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Green Paper or Green Light for a cuts agenda?

A response to the Green Paper, Pathways to Work
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Summary of recommendations

1. The Work Capability Assessment (WCA) should not be abolished, unless and until something preferable (rather than equally or even more problematic) has been identified to replace it. Meanwhile, it should be reviewed, with the full participation of Disabled People’s Organisations (DPOs). 

2. The proposed restriction of access to the Personal Independence Payment daily living component (PIP DL) should not go ahead. It would increase and deepen poverty and create enormous anxiety.

3. We support the proposed review of the PIP assessment process, but this should be conducted with the direct involvement of DPOs and in order to improve the process for Disabled people[endnoteRef:1] (not to restrict entitlement). [1: 
 To avoid frequent repetition, “Disabled people” should be taken in this response to refer both to Disabled people and to people with long-term health conditions.] 


4. The slight increase in the Universal Credit (UC) standard allowance is welcome but the large reduction in the Limited Capability for Work-Related Activity (LCWRA) rate (re-designated the “health element” in the Green Paper) is not. Neither figure is measured against any concept of adequacy. This reduction of the higher rate should not proceed: instead, recommendation 6 below should be implemented.

5. The proposed additional premium, for claimants with the most severe, life-long health conditions, who have no prospect of improvement and will never be able to work – along with exemption from reassessment for this group – is welcome in itself, but not as an excuse for the proposed reduction of the LCWRA/ health element rate. 

6. Policy in relation to benefit rates should be informed by research on minimum income standards. The Government should regularly commission such research, both in respect of basic benefit rates and those that particularly pertain to Disabled people.

7. Contributory Employment and Support Allowance (ESA) and contributory Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) rates should be considered in the light of minimum income standards research, but further time-limiting and work-related conditionality should not be introduced.

8. The proposed review of safeguarding is overdue. There have long been serious concerns at the incidence of benefit-related deaths and the threats to claimants’ incomes contained within the Green Paper can be expected to increase the risk. Such a review should be conducted with the direct involvement of claimants, DPOs, advice agencies and Safeguarding Adults Boards and should be multi-agency in focus. However, the safeguarding issues are urgent and should not have to wait for a review. In consultation with key stakeholders, the Government should take immediate action. A more extended review can follow. 

9. We agree that the role of employers is crucial. No matter how much employment support might be improved, it will achieve little if employers do not step up and provide accessible and sustained employment.

10. We agree that high-quality employment support should be provided to Disabled people, but this should be provided wherever possible by DPOs, delivered by Disabled people who can model successful work outcomes; and must be offered on an opt-in basis, promoted on its merits and a record of success, not by means of work-related conditionality and financial penalties.

11. Work-related conditionality and sanctions should not be extended to claimants currently exempt from them: this would install a “fear factor” and ruin the prospects for positive engagement.

12. Any review of Access to Work (ATW), both in itself and in relation to the role of employers, should be conducted with the direct involvement of DPOs and in order to improve overall outcomes for Disabled people (not just to save money by scaling down ATW). 

13. We are unconvinced that any real case has been made for delaying the minimum PIP entitlement age to 18 for Disabled young people.

14. We are opposed to delaying the minimum entitlement age to 22 for the health element of UC: this would deprive Disabled young people of important support at an age when it may be particularly needed to achieve independence.

15. the Government should consult with DPOs, local government and the advice sector to develop a national strategy, locally implemented, for the provision and funding of independent advice services in the field of social security and related matters.

16. Once such a network is in place in any local area, it should be a requirement of benefit decision-makers to refer claimants to it where there appears to be a need for advice and always where an adverse decision has been made. This would be an important adjunct to a safeguarding strategy.

1. Introduction
1.1 The Government’s Green Paper was published in March 2025[endnoteRef:2]. [2: 
 Pathways to work: reforming benefits and support to get Britain working, Dept. for Work & Pensions (DWP), CP1297, March 2025: Pathways to Work: Reforming Benefits and Support to Get Britain Working Green Paper - GOV.UK 
] 


1.2 Although its title suggests a primary focus on employment, its impact is at least as much associated with the social security benefit cuts it proposes and the effect these will have on the incomes, wellbeing and standard of living of Disabled people.

1.3 The Campaign for Disability Justice (CFDJ) has called upon Government to support employers to create more accessible jobs and to ensure Disabled people have opt-in access to good quality employment support, without the threat of sanctions; and to guarantee a decent standard of living for Disabled people, in or out of work, that adequately accounts for the additional costs they face, improving social security so that everyone can live a decent life, whether they are in work or not[endnoteRef:3].  [3:  Campaign for Disability Justice, policy document, CFDJ, Sept. 2024.
] 


1.4 It follows that we do not believe that benefit cuts are compatible with our objectives – reducing incomes can only make matters worse, in or out of work.

1.5 The consultation process attached to the Green Paper has also attracted criticism. The Government has stated that it does not intend to consult on many of the central proposals and the Green Paper even includes a handy table (at Annex A) that indicates which measures will be excluded from the consultation process.

1.6 We do not consider that this is acceptable. Along with many other disability organisations and DPOs, we propose to ignore that constraint and comment on all of the most important proposals. For this reason, we are unable to use the online portal (which has the above restrictions built in) and will submit this response as an e-mail attachment.

2. Equality Analysis and Impact Assessment
2.1 These two documents were published a week after the initial Green Paper (along with the Chancellor’s Spring Statement) and only add to our concerns.

2.2. The Impact Assessment[endnoteRef:4] shows some gainers, generally of modest amounts, but a dismaying pattern of losses: [4:  Spring Statement 2025 health and disability benefit reforms – impacts, DWP, 26/3/25.
] 


“The potential impact of these reforms on poverty projections has been estimated using a static microsimulation model. Using this model, we estimate there will be an additional 250,000 people (including 50,000 children) in relative poverty after housing costs in 2029/30 as a result of modelled changes to social security, compared to the baseline projections” (p. 4).  

2.3 The Impact Assessment pleads that these statistics do not take into account the hoped-for employment effects, whereby some claimants will move into work, many of whom will be lifted out of poverty; and “additional protections for those with severe and lifelong conditions” that will be introduced. Nevertheless, these are alarming figures.

2.4 The Government estimates (table A4) that about 800,000 people will lose PIP DL as a result of the Green Paper proposals by the end of the decade, about half of them potential future claimants, the rest on review. The knock-on effect in eliminating carers’ benefits is estimated at 150,000.

2.5 These figures are after assumptions about “behavioural effects” (which we understand to mean changes to claims to try to get the 4 points on one activity – see 3.1 below). 

2.6 However, the actual impact on existing claimants has been probed by means of Freedom of Information requests, looking at their points total and distribution over different activities. These show that 87% of claimants – over 1.1 million people – currently receiving the standard rate of PIP DL did not score at least 4 points in any one daily living activity. Additionally, over 200,000 people on enhanced awards did not score 4 points in any one activity. All of these people are at very high risk of losing their daily living award[endnoteRef:5]. [5:  Personal Independence Payment (PIP) – response to Freedom of Information request by Martin Bonner, DWP, 2025: https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/personal_independence_payment_pi_7#incoming-2989270
] 


2.7 The PIP reduction is overwhelmingly the main source of “savings” (an official estimate of £3.5 billion out of £4.5 billion, or 78%) (Impact Assessment table A2).

2.8 The Green Paper itself (para. 101) comments that:

“Whilst spending on working-age welfare as a proportion of GDP is not significantly higher than before the 2008-10 recession, the share of GDP spent on disability and incapacity benefits has risen from 1.1% in 2007/08 to 1.8% in 2024/25, and almost all of this increase has occurred in the last six years. This requires us to take both immediate action on the affordability of our system, as well as reforming our system to put it on a sustainable footing for the long term”. 

But the second sentence does not necessarily follow from the first: these are political choices, not inevitabilities.

2.9 The Equality Analysis[endnoteRef:6] reports, unsurprisingly, that: [6:  Spring Statement 2025 health and disability benefit reforms – equality analysis, DWP, 26/3/25.
] 


“The vast majority (96%) of families that financially lose are estimated to have someone with a disability in the household. These families losing out are also estimated to represent 20% of all families that report having someone with a disability in the household” (p. 7). 

2.10 We go on now to consider further the specific proposals in the Green Paper.

3. Restriction of access to Personal Independence Payment
(The Government is not consulting on this).

3.1 In a key passage, the Green Paper announces that:

“To better control spend on the welfare bill, we will make changes to PIP to focus it more on those with higher needs. We will introduce a new, additional eligibility requirement so that a minimum of four points must be scored on one PIP daily living activity to receive the daily living element of the benefit” (para. 21).

(Eight points overall would still be needed for the standard and 12 for the enhanced DL rates).

3.2 The dramatic impact of this measure (which would take effect for new claims from November 2026 and for others on review) has been described above (see 2.4-2.6). 

3.3 As PIP is a benefit not dependent on employment status (nearly a fifth of PIP claimants are in work) this gives the title of the Green Paper – “Pathways to Work” – a particularly Orwellian flavour. The notion of helping people into work by taking benefits away from them when they are already in work clearly does not withstand close scrutiny.

3.4 The “fear factor” associated with this measure is obvious – claimants will know that their next review will constitute a serious financial threat. There will thus be consequences in terms both of poverty and of adverse psychological impacts.

3.5 There are knock-on effects also, notably in the role of the PIP DL component in enabling carers to qualify for Carer’s Allowance and the carer element of UC.

3.6 Concerns have also been raised regarding the effect of the loss of PIP DL on affordability of housing and consequently on homelessness[endnoteRef:7]. Receipt of PIP DL protects tenants from the benefit cap and single childless under-35s from the shared accommodation rate (SAR) of the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) (which determines the amount of private sector rent eligible for UC or Housing Benefit) – accommodation is often unavailable at capped or SAR levels. PIP is also commonly used to help bridge the frequent shortfall between the LHA and actual rent. [7:  “Disability benefit cuts will push families into homelessness, charity boss warns”, Inside Housing, 26/3/25.
] 


3.7 For all of these reasons, we are clear that the proposed restriction of access to PIP DL should not go ahead.

3.8 There will also be “a review of the PIP assessment”. It has long been the view of disability organisations and DPOs that such a review is needed, but with the direct involvement of DPOs and in order to improve the process for Disabled people (not to restrict entitlement).

4. Abolition of the Work Capability Assessment
(The Government is not consulting on this).

4.1 The proposal to abolish the WCA may seem superficially welcome. The WCA is widely resented and feared, as its often stressful nature and unpredictable outcome can be an unpleasant and financially very damaging experience for the claimant. 

4.2 However, also highly problematic are the proposals to replace the WCA with:

· Personal Independence Payment (PIP) as the link to the “health element”[endnoteRef:8] of UC; and  [8:  This is currently the “Limited Capability for Work-Related Activity” (LCWRA) addition, informally re-named the “health element” in the Green Paper. It is currently worth about £98 per week.
] 


· individual work-related assessments for most claimants currently exempt from them

A massive “cliff edge” would be associated with PIP qualification (PIP itself and the UC health element being simultaneously at stake); and the more widespread individual work-related assessments would (being compulsory) presumably be backed up by the threat of sanctions, with the associated “fear factor”.

4.3 Given also that PIP is to become much harder to obtain under the Green Paper proposals (see section 3 above) we do not consider that the WCA should be abolished, unless and until something preferable (rather than equally or even more problematic) has been identified to replace it.

4.4 The Green Paper says that “in taking forward this reform, we will consider how to best support those with work-limiting health conditions who may not be entitled to PIP and the appropriate rules for those in specific circumstances, such as end of life, pregnancy or cancer” (note 44). This is important and we look forward to seeing more detail. 

4.5 The proposal that “work in and of itself will not lead to someone being called for a reassessment or award review” is welcome as far as it goes but will be a very temporary concession if the WCA is abolished shortly afterwards – as moving in or out of work does not affect the PIP assessment anyway.

4.6 The intention “not to take forward any of the previous Government’s proposed interim changes to the WCA” is again welcome as far as it goes but is again overtaken by the Green Paper’s own problematic proposals.

4.7 Although we consider, for the reasons given above, that the WCA should be retained until something better can be identified, we are equally clear that it needs to be reviewed, with the full participation of DPOs.

5. “Rebalancing” rates of Universal Credit
(The Government is not consulting on this). 

5.1 Benefits for people expected to be out of work longer-term because of illness or disability have for many years been higher than for those without those labour market disadvantages – recognising the fact that clothing and household goods wear out and savings are depleted over time. Changes made in the 1980s to some extent confused this long-term claim effect with the extra costs of disability. Thus, the higher payment now contributes both to long-term costs and to the extra costs of disability. 

5.2 Combined with protracted neglect and periodic freezing of benefit rates for non-Disabled unemployed claimants and the decision, in designing UC, to load all disability-related support onto the Limited Capability for Work (LCW) and LCWRA additions, this has led to a “cliff edge” (currently of about £98 per week) between LCWRA claimants and others. 

5.3 The sheerness of this cliff has been exacerbated by the abolition of the LCW addition for new claims from April 2017, leaving nothing between the LCWRA rate and rock bottom. The position is even worse if loss of LCWRA status triggers the benefit cap.

5.4 The Government’s current proposals entail reducing the gap between the basic rate of UC and the higher (LCWRA) rate for claimants currently deemed to be too disabled or unwell to engage in work-related activity. This addition would be halved for new claimants and then frozen; and frozen (from April 2026) for existing claimants (a loss for new claimants of nearly £50 per week at current rates). The basic rate of UC would be increased for all claimants by around £5 per week by the end of the decade (slightly less than the £7 figure in the Green Paper, due to trimming in the Chancellor’s subsequent Spring Statement).

5.5 The slight increase in the standard allowance is welcome but the large reduction in the LCWRA rate (re-designated the “health element” in the Green Paper) is not. Neither figure is measured against any concept of adequacy (see section 6 below).

5.6 The Green Paper proposes (para. 42) that:

“For those receiving the new reduced UC health element after April 2026, we are proposing that those with the most severe, life-long health conditions, who have no prospect of improvement and will never be able to work, will see their incomes protected through an additional premium. We will also guarantee that for both new and existing claims, those in this group will not need to be reassessed in future”. 

5.7 This is welcome in itself, but not as an excuse for the proposed reduction of the LCWRA/ health element rate.

6. Adequacy of benefit rates 
(The Government is not consulting on this). 

6.1 The Green Paper describes the proposed modest increase in the UC standard allowance as starting “to improve basic adequacy” (para. 41). 

6.2 The recognition of inadequacy of basic benefit rates is welcome. The prevalence of hardship and debt among claimants as well as academic research on minimum income standards speak to this inadequacy. It has been over 50 years since (in unpublished research in the 1960s) any official work has been done on adequacy of basic benefit rates.

6.3 The Government is not proposing to attempt to measure adequacy, but is at least, as noted, recognising inadequacy: 

“A series of benefit freezes and benefit increases at a lower rate than inflation has left the value of the standard allowance at a 40 year low by the early 2020s, contributing to hardship and destitution. The value of the standard allowance (or its pre-UC equivalent) has fallen from around 40% of full-time earnings at the minimum wage at the turn of the century to less than 25% of the same at the National Living Wage today” (para. 41). 

6.4 It should be noted that any discussion of the adequacy of benefits for the extra costs of disability (such as PIP or Attendance Allowance) is undermined by the absence of consideration of the adequacy of the basic benefits that underlie them – as evidenced by claimants’ frequent use of extra costs benefits to help pay for basic essentials.

6.5 We support the proposal (put forward on a number of occasions by, among others, the Disability Benefits Consortium) that policy in relation to benefit rates should be informed by research on minimum income standards, such as that regularly published by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation. The Government should regularly commission such research, both in respect of basic benefit rates and those that particularly pertain to Disabled people.

7. Abolishing contributory ESA
7.1 Ostensibly for the purpose of “restoring faith in the social security system”, the Green Paper proposes the abolition of the contributory versions of JSA and ESA, replacing them with an “Unemployment Insurance” benefit (para. 51).

7.2 This would be paid at the “current ESA rate”. The amount cited (£138 per week) seems to be the 2024-5 ESA rate including the Support Group component, which is a significant improvement for those ESA claimants outside the Support Group as well as for JSA claimants, but (for new claimants) also abolishes the benefit for ESA Support Group claimants who exceed a new time limit, to which this group is not currently subject. They would also become newly subject to work-related conditionality (albeit with “easements for those with work-limiting health conditions”) (para. 53).

7.3 As we know from the experience of contributory JSA and of contributory ESA outside of the Support Group (which are already time-limited) claimants can be left with no personal income at all, if they do not qualify for UC (say because of savings, or a partner’s earnings). This is much resented in former industrial areas, where this set of circumstances is often encountered.

7.4 In our view, contributory ESA and contributory JSA rates should be considered in the light of minimum income standards research (see section 6 above); but further time-limiting and work-related conditionality should not be introduced. 

8. Safeguarding
8.1 The Government will be “consulting on a new DWP safeguarding approach, to make it clear what the department and its staff are expected to do to in order to safeguard the public” (para. 56). 

8.2 This is well overdue. There have long been serious concerns at the incidence of benefit-related deaths. Moreover, the threats to claimants’ incomes contained within the Green Paper can be expected to increase the risk. Such a review should be conducted with the direct involvement of claimants, DPOs, advice agencies and Safeguarding Adults Boards and should be multi-agency in focus. 

8.3 However, the safeguarding issues are urgent and should not have to wait for a review. In consultation with key stakeholders, the Government should take immediate action. A more extended review can follow.

8.4 See also section 11, concerning advice and advocacy, below.

9. Employment
9.1 The Green Paper refers to “the role of employers and the workplace as crucial to improving employment outcomes and skills for disabled people and people with a long-term health condition” (para. 58). 

9.2 We agree. No matter how much employment support might be improved, it will achieve little if employers do not step up and provide accessible and sustained employment.  

9.3 We agree with the Government that high-quality employment support should be provided to Disabled people, but in our view this:

· should be provided wherever possible by DPOs, delivered by Disabled people who can model successful work outcomes; and

· must be offered on an opt-in basis, promoted on its merits and a record of success, not by means of work-related conditionality and financial penalties.

9.4 It is clear (para. 50) that the Government intends to extend potential benefit sanctions to most claimants currently exempt from them, which in our view will install a “fear factor” and ruin the prospects for positive engagement. This should not be taken forward.

9.5 The Government proposes to consult on the future of the Access to Work scheme. ATW certainly needs reviewing – it has a number of problems, not least long administrative delays. There is also a long-standing tension between what should be provided by ATW and what by employers.

9.6 However, we are wary of a review leading to weakening or abolition of ATW without anything better taking its place. We therefore conclude that any review of ATW, both in itself and in relation to the role of employers, should be conducted with the direct involvement of DPOs and in order to improve overall outcomes for Disabled people (not just to save money by scaling down ATW). 

10. Young people
10.1 We are unconvinced that any real case has been made for delaying the minimum PIP entitlement age to 18 for Disabled young people.

10.2 We are opposed to delaying the minimum entitlement age to 22 for the health element of UC: this would deprive Disabled young people of important support at an age when it may be particularly needed to achieve independence. The suggestion that “the savings generated would be reinvested into work support and training opportunities for this age group” is a distraction, as such support and opportunities could and should be provided anyway. 

11. Advice and advocacy
(The Government is not consulting on this). 

11.1 The benefit system is complex, difficult to navigate and has an enormous influence on Disabled people’s lives – in or out of work.

11.2 In spite of this, advice and advocacy services are frequently under-resourced and very unevenly provided, being almost non-existent in many parts of the country. They have been hit very hard by the growing pressures on local authorities’ resources – historically a key source of finance for such services.

11.3 We recommend that the Government should consult with DPOs, local government and the advice sector to develop a national strategy, locally implemented, for the provision and funding of independent advice services in the field of social security and related matters.

11.4 Once such a network is in place in any local area, it should be a requirement of benefit decision-makers to refer claimants to it where there appears to be a need for advice and always where an adverse decision has been made. This would be an important adjunct to a safeguarding strategy – see section 8 above.

12. Conclusions
12.1 We believe that the Green Paper is largely driven by a desire to restrict spending in this area, which is a matter of political choice rather than of necessity.

12.2 We also believe that the misleading presentation of employment opportunity as the principal concern of the exercise (reflected in the Green Paper’s title) is a “flag of convenience” – as evidenced by the strong emphasis on cutting PIP, a benefit unrelated to employment status.

12.3 We very much agree that there are real barriers to employment for Disabled people but consider that the answers lie in changing employers’ attitudes and practices and in providing high-quality employment support, on an opt-in basis, not by cutting benefits and spreading and deepening poverty.

12.4 We present a number of recommendations on pp 3-5 above, which we hope will be accepted.





Further information is available from:

Geoff Fimister
Spokesperson
Campaign for Disability Justice

E-mail geoff@inclusionbarnet.org.uk 




Appendix 1: glossary of abbreviations

ATW		Access to Work

CFDJ		Campaign for Disability Justice

DL		Daily Living

DPO		Disabled People’s Organisation

DWP		Dept. for Work and Pensions 

ESA		Employment and Support Allowance

JSA		Jobseeker’s Allowance

LCW		Limited Capability for Work

LCWRA	Limited Capability for Work-Related Activity

LHA		Local Housing Allowance

PIP		Personal Independence Payment 

SAR		Shared Accommodation Rate

UC		Universal Credit

WCA		Work Capability Assessment
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