let us know what you think. We will take your responses into account when developing our own response to the consultation.
2. GLA Disability Equality Scheme – overview
Whilst it is welcome that the GLA have brought out a proposed new Disability Equality Scheme the document shows signs of having been pulled together in a hurry. This makes the content more confusing and less transparent. 
In particular it is not clear which future actions will be carried out by the GLA itself and which by bodies in the GLA ‘group’ – such as London Development Agency (LDA) and Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA). While it is perfectly reasonable for the GLA to make reference to objectives and/or actions by other bodies, the GLA scheme should also make clear that these other bodies will each have their own scheme and set their own objectives – and provide web references for these. 

Other sources of confusion arise from a lack of correlation between the different chapters. In particular, that Chapter 4 contains within it some statements regarding objectives which are not reflected in the end section (Chapter 6) on measuring success

The scheme identifies that the new Equality Act public duty, due to come into force in April 2011, will require public authorities to set equality objectives on the basis of evidence and involvement of disabled people (and their equivalents in other equality areas). The Scheme therefore sets out at the end a series of objectives. These are broad in scope but there are some critical flaws and areas of non-compliance.

Inclusion London is glad to see that reference to the Social Model of Disability appears in the draft DES. The Social Model was omitted from the ‘Equal Life Chances for All’ document published by the Mayor in 2009. Inclusion London stated its concern about this and this was shared by Deaf and Disabled Londoners – for example, when people attended our consultation meeting on the London Plan and Transport Strategy in January this year. 
3. Objectives? 
Perhaps the most puzzling aspect of the scheme is that the section which reads to us as addressing ‘objectives’ – Chapter 6 – is not described as such. Instead it is entitled ‘How we will measure our success’. 
Chapter 3, by contrast, is entitled ‘Our disability equality objectives’. However this contains only broad aims which are not specific enough to enable measurement or to constitute objectives. 
This terminology matters because the legal requirement under the new Equality Act will be to set equality objectives and take action to achieve them. If the so-called objectives are as vague and unspecific as the ones set out in chapter 3 that would not enable GLA to be held to account for its actions to achieve them.
The terminology used by the GLA is confusing and should be changed. Chapter 6 (not Chapter 3) is where the Mayor actually sets out the equality objectives that he is going to measure. There are many things that are mentioned earlier in the DES that are not set as objectives to be measured in Chapter 6. 
Therefore it is very important that disabled people focus attention on Chapter 6 both to see what is missing and to consider whether, if something is mentioned, the measurement and outcome proposed are adequate. 

4. Measuring success?
The measures of success set out in Chapter 6 are an improvement on Chapter 3 but they are still not specific. They need to be made more specific and therefore be able to be measured. 

In a number of the success measures the disability dimension is not clear. For example, in Chapter 6 a measure to monitor is stated as ‘homelessness acceptances’ (under point 4, page 42). What is to be measured is unclear. Is this homeless disabled people? If so, the document should clearly say so. If it is not this, then it does not measure improvements in disability equality. 
Another example is a measure to monitor ‘relevant London Plan key performance indicators’. This is supposed to meet the ‘desired outcome’ of ‘improved quality of life for Londoners’. Without (at least) a considerable amount of cross-checking it is impossible to know what it is that is to be measured, and how success therefore is to be judged: even then measurement will be difficult because the ‘desired outcome’ is ‘improved’ quality of life, which is too vague.
Some of the measures do not clearly indicate a desired direction of travel. An example would be: ‘diversity of mayoral appointments by disability’. This does not indicate clearly what we assume is the desired outcome – increased diversity. This is implied by the desired outcome, which is ‘Mayoral appointments reflect the diversity of London’ but a clear and stated commitment to increased representation of disabled people in Mayoral appointments would be an improvement.
Most importantly, the objectives do not indicate a current benchmark (for example, how many Mayoral appointees are disabled at present?). Nor do they indicate what would be viewed as success (for example, a 5 per cent improvement over 3 years). We want to see this improved with the addition of benchmark information and a clear rate and timescale against which success can be measured.
5. Confusion

Even more confusion is created by the fact that Chapter 6 (‘how we will measure our success’) sometimes talks about ‘gender equality’ instead of disability equality, and sometimes is totally unspecific. This appears to be a confusion of subject matter. 

For example, item 3 (page 40) lists outcomes and measures to ‘Embed gender equality into the heart of business and corporate planning exemplifying the gold standard for best practice which brings real change to people’s quality of life’ (our emphasis). 

