No One Written Off Green Paper on Welfare Reform:

Inclusion Scotland Response

Inclusion Scotland (IS) is a Scottish-wide network of disabled people’s organisations which exists to draw attention to the physical, social, economic, cultural and attitudinal barriers that affect disabled people’s everyday lives. Currently Inclusion Scotland is funded by the Scottish Government’s Equalities Unit. We have consulted widely with our membership before compiling our response to the consultation. Written responses were sought via our Contact 100 e-forum and our monthly newsletter and a roundtable discussion event was held at our offices in Paisley. 

General comments:  Inclusion Scotland welcomes the emphases in the Green Paper on “what people can do”, rather than what they cannot; on giving disabled people more control over their lives and on the stated belief that getting more disabled people into the work-place is about achieving equality, not compulsion. 
Inclusion Scotland also agrees totally with the Government’s commitment to ending the “writing off the talents of disabled people”.  We also agree wholeheartedly with the Government’s stated objective of moving “... from a welfare state which has, in the past, abandoned those with disabilities or long-term health conditions to a life of dependency on benefits to one which helps everyone who can work back to employment.” 

The proposals to increase funding for “Access to Work” and the “Workstep” programme are not only welcome but essential if the necessary support is to be put in place to assist disabled people into sustainable employment.  However research shows only 25% of employers know about Access to Work and the Government must undertake an advertising programme to ensure greater awareness. Similarly we support in principle the roll-out of individual budgets which will allow disabled people to decide for themselves what is needed to help them go to work.  However we believe much more flesh must be put on the bones of what is in the Green Paper to allow us to decide if they will genuinely benefit disabled people in this instance. 

There are also difficulties with adopting a two level benefits payment system where those deemed incapable of being employed are given an additional amount. Separating disabled people into “sheep” (able to work) and “goats” (unable to work) may result in some disabled people giving up on their hopes of ever finding employment and seeing themselves as permanent “invalids” in order to eliminate the risk of losing the higher benefit.  It also means that the services that support people to develop their full potential will be at risk of losing their funding  because these services will no longer be considered necessary as people on the new benefit are not considered employable. 

Whilst the stigmatising rhetoric of “Sick Note Britain” has been dropped, at least from the Green Paper if not from Ministerial interviews, we have grave concerns over some of the assumptions which seem to underpin the Green Paper’s proposals. To illustrate we have chosen just three examples -

(i) “In 1997, this Government inherited a welfare state weighted heavily towards rewarding and supporting people who were not actively seeking to improve their situation....” – Prime Minister’s Foreword: There is nothing remotely “rewarding” about the experience of being reliant on benefits.  Benefit payments are set well below a level where disabled people could even be comfortable whilst living on them.  They can, at best, pay for minimal human needs but do not allow people to fully participate in society.
(ii) “Quite simply, we want everyone who can work to work...” – Prime Minister’s Foreword: No one could disagree with providing support to everyone who wants to work.  However is it right and correct that “everyone who can work should work”?  Is the Government arguing that parents who choose not to work but instead to care for and bring up the next generation contribute in no way to society’s overall well-being? Or that those family members who care for disabled children or adults should give up their responsibilities to their relations and return to work? 
Some of the social problems our society faces today – disaffected youth, under-attainment in education, truancy, street drinking etc. - have been found to be related to parents working long hours and thus having very little time with their children.  Our society relies on parental involvement and contact to socialise children.  How can this occur if all parents are compelled by the Government  to go to work? Similar concerns surely apply to carers being forced to seek employment when at present the state benefits hugely from their unpaid labour.  

(iii) “By the mid-1980s, all requirements to look for work were suspended – resulting in unemployment rising further than it need have done, to over 3 million” – Ministerial Foreword.

This is not just a false assumption but plainly untrue.  Anyone who was unemployed at that time was required to sign an undertaking on a fortnightly or weekly basis that they were taking steps to actively seek employment. In 1987/8 availability testing was introduced which was a far more vigorous regime designed to establish what people were actually doing to find work.  

Unemployment did not rise in the 1980s because the benefits regime was too lax. It rose because the economic policies being pursued by the then Government led to large swathes of British industry being closed or massively reducing their workforces – mining, steel-making, car manufacturing, utilities, etc. The Minister may be too young to have experienced this personally but those who lived through it remember it only too well.  Blaming the victims of these policies for their effects shows no understanding whatsoever of what actually occurred. 

