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The Academic Network of European Disability experts (ANED) was established by the European Commission in 2008 to provide scientific support and advice for its disability policy Unit. In particular, the activities of the Network support the development of the European Disability Strategy 2010-2020 and practical implementation of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities in the EU.

This country report has been prepared as input for the European Semester from a disability perspective. 

Note:
The statistics provided in October 2017 are based on the EU-SILC 2015. This is the most recent microdata available to researchers for analysis from Eurostat. This report may be updated as new data becomes available.



[image: ]							 [image: ]

Contents

1	Summary of the overall situation and challenges	2
2	Assessment of the situation of disabled people with respect to the Europe 2020 headline targets	3
2.1	Strategic targets	3
2.1.1	A note on the use of EU data	5
2.2	Employment data	6
2.2.1	Unemployment	10
2.2.2	Economic activity	12
2.3	Education data	14
2.3.1	Early school leavers	15
2.3.2	Tertiary education	17
2.4	Poverty and social exclusion data	19
3	Description of the situation and trends in relation to each target area	23
3.1	Employment	23
3.2	Education	24
3.3	Poverty and social inclusion	25
4	Assessment of policies in place to meet the relevant headline targets	28
4.1	Employment	28
4.2	Education	30
4.3	Poverty and social inclusion	35
4.4	Synergies between developments in the different areas	37
5	Review of the European Semester from a disability perspective	39
5.1	Progress on disability-specific Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs)	39
5.2	Progress on other CSRs from a disability perspective	39
5.3	Assessment of disability issues in the Country Report (CR)	41
6	Assessment of the structural funds ESIF 2014-2020 or other relevant funds in relation to disability challenges	43
7	Recommendations	45


[bookmark: _Toc511056630]Summary of the overall situation and challenges

The far-reaching policy challenges and questions raised by the 2016 ‘Brexit’ referendum are only beginning to be addressed and, in the case of disability policies, hardly discussed. There remains grave political uncertainty about future policy direction and harmonisation of national policies in relation to EU strategies or the single market. Article 50 TFEU was triggered in March 2017 with the intention to leave the Union towards the end of the current budget period in 2019 (possibly with a transitional period thereafter). We assume continued UK participation in the European Semester cycle until at least that point. In 2017, the main focus for the Country Specific Recommendations has remained unchanged for the past two years.

Following a long period of deferment, the UK has now completed its first cycle of dialogue with the UN Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. This has raised a number of recommendations relevant to achieving the EU2020 goals, and reinforcing the findings of the UN Committee’s investigation into claims of systematic rights violation arising from national welfare reforms. Devolved regional government is likely to become more significant in some areas of disability policy making, notably in Scotland. 

The employment situation remains paradoxical. The general employment rate is well above the EU average but the disability employment rate is below the EU average. 
As noted in previous reports, the UK Government publishes excellent and reliable official statistics on disability and employment, and sets a target to halve the disability employment gap. The measures to address this are outlined in the 2017 NRP but present significant policy challenges. Supply side policies are not sufficiently matched by demand side policies.

Young disabled people are over-represented among early school leavers and those who are NEET or without tertiary educational qualifications in adulthood. There is a need to ensure that they benefit fully from investments in basic skills, apprenticeships and the widening of participation in higher education.

There are wide equality gaps for disabled people at risk of household poverty, particularly for people of working age, and including those in work. This risk is underlined by major reforms of the disability benefit system and employment activation policies. National and international concern about the consequences of austerity policies for disabled people has been heightened by the uncertainties and economic consequences of Brexit. Strong and supportive social policies are needed to reinforce the position of disabled people and other marginalised groups during this transition.
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Table 1: Europe 2020 and agreed national targets for the general population
	
	Europe 2020 targets
	National targets[footnoteRef:1] [1:  	http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/targets_en.pdf. ] 


	Employment
	75% of the 20-64 year-olds to be employed
	To halve the disability employment gap

	Education
	Reducing the rates of early school leaving below 10%
	No target in NRP

	
	At least 40% of 30-34–year-olds completing third level education
	No target in NRP

	Fighting poverty and social exclusion
	At least 20 million fewer people in or at risk of poverty and social exclusion
	Existing numerical targets of the 2010 Child Poverty Act and Child Poverty Strategy 2011-2014



Relevant disability targets from national strategies or sources:

The UK remains the only EU Member State not to publish headline targets in the Europe 2020 framework. 