Another example is item 4 (page 41) which addresses ‘Work with the GLA group and more widely with London councils, the public, private, voluntary and community sectors to provide practical solutions that effectively tackle gender inequality’ (our emphasis).
Another area of confusion is created by the inclusion of areas where the Mayor has no control and little influence. Some of the Chapter 6 success measures (which we want to see labelled as objectives) relate to such areas. One notable one is the ‘desired outcome’ (under point 3, on page 41) is that ‘London’s MPs, councillors and assembly members reflect the diversity of London’. While this would be a good thing, it is not something that the Mayor’s policy affects.
6. Areas missing from the measurement of success
Conversely some areas of core GLA responsibility do not feature in these success measures at all. We set out just a few examples here.
One important area missing is planning, which is a core GLA responsibility: whether our buildings, open spaces, streets and wider environment are planned in an accessible way is extremely important to disabled people. Planning does not appear in the list of ‘how we will measure success’ in Chapter 6, however. Tourism is mentioned in Chapter 4 but not in Chapter 6. For example, Chapter 4 supports ‘a target of 10 per cent new hotel bedrooms to be wheelchair accessible’, but this is not included in Chapter 6 as a ‘measure to monitor’.
Similarly culture is missing from the areas to be measured. On page 8, the DES states that the Mayor has a ‘duty to set out plans and policies’ on culture and on page 33 there is some discussion of the Mayor’s Cultural Strategy. But there is no mention of culture in the list of equality objectives to be actually measured. 
No mention is made in Chapter 6 of a goal that the GLA’s own employees at all levels should represent the proportion of disabled people in the capital’s workforce. This is particularly worrying as the report makes clear that the number of disabled employees at the GLA has fallen in the last period of time: under Chapter 4 (page 34) the proportion of disabled people in post at the GLA fell from 8 per cent of all employees in September 2008 to 7 per cent in September 2009. This represents a fall from 51 disabled employees to 40 disabled employees (the document also says that around 40 per cent of employees do not say whether or not they are disabled). 

The report also reveals a worrying gap between the proportion of disabled people applying for jobs and the proportion appointed. For the year of 2009, people who stated they were disabled were 6 per cent of applicants, 6 per cent of those shortlisted but only 3 per cent of those appointed. In numbers this meant that of 79 posts advertised, 63 people who stated they were disabled applied (out of a total of 1043 applicants), 15 disabled people were shortlisted (out of a total of 250) but only 2 people were appointed (out of a total of 79 appointed).
Another area not mentioned in the list of ‘how we will measure success’ in Chapter 6 is disabled people’s involvement in sports. This is discussed in Chapter 4 (page 31) and it appears that an objective in has been set in ‘A Sporting Future’ to increase disabled people’s involvement in sports. However, it is not mentioned in Chapter 6 as something to be measured. 

Even where a general policy area is mentioned in Chapter 6, some of the specific ‘measures to monitor’ are poor. One example is housing. Although (in Chapter 4) the DES explains that ‘less than half of wheelchair users moving into a housing association home were allocated a wheelchair accessible property’ no measure in relation to this appears in Chapter 6. This would seem an obvious area to measure improvement on – for example, using the London Accessible Housing Register. We propose this omission is addressed by the inclusion of a measure of the increase in the proportion of wheelchair users being allocated accessible properties.

Therefore we think that Chapter 6 needs to be revised to ensure that it includes a wider and more appropriate list of objectives. Certainly anything mentioned earlier in the DES as an objective needs to be included in Chapter 6 – which should clearly set out all the objectives/success measures which GLA has set for disability equality. If things are listed as objectives in earlier Chapters but do not appear in Chapter 6, they are not actually objectives that the Mayor is going to measure. 
Success measures/objectives also need to clearly indicate what success will look like and over what time frame. The DES needs to set a benchmark by saying what the current position is and what successful change will look like and by when.
7. Involvement

The proposed Disability Equality Scheme needs now to be the subject of a proper involvement exercise. 
Disabled people need to be properly involved by the GLA in this phase of the development of the Scheme. There is ample time between now and the end date of the consultation. This time should be used to involve disabled people in a well advertised and organised way and in plenty of time to consider and act on what disabled people say. Inclusion London will be urging the Mayor to ensure that proper and timely involvement of disabled people takes place.

In relation to the actions in the present draft scheme there is no clear link between disabled people’s involvement and the proposed actions. 
This involvement is required by the disability equality duty.

8. Actions

Above all the success measures/objectives set out in Chapter 6 need to have actions set out indicating how they are going to be achieved. This will be a legal requirement according to the planned new Specific Duties to the Equality Act 2010. 

This scheme completely fails to link its planned actions to its stated measures of success. This will need to be remedied by next April when the new duty takes effect.
Inclusion London urges the Mayor to make clear the actions that are to be taken to achieve disability equality objectives.

9. What next? 
We hope that DDPOs will find this initial information paper useful and will respond to the consultation on the draft Disability Equality Scheme.

Inclusion London will be focussing on the disability equality objectives. 
We think it is vital that the DES is improved so that these are more comprehensive, state clearly what the objectives are, what specific actions are to be taken to implement the objectives, how improvement will be measured and what will success look like. 

We are encouraging DDPOs to focus on the objectives – and to ensure that all the barriers to equality that you want the Mayor to address are covered in Chapter 6 in a way that you think is clear and measurable.

We will keep DDPOs informed of developments and further information about the draft DES.

· Inclusion London is also holding a seminar on ‘Disability in the Equality Act’ – 23 September 2010. The half-day seminar will explore with experts the practical effect of the changes in the Equality Act 2010, which will replace the Disability Discrimination Act, including the disability equality duties, beginning from October 2010. You can find more information on our website at: www.inclusionlondon.co.uk
10. Feedback 
We welcome your feedback about this information paper. We want to know what you think. We will take your views into account when shaping our own response to the consultation.
For more information or to feedback to Inclusion London contact:

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
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