Throughout the document there is far too much emphasis on what disabled individuals responsibilities should be and far too little said on the disabling structure of society which has resulted in disabled people being excluded from work.  Similarly whilst the responsibilities of disabled people are constantly stressed there is barely a reference to the responsibilities of government and employers in ending discrimination and providing support which sustains people’s employment when they become ill or acquire an impairment.

In addition to the tone of the document there are some proposals which we believe are not well thought through. For example we have concerns that the “Pathways to Work” scheme is being rolled out before it has even been evaluated. Surely we should be in possession of information that demonstrates that Pathways is cost-effective before adopting it across Britain? Otherwise resources which could be spent on effective support for disabled people could be squandered. Similarly we have been asked to comment on what we think of ESA and the work capability assessment when they have not yet been finalised or implemented.  

We also have huge concerns with the emphases on penalising people who do not fulfill all their “responsibilities” to find work. Disabled people face huge attitudinal and physical barriers in finding and retaining employment, including inaccessible public transport, inaccessible housing and inadequate social care support. Punitive measures against individual disabled claimants will do nothing to remove these barriers.  Inclusion Scotland would concur with Ruth Patrick, a disabled researcher from Leeds University, who said in relation to the Green Paper’s proposals  - “...what is needed is tailored support that looks at individual disabled people's needs and the wider societal problems that can hinder disabled people's attempts to find and sustain paid work. James Purnell and his colleagues in the Department for Work and Pensions need to spend more time listening to the real experts on disability – disabled people themselves.”
Inclusion Scotland cannot see any question in the consultation that directly relates to the use of private sector providers in placing disabled people in employment and training. We note that Maatwerk who were involved in providing the New Deal for Disabled People are currently being investigated for fraud by the Police. Similarly private sector firms involved in providing Individual Learning Accounts were involved in defrauding the Government and taxpayers of £67 million before the scheme was suspended in 2001. When the motive for providing support to people is solely profit based then there is an incentive to massage the results in order to attract greater profits and bonuses. Inclusion Scotland has grave concerns that, as a result of fraud and exaggeration of successes, disabled people, especially those with greater support needs, will not be given the support and assistance that they need to (re-)enter employment.
Inclusion Scotland has similar concerns over the same payment being made to providers whenever they place someone in employment regardless of the support needs. We disagree with this approach. We believe this will result in providers – from both the private and independent sector – cherry picking the clients that they believe will be easiest to place in employment whilst neglecting the needs of those with more profound and complex impairments. If bonuses/payments are related to the volume of disabled people moved into work, rather than the quality and extent of support provided, then there will be a perverse incentive to neglect those with the greatest needs. We believe support should be tailored to individual needs and should not be decided by market forces.
Finally Inclusion Scotland are concerned that the whole basis of the Green Paper is an assumption of a growing economy with jobs available for all who want them. According to economists and policy makers this is not what is happening in the UK at the moment.  At the time of the 2001 census 51% of disabled people of working age in Scotland were without work.  That fell to 49% in 2007.  In other words 6 years of continuous growth barely affected the proportion of disabled people without work. In the coming recession disabled people will have even more competition in the job market from people who are better educated, have more skills, more recent work experience etc.  Therefore it is a reasonable assumption that a huge proportion of disabled people will remain unemployed for long periods. 

It is not enough to say that making disabled people more work-ready for when things improve is a sufficient goal for the welfare reforms envisaged. There is a huge danger that the long term confidence of disabled people will be damaged if they are made to feel that it is they who have failed when in fact the greatest obstacles to their finding work are physical (inaccessible transport, workplaces, etc.) and attitudinal barriers placed there by society and employers.  

Secondly with the Government’s emphasis on requirements to attend skills health checks, work-focused interviews, training courses and finally to work for their benefit, disabled people, despite their best efforts to find work, could be placed on a continual treadmill which lasts for the majority of their time between leaving school and retirement.  That is not acceptable and we believe that the DWP and Government should give greater thought to how people will be supported at the end of their initial two years on JSA or ESA.  For example - relaxing the rules to allow participation in full time education might allow disabled people, who are the group most likely to leave school with the lowest attainment, to acquire qualifications which will make them more attractive to prospective employers.
List of Consultation Questions:

Question 1: How long should ‘work for your benefit’ last at different stages in the claim?

Inclusion Scotland are not yet convinced that people should have to work for their benefits.  Requiring people to work for their benefits in community based employment is forcing people to become volunteers.  Simply maintaining that this is not the object of the exercise does not make it not so. 

Secondly in the longer term there is a danger that a pool of unpaid employees will be created which unscrupulous employers will seek to access – perhaps seeking to replace their low paid workforce with an unpaid one.  As decent employers paying reasonable wages would be undercut by those using unpaid labour bad employers would be able to drive good ones out of business.  This in turn would simply create more unemployment.

There is no point in requiring disabled people to perform menial tasks on placements that do not lead to an acquisition of real skills and experience,  they  would only become bored and agitated by being forced into such unrewarding work.  This would also have a knock-on effect on their mental health and overall wellbeing.   Disabled people do not want a continuous treadmill of training and placements which lead nowhere – they want long term employment and security.  

Question 2: How could capacity and capability to provide full-time work experience in the community sector be provided and incentivised to produce the best employment outcomes for participants? 

The supervision and management of those on “full time work experience” is not a “nil cost” to a Third Sector organisation. To make the experience in any way worthwhile for both the organisation and the unemployed individual both on the job training and support and supervision of tasks must be provided. 
Any new employee is likely to require more hands on support and supervision than those who have worked for an organisation for a longer period but the level of support & supervision for someone unused to recent work discipline – timekeeping, customer relations, company ethos – is likely to be even more demanding.  
Thus the management and supervisory time devoted to coping with regular turn-over of those on work experience may be considerable.  It is also possible that employers may not be keen to take on disabled volunteers if they need to make the workplace more accessible as this will impose costs that they may be unable to meet and for which there is no assistance from Access to Work.  Attitudinal discrimination may also be present with other, non-disabled employees being nervous around disabled people and scared of saying or doing the ‘wrong thing’. This may require training to address imposing further costs on prospective employers providing placements.  These resource costs will have to be met in order for the community sector to participate in any meaningful way.  
The likely costs could be considerable but would only be worthwhile if more people genuinely acquired skills and experience which would assist them in finding long-term employment - rather than simply being sent through a revolving door of interviews, training and placements.
Secondly unpaid workers, on full-time work “experience” in community settings may potentially replace existing paid staff, or genuine volunteers. This may be an incentive to some organisations in terms of running costs but surely has implications for employment levels in the Third Sector. Thus an unforeseen consequence of this policy may be to reduce genuine work opportunities for the unemployed overall.

Finally if disabled people are expected to do voluntary work as a condition of claiming benefit then the government must extend its Access to Work scheme to disabled volunteers to allow their travel, support and access costs to be met.

Question 3: Is full-time ‘work for your benefit’ as an alternative to a sanction of loss of benefit for repeated non-compliance with work search requirements an effective option for some jobseekers? How should it be targeted?

It seems a more appropriate and less punitive response than a loss or reduction in a benefit which is already barely adequate to meet living expenses.  However great care would have to be exercised to ensure that the innocent were not treated in the same way as the guilty – i.e. that people with learning difficulties, mental health issues or fluctuating conditions were not punished simply because they failed to understand or were physically unable to do as they were required to.
Question 4: What penalties do you think would be most effective to deter more people from committing benefit fraud?

It is indeed difficult to think of penalties more punitive than fines or imprisonment (the ultimate penalties currently available).  

Question 5: Do you think it would be appropriate to reduce or withdraw entitlement to benefit after a first offence? How long should the sanction period be?

No. Research shows that fraud in the benefits system is at its lowest levels so we are unable to identify why this approach is necessary.  Secondly if, as is the case in the great majority of cases taken to court, the person is not actually entitled to benefit – because they were working and claiming – then the punishment is irrelevant.  
If on the other hand the person is entitled to benefit then they may be fined by the court and/or required to repay the benefit overpaid from their benefit. The courts when assessing the amount to be repaid per week take the convicted person’s income into account. 
Thus if the benefit is further reduced, or withdrawn altogether, the convicted person will default on repaying their fine and this would result in their imprisonment. We do not believe this is a desirable outcome and it would also result in a double penalty for the same offence.
We also do not believe that total withdrawal of benefit entitlement is a wise penalty as those out of work would be deprived of a source of income to meet their living costs. The alternatives then faced by those so penalised would be destitution and possibly starvation or their feeling compelled to seek illegitimate sources of income – theft, drug-dealing, prostitution etc.  Thus imposing penalties involving total withdrawal of benefit entitlement could result in tragedy (the deaths of destitute people from hypothermia or malnutrition) or increased social problems for all society as lawlessness inevitably increased.

Question 6: Do you agree with the proposed approach for identifying problem drug use? How should it be implemented? Do you think that everyone claiming a working-age benefit should be required to make a declaration of whether or not they use certain specified drugs? 

No. We remain unsure why this proposal has been included in the Green Paper unless it is purely a populist measure aimed at those who believe drug-users should be punished rather than helped. Alcohol is an even greater and much more widespread problem in Scotland than hard-drug use.  So why will alcoholics not be required to declare their problem usage? Or will that follow in the future if this policy is adopted now?
Surely it is a fundamental of British law that people cannot be compelled to incriminate themselves?  Yet compelling all people of working age who claim benefits to disclose their past drug use might result in their prosecution for use and possession of controlled substances. We note that leading politicians rumoured to have used drugs in the past do not face any such compulsion to reveal their use of drugs - even though they hold high public office and are paid vast amounts more in salary & allowances than would be paid in benefits. In addition there are distinct problems in compelling people to self-ascribe themselves the title of “drug-addict”. Addicts are often the last people to recognise the nature and extent of their addiction.  It is not until an individual does recognise that they are indeed an “addict” that they can properly address their addiction.

Many people with a history of drug problems, wish to get their lives together and move into work. However they need trained, experienced and sympathetic support staff to work with them in order to do it. For some drug users going straight back into full-time work would be too great a step. It would also be asking a lot of employers to accept problem drug users who are not yet fully rehabilitated.  
There are also huge barriers for people with convictions for drug use to getting jobs, and the green paper does not make it clear how this is going to be overcome. Failure would be likely to push people back into drugs and crime.  Thus this punitive approach could be more costly in the long-term, not only through benefits but also through other health, social care and criminal justice costs.  We also have concerns about amendments to the Data Protection Act.  The initial amendments will permit the Police to pass information to the DWP but how long might it be before the DWP start passing information to the police?  
Question 7: What elements should an integrated system of drug treatment and employment support include? Do you agree that a rehabilitation plan would help recovering drug users to manage their condition and move towards employment? 

Whilst not agreeing with people being compelled to reveal their drug use (see above) we do believe that rehabilitation and support should be available to all those who seek it.   However such support should not be compromised by being bound up in a regime of penalties that would make it less likely that people would seek to access it – for fear of being penalised if they failed to manage or kick their addiction. 

Question 8: When is the right time to require ESA claimants to take a skills health check?

We do not believe that they should be “required” to take it as compulsion and threats of loss of benefit may deter people from being open about their real needs. Instead we believe that ESA claimants should be encouraged to take a skills health check at the earliest opportunity so that their support needs can be identified and addressed from the outset.
Question 9: Should ESA customers be required to attend training in order to gain the identified skills they need to enter work?

We believe that great care must be exercised if this policy is adopted. Some health conditions  can deteriorate if the disabled person or sufferer undertakes physical or intellectual activities which place them under strain (e.g. a person with MS could face a deterioration in their condition if required to undertake physically demanding or stressful work/training activities, so too might a person recovering from a stroke or heart attack). The dangers of adverse reactions which may set back an ESA claimant’s return to work are compounded by the fact that the person requiring them to undertake such activities will not be a medical expert.  Therefore they are unlikely to be aware of the possibly retrograde effects on an out of work person’s health.  

Thus such a requirement should only be imposed on ESA claimants if they are physically or intellectually capable of acquiring the skills in question.  
This may require seeking expert medical advice on what types of training would be beneficial and what sorts might be harmful. There is obviously no point in requiring people to undertake training at which they are bound to fail and it would be morally reprehensible to penalise people for failing to acquire skills which they could never physically or intellectually aspire to or to compel them to undertake training which made them ill.

We also believe that training should be provided which suits the individual’s needs rather than their simply being required to attend general training courses.  The level of training which will be available is not made clear in the green paper but we believe that it should lead to recognised qualifications – otherwise it is wasteful of the trainees’ time and public money.

Inclusion Scotland is also concerned about who will be identifying the skills that are needed.  We believe that disabled people should be trying to identify their own training needs in collaboration with appropriate professional support rather than being merely informed what the professional thinks their needs are.

Question 10: In view of the need to help lone parents develop the skills they need to find work, are we right to require lone parents to have a skills health check and training as a condition of receiving benefit? 

No.  As previously stated we are not convinced of a compulsory approach.
Question 11: Should we pilot extra benefit payments for lone parents in return for training, and if so, when the youngest child is what age?

Yes, when the youngest child is 3. Incentives are a much better way to achieve take-up than penalties which cause resentment and fear.
Question 12: Are there any other circumstances where customers cannot get the skills they need to enter employment under present and planned arrangements?
The problem is that the Green Paper constantly focuses on the skills that job seekers might need rather than the barriers that society erects. This passes the blame for failure to secure employment to those who have failed to acquire skills when in fact the real problems that may prevent them finding or taking up job opportunities are not their lack of skills but physical and attitudinal barriers. 

For example the Green Paper does not address issues such as the lack of accessible transport.  In some local authority areas less than half of all buses are accessible to wheelchair users and there are very few accessible taxis.  How will a wheelchair user access work in those areas?  
Similarly those who are blind or have vision impairments face injury if they venture out early in the morning when there is inadequate street lighting and a lack of clearly marked pavement etc. Instead of focusing on disabled people’s lack of “skills” it would be more useful to focus on what practical help will be provided to them to overcome physical barriers which prevent them reaching, entering and moving about workplaces.

Question 13: How might we build on the foundations of the current rules so that they do not discourage unemployed people from volunteering as a deliberate back-to-work strategy, while retaining a clear focus on moving off welfare into paid employment?

It should be acknowledged that volunteers can acquire a considerable amount of new skills and experience in the course of their volunteering and that this should be encouraged and not discouraged. However to acquire such skills may take practice which requires more involvement than a single day a week. Current rules often treat unemployed people who volunteer for more than a few hours as “not available” for work.  This interpretation being placed on their commitment as volunteers should be ended and Access to Work should be extended so that it can provide support to disabled people who wish to become volunteers. 

Question 14: Do you agree that the WCA and WFHRA should be re-focused to increase work-related support? 

We are somewhat at a loss with this question.  Wasn’t this what WCA and WFHRA were focused on already? So how can they be re-focused? As they are not being introduced until the end of November shouldn’t the DWP wait and see how they bed- in before re-focusing them?

Furthermore it is pointless to identify the work related support people require and then not to supply it.  We note that Access to Work currently assists around 20,000 (0.35%) of disabled people of working age and that once its budget is doubled it will be able to help 40,000 (0.7%) of disabled people of working age.  Given that the Green Paper wishes to move 1 million people who have impairments or long term limiting health conditions into work what assistance and support will be made available to the other 960,000?  Nor should work focused support be provided at the expense of the other support people may need to cope with their conditions or impairments.
Question 15: What expectations should there be of people undertaking the personalised support we will now be offering in the Work Related Activity Group? Could this include specific job search?

Disabled people are always the last to find work even in a period of economic upturn and the first to be made redundant in a downturn.  
Therefore we do not believe that any expectations should be placed on them which are unlikely to be fulfilled.  Specific job search which fails to take into account the reality of this situation will be incredibly demoralising. It would be better in such circumstances to focus on efforts which will enable disabled people to acquire qualifications which increase their competitiveness with non-disabled job-seekers.

Question 16: How can we make Access to Work more responsive to the needs of claimants with fluctuating conditions – including mental health conditions?

To do this Access to Work must have an expanded remit.  Money should be spent not only on “kit” like computer equipment, but also on hands-on support for people with fluctuating mental and physical health conditions/impairments, so they do not lose employment if they experience a period of ill-health. 

Access to Work staff must also be provided with the training, expertise and time that they need to properly support people with fluctuating conditions.  Access to Work staff should also receive training on disability equality. This will require specialisation as it is unlikely that all staff will be knowledgeable about all the potential support needs of every customer.  It will also require more staff resources as increased personal contact with customers will be necessary. 
Access to Work must also be able to speed up its response times to requests for increased support arising out of fluctuating conditions.  A need for additional support may arise one week (or even day) and be gone by the next. It is difficult to envisage how Access to Work will be able to respond and put resources in place in such short time-spans. Perhaps a support ‘bank’ – with say one month’s worth of support over a six month period and people being able to choose when they need they access it - would be helpful.  However even with this there are issues around how the ‘bank’ would be operated (e.g. how would personal assistants and drivers etc. be made available at such short notice?). 
Unfortunately Access to Work staff are already stretched and more disabled people in employment would cause even more work for them. Thus to do all this will require significant amounts of extra funding for Access to Work’s internal and external budgets. We are concerned that disabled people already using Access to Work will see their support rationed in order to meet the increased needs of newer applicants for support.  Access to Work is such a huge issue and so fundamental to moving people into work that we believe it should be looked at through a consultation of its own

Question 17: What additional flexibilities in the system or forms of support would claimants with multiple and complex problems need to enable them to meet the new work-focused requirements proposed in this Green Paper?
To date, most government schemes have largely neglected people with fluctuating and mental health problems, who have the lowest employment rates.  As currently constituted Employment Support Allowance and work-focused interviews will penalise people with fluctuating conditions such as MS or mental health issues as they are not responsive to actual needs. “Descriptors” are designed to assign people to one status or another - either able or unable to do certain things - yet they could be one or the other on different days or even on the same day.  
This is a dilemma of profound concern to disabled people who may be penalised by losing higher benefit entitlements and also be punished for their behaviour when they are not physically, mentally or intellectually capable of doing what they are required to.  

Other groups who are likely to be disadvantaged are those whose conditions may deteriorate if they are forced to work. For example an RSI sufferer might be judged overall physically capable of typing but it is not necessarily good for them to continue do it.  Even at present people with this condition are denied IB and are more likely to be forced back to work under the new proposals. The notion that work is always good for you breaks down where work itself is the cause of illness or conditions.  This may also be true of the stress which induces illness in many workplaces.

Inclusion Scotland believes that there are a huge number of disabled people who would benefit from support and who wish to work.  Compulsion and penalties on the other hand are as likely to penalise the innocent as the guilty.  For example we are well aware that groups representing those with mental health issues argued long and hard for people to be able to take small steps to return to the workplace.  Instead we are faced with an all or nothing approach where you are deemed either able or unable to work.  If the Government were genuine in its desire for equalities all disabled people, even those with multiple and complex needs, would be able to access the appropriate support at the appropriate time.
Question 18: What are the key features of an action planning approach that would best support employees and employers to take the steps for the employee to make a swifter return to work?

No comment.
Question 19 : No question?
Question 20: What approach might be suitable to assist partners of benefit claimants who can work into employment?

See above also. We do not necessarily agree with the proposition that it is right and correct that “everyone who can work should work”.  Some people contribute to society by caring for and bringing up the next generation (i.e. children).  Some of the social problems our society faces today– disaffected youth, under-attainment in education, truancy, street drinking etc. - have been found to be related to parents working long hours and thus having very little time with their children.  We rely on parental involvement and contact to socialise children.  How can this occur if their parents are forced to work long hours in order to make a living wage? 

Similar concerns surely apply to carers being forced to seek employment when the state benefits hugely from their unpaid labour.  Or is this regime to be applied to Lone Parents and partners of those already in work but not those on Invalid Care Allowance?  If not, why not? The logic surely applies equally to both. Could the answer be that without carers unpaid labour the state would be required to spend vast amounts in replacing them with professional carers?
Question 21: What are the next steps in enabling disabled people, reliably and easily, to access an individual budget if they want one? Should they include legislation to give people a right to ask for a budget or will the other levers the Government has got prove sufficient? What are the safeguards that should be built in? How can this be done? 

The Government is correct in identifying a problem in this area. Individual budgets are very difficult to get even though many disabled people want them.  However they are a matter of choice and should not be forced on anyone. 

One of the issues which the Green Paper totally fails to acknowledge is that individual budgets are outwith the UK Government’s locus in Scotland where the Scottish Government has devolved power over funding of Local Authorities, Social Work and Health.  This must be addressed comprehensively before any White Paper is produced so that disabled people in Scotland are not left behind when major changes are taking place elsewhere in the UK.

Individual budgets or direct payments could be very useful in return-to-employment schemes. They could mean that a disabled person could set out his or her own learning needs or support requirements and the skills they want to develop.  
If nothing else occurs Inclusion Scotland believes that national standards must be used when assessing individual budgets.  Disabled people should be able to transfer their budget from one local authority to the next with certainty that they will receive identical levels of support.  Otherwise their ability to move location to seek or take up employment opportunities will be curtailed. 
Inclusion Scotland believes that individual budgets are an important issue but the Green Paper provides little clarity around what they would consist of and how they might be used. 
We believe that the DWP must provide greater detail before we can adequately respond on whether what is proposed will be negative or positive for disabled people.
Question 22: Is a system based on a single overarching benefit the right long-term aspiration? How could a simpler system be structured so as to meet varying needs and responsibilities? 

There are problems with the approach which is being proposed.  Entitlement to contributions based JSA, and its predecessor unemployment benefit, were based on people having previously paid National Insurance.  If a single benefit is to be paid to everyone surely employees may begin to question what actual benefit is being derived from paying National Insurance as both those paying National Insurance, and those who have not, will have exactly the same entitlement. The Welfare State was founded on the principle that those who paid to maintain it got something back for their contributions.  Disconnecting benefit entitlement from NI contributions may pose a question mark over people’s future willingness to pay what will then be just another form of income tax with no attendant entitlements.
Question 23: Would moving carers currently on IS onto JSA be a suitable way of helping them to access the support available to help combine caring with paid work or preparing for paid work? 

Only if they wish to take that step. Otherwise the state had better be prepared to meet the massive costs of providing professional care to those deprived of their unpaid carers.

Question 24: How might we reform Bereavement Benefit and IIDB to provide better support to help people adjust to their new circumstances while maintaining the work focus of the modern welfare state? 

It is difficult to square the plan to reform Bereavement Benefit and IIDB to provide “better support” with what will after all be a reduction in benefit entitlement.
Question 25: Are lump sum payments a good way of meeting people’s needs? Do they give people more choice and control? Could we make more use of them?

Possibly, though it obviously depends on the circumstances.  For example if a lump sum payment was made and the person got into financial difficulties, before the period it was supposed to cover expired, how would they be able to afford life’s essentials?  Regular, smaller payments of benefit reduce the risk of large debts being incurred by enforcing budgetary constraints.
 However for people that have existing difficulties budgeting, usually because their income is too low, such lump sums will be tempting but exceptionally risky as they may be plunged even deeper into debt through their inability to budget successfully for the long term.   

Question 27: What would the processes around contributing to commissioning and performance management look like in a range of different partnership areas? How might they best be managed to achieve the desired outcomes?

We have no expertise or experience in this area and are thus reluctant to comment.

Question 28: How could a link be made to the radical proposals for the pilots set out in Chapter 3, which seek to reward providers for outcomes out of the benefit savings they achieve?

A payment-by-results culture is likely to disadvantage disabled people with complex support needs who will take longer to make the transition to work and who may be more expensive to support. Support providers may well cherry-pick the easy to support clients.

We believe this will result in providers – from both the private and independent sector – cherry picking the clients that they believe will be easiest to place in employment whilst neglecting the needs of those with more profound and complex impairments. If bonuses/payments are related to the volume of disabled people moved into work, rather than the quality and extent of support provided, then there will be a perverse incentive to neglect those with the greatest needs. We believe support should be tailored to individual needs and should not be decided by market forces.

We also believe that providing additional support to people re-entering employment might be a better use of savings.  Allowing people to retain their benefits for the first few months in employment  would help them get on their feet and encourage them to stay in employment.

Question 29: How effective are current monitoring and evaluation arrangements for City Strategies?

We are not sure and therefore cannot comment.
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