In August 2015 the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions announced a Government target to halve the employment gap between disabled and non-disabled people, equivalent to ‘getting 1 million more disabled people into work’.[footnoteRef:2] This commitment appeared to be based on research published by Scope in 2014 under a similar title,[footnoteRef:3] and by the Trades Union Congress in 2015.[footnoteRef:4] It is not clear whether this target refers to Great Britain or to the whole of the United Kingdom. The commitment is prominent in the 2017 NRP, although not quantified as a target. [2:  	http://www.reform.uk/publication/rt-hon-iain-duncan-smith-mp-speech-on-work-health-and-disability/. ]  [3:  	http://www.scope.org.uk/Scope/media/Documents/Publication%20Directory/A-million-futures-halving-the-disability-employment-gap.pdf. ]  [4:  	https://www.tuc.org.uk/sites/default/files/DisabilityandEmploymentReport.pdf. ] 


The current national disability strategy Fulfilling Potential: making it happen[footnoteRef:5] was published in 2013, together with an Action Plan[footnoteRef:6] and an ‘Outcomes and indicators framework’ in Annex, which refers to headline and supporting indicators on education, employment and income (see below). These were further defined, and populated with data, in a separate Technical Annex document,[footnoteRef:7] updated under the previous Coalition Government in September 2014.[footnoteRef:8] There were strategy commitments to policy actions under each heading in the Action Plan but not quantifiable targets. No updates have been published since 2014. [5:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/320745/making-it-happen.pdf.]  [6:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/320740/making-it-happen-action-plan.pdf. ]  [7:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/320756/making-it-happen-technical-annex.pdf.]  [8:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/fulfilling-potential-making-it-happen-updates-september-2014.] 


The relevant strategy indicators were similar to the EU2020 indicators in the following respects:

Employment - ‘The employment rate gap between disabled and non-disabled people’

Education - ‘The gap in educational attainment between disabled and non-disabled young people at three key stages – GSCE, A-Level (or equivalent), and degree level’.

Amongst the supporting indicators, the following relevant items are in development:

· ‘the proportion of 16 year olds in full-time education’;
· ‘the proportion of young people in higher education at age 19’;
· ‘students who do not continue in higher education after their first year’;
· ‘young people Not in Education Employment or Training (NEET)’.

Income - ‘The gap between the proportion of individuals in families where at least one person is disabled living in low income, and individuals in families where no-one is disabled living in low income’, and, ‘The gap between the proportion of children living in families in low income with a disabled member, and children living in families in low income where no-one is disabled’.

The Scottish Government published its Delivery Plan on the CRPD in December 2016, following pubic consultation.[footnoteRef:9] This covers the period to 2021 and includes a section on ‘Measuring progress’ although it does not include actual measures. There are commitments to consult with disabled people’s organisations on suitable targets for workforce participation. [9:  	http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/12/3778.  ] 


The Disability Strategy of the Northern Ireland Executive 2012-2015 (extended to March 2017) did include a baseline indicator set, although without quantifiable targets.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  	https://www.executiveoffice-ni.gov.uk/publications/disability-strategy-2012-%E2%80%93-2015-baseline-indicator-set http://www.ofmdfmni.gov.uk/index/equality/disability.htm.] 


The Welsh Government maintains a Framework for Action on Independent Living as part of its Strategic Equality Plan, for which Outcome Measures were published in 2014-15.[footnoteRef:11] These included some measures of employment rates and access to services. [11:  	http://gov.wales/docs/dsjlg/publications/equality/151123-framework-action-independent-living-en.pdf. ] 


[bookmark: _Toc511056633]A note on the use of EU data

Unless specified, the summary statistics presented in this report are drawn from 2015 EU-SILC micro data.[footnoteRef:12] The EU-SILC sample includes people living in private households and does not include people living in institutions. The proxy used to identify people with disabilities (impairments) is whether ‘for at least the past 6 months’ the respondent reports that they have been ‘limited because of a health problem in activities people usually do’.[footnoteRef:13] Responses to this question vary between countries and national data sources are added for comparison, where available. [12:  	EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017.]  [13:  	The SILC survey questions are contained in the Minimum European Health Module (MEHM) http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:Minimum_European_Health_Module_(MEHM). ] 

In 2015 there was a break in the German data (with significantly reduced prevalence estimates). As Germany is a very large country, this affected both the German national indicators and EU average indicators for this year. For example, the EU28 average disability prevalence indicator decreased between 2014 and 2015 but increased, as in previous years, if Germany is excluded. A similar trend is evident for the EU average employment rate of persons.

Table 2: Self-reported ‘activity limitations’ as a proxy for impairment/disability (EU-SILC 2015)

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017
Note: the UK disability prevalence estimates fall below the EU28 average in all categories. This might affect the estimation of outcome indicators based upon them.

In subsequent tables, these data are used as a proxy to estimate ‘disability’ equality in the main target areas for EU2020 – employment, education and poverty risk.[footnoteRef:14] The tables are presented by disaggregating the estimated proportion of people who report and do not report limitations for each indicator (e.g. among those who are employed, unemployed, at risk of poverty, etc.). [14:  	The methodology is further explained in the annual statistical reports of ANED, available at http://www.disability-europe.net/theme/statistical-indicators. ] 


In the UK, the cross-sectional EU-SILC data has been collected from the sample of the national Family Resources Survey (FRS) since 2012, before which it came from the sample of the General Household Survey or General Lifestyle Survey. Since 2015 all of the longitudinal data used by EU-SILC comes from the FRS sample.
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Table 3: Most recent employment data, aged 20-64

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017

Table 4: Employment rate data, by age group

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017
Table 5: Trends in employment by gender and disability (aged 20-64)

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017 (and preceding UDBs)
The table above shows a comparison of national employment trends for disabled and non-disabled women and men, and compares this with the EU2020 headline indicator for the EU as a whole.

Alternative data on disability and employment provided by the national expert:

In addition to the FRS/SILC survey, relevant data on employment is available from the quarterly national Labour Force Survey (LFS). These data are for Great Britain.[footnoteRef:15] The questionnaire prompt for the disability section was altered in 2010 and the wording of the question was changed in 2013. This affects the comparability of historical data.[footnoteRef:16] The 2010 change raised national prevalence estimates for disabled people, resulting in an 8 per cent increase in their reported economic activity. The 2013 change was designed to provide more accurate estimates in line with the Equality Act definition of disability, and is also in line with the SILC questionnaire – referring to people with a ‘(current) physical or mental health condition(s) or illnesses lasting or expected to last 12 months or more; and the condition(s) or illness(es) reduce their ability to carry out day-to-day activities’. The new LFS methodology indicates larger equality gaps than previously reported. [15:  	i.e. not including Northern Ireland, but regarded as reliable national estimates.]  [16:  	https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/articles/833.aspx.] 


The last update to the national disability strategy Fulfilling Potential was in 2014. This showed that the revised LFS methodology produced closely comparable estimates with the FRS/SILC estimates for the same year.[footnoteRef:17] The Framework included a number of subsidiary employment indicators,[footnoteRef:18] explained in our 2015 report but not since updated. [17:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/348871/Outcomes_and_Indicators_Framework_Progress_Report_2014_data_tables_.xls. Table 2.2]  [18:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/opinions-and-lifestyle-survey-fulfilling-potential-outcomes-and-indicators-2014-data.] 


The most up to date source is the Office for National Statistics (ONS) quarterly release of Labour market status of disabled people, published as part of the general UK Labour Market release (Table A08), using quarterly LFS data. This covers the age range 16-64 rather than 20-64 and the tables are disaggregated by gender. The most recent release includes 2017 Quarter 2 estimates and provides five year comparable trends since the disability definition was harmonised.[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/datasets/labourmarketstatusofdisabledpeoplea08/current/a08aug2017.xls.  ] 


	Reported employment rates of disabled men and women aged 16-64

	
	Non-disabled Men and Women
	Disabled Men and Women
	Disabled men
	Disabled women

	Apr-Jun 2013
	77.1%
	43.6%
	45.8%
	41.9%

	Apr-Jun 2014
	78.6%
	44.9%
	46.7%
	43.5%

	Apr-Jun 2015
	79.4%
	45.9%
	48.3%
	44.0%

	Apr-Jun 2016
	80.1%
	47.9%
	49.3%
	46.8%

	Apr-Jun 2017
	80.6%
	49.2%
	50.0%
	48.6%


Adapted from Table A08: Labour market status of disabled people, 16 August 2017 (Source: LFS 2013-17, using the Harmonised Standard definition of disability)

This indicates an employment equality gap of 31.4 percentage points for the age group 16-64 in 2017, down from 32.2 in 2016 (declining from 33.3 in 2015 and 33.5 in 2014) This compares to 33.2 in the 2015 EU SILC data, for those aged 20-64. The LFS comparison with FRS/EU-SILC appears to be robust.

In general, the UK Government continues to publish high quality official statistics on disability and employment, which could be easily incorporated in its European Semester assessments and used to monitor the Government’s stated target to halve the disability employment gap. This national LFS data could be easily disaggregated for the age group 20-64 to mirror the EU strategy measure from a disability perspective, up to date and on a quarterly basis.
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National administrative rules and definitions of ‘unemployment’ vary, and these may affect the way in which disabled people are categorised in different countries. The following tables compare national data with the EU2020 headline indicator for the EU.

Table 6: Most recent unemployment data, aged 20-64

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017

Table 7: Unemployment rate data, by age group

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017

Table 8: Trends in unemployment by gender and disability (aged 20-64)

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017 (and preceding UDBs)
Fluctuations in the gendered tends for people with impairments should be treated with caution, although the pattern is somewhat similar for those without. The UK disability trends in unemployment are difficult to interpret precisely. Indicative polynomial trend lines are added for illustration only.

Alternative data on disability and unemployment from national sources:

The national disability strategy Outcomes and Indicators Framework Progress Report 2014 included a subsidiary indicator for unemployment (as part of Table 2.21 on economic activity). It also included indicators for ‘Individuals who are not in work who would like to work’ and ‘Working age people who have never worked’, although these did not indicate particularly large differences overall between disabled and non-disabled people.[footnoteRef:20] These were not disaggregated by gender and covered the age group 16-64, whereas the EU2020 target relates to the age group 20-64. These have not been updated since 2014. [20:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/348871/Outcomes_and_Indicators_Framework_Progress_Report_2014_data_tables_.xls.] 


Following the data on employment, the ONS quarterly release on the Labour market status of disabled people includes estimates of unemployment for the age group 16-64, and disaggregated by gender. As highlighted earlier, these are based on LFS data using a methodology consistent with EU-SILC since 2013.[footnoteRef:21] The most recent data on this basis is shown in the following table. [21:  https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/datasets/labourmarketstatusofdisabledpeoplea08/current/a08aug2017.xls.] 


	Reported unemployment rates of disabled men and women aged 16-64

	
	Non-disabled Men and Women
	Disabled Men and Women
	Disabled men
	Disabled women

	Apr-Jun 2013
	7.1%
	13.5%
	14.6%
	12.5%

	Apr-Jun 2014
	5.6%
	12.7%
	14.5%
	11.0%

	Apr-Jun 2015
	4.9%
	11.5%
	12.5%
	10.7%

	Apr-Jun 2016
	4.3%
	10.0%
	11.7%
	8.6%

	Apr-Jun 2017
	3.8%
	9.0%
	11.4%
	7.1%


Adapted from Table A08: Labour market status of disabled people, 17 August 2016 (Source: LFS, using the Harmonised Standard definition)

This is the most reliable measure but it is important to note that indicators of unemployment are presented as a proportion of the population who are economically active (not of the whole working age population) and that the age group includes younger people. The SILC sample and definition indicates a rise in disabled people’s unemployment up to 2013 while the LFS indicates a fall since 2013.
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Table 9: Most recent economic activty data, aged 20-64

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017



Table 10: Activity rate data, by age group

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017

Table 11: Trends in activity rates by gender and disability (aged 20-64)

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017 (and preceding UDBs)

Alternative data on disability and economic activity provided by the national expert:

Using the same LFS data and official statistics defined for employment and unemployment national indicators of economic ‘inactivity’ (the inverse of ‘activity’) were reported in the Progress Report 2014 supporting the disability strategy (Table 2.21, not since updated).[footnoteRef:22]  [22:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/348871/Outcomes_and_Indicators_Framework_Progress_Report_2014_data_tables_.xls.] 


The ONS quarterly release on the Labour market status of disabled people does include estimates of economic ‘activity’ for the age group 16-64, and disaggregated by gender (based on the harmonised methodology since 2013).[footnoteRef:23] These data are closely comparable with the EU-SILC estimates, but for the age group 16-64, while the SILC data relate to those aged 20-64. [23:  https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/datasets/labourmarketstatusofdisabledpeoplea08/current/a08aug2016.xls.] 


	Reported economic activity rates of disabled men and women aged 16-64

	
	Non-disabled Men and Women
	Disabled Men and Women
	Disabled men
	Disabled women

	Apr-Jun 2013
	82.7%
	50.5%
	53.7%
	47.8%

	Apr-Jun 2014
	83.0%
	51.4%
	54.6%
	48.9%

	Apr-Jun 2015
	83.2%
	51.9%
	55.2%
	49.3%

	Apr-Jun 2016
	83.7%
	53.2%
	55.8%
	51.3%


Adapted from Table A08: Labour market status of disabled people, 16 August 2017 (Source: LFS, using the Harmonised Standard disability definition)

The ONS quarterly statistical release provides the most reliable and up to date national disability estimates, disaggregated by gender and with comparisons to non-disabled people, using a rather similar question methodology to EU-SILC. These could be easily adapted to shadow the EU-SILC age range from a disability perspective.
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EU statistical comparisons are more limited concerning the education of young disabled women and men in the EU2020 target age groups. Data is available from EU-SILC (annually) as well as the Eurostat Labour Force Survey ad-hoc disability module (for 2011), but with low reliability for several countries on the key measures.[footnoteRef:24] Using a wider age range can improve reliability but estimations by gender remain indicative. EU trends are evident but administrative data may offer more reliable alternatives to identify national trends, where available. Confidence intervals for the disability group are wide on both indicators at the national level but reliable at the EU level. An average over several years may provide a more robust national indication. [24:  	For the LFS AHM data see, Early school leavers http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=hlth_de010&lang=en 
	and for tertiary educational attainment http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=hlth_de020&lang=en. ] 


There was also a change from ISCED 1997 to ISCED 2011 qualification definitions in 2014 although some Member States continued to use the older definition in 2015.
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The EU-SILC sample for the target age group (aged 18-24) includes the following number of people reporting activity ‘limitation’ (as a proxy for impairment/disability).
Table 12: EU-SILC sample size in the target age group 18-24 versus 18-29
	
	Age 18-24
	Age 18-29

	
	No activity ‘limitation’
	Activity ‘limitation’
	No activity ‘limitation’
	Activity ‘limitation’

	EU sample
	32,733
	2,673
	54,418
	4,840

	National sample
	1,254
	149
	2,218
	289


Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017

Table 13: Early school leavers aged 18-24 (indicative based on above sample size)

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017
Note: The confidence intervals for disability group are large and so the reliability is low. It may be more useful to consider an average of several years

Alternative data on disability and early school leavers provided by the national expert:

Eurostat defines ‘Early leavers from education and training’ with reference to LFS data[footnoteRef:25] and, in the UK, this can be disaggregated using the GSS Harmonised disability variable in the national LFS. The second quarter LFS for 2017 includes data for 757 young disabled people aged 18-24 (from an estimated population group of 700,363) compared to 149 in the EU-SILC 2015 sample. [25:  	http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/
index.php/Glossary:Early_leaver_from_education_and_training.] 


Eurostat’s definition equates to those whose highest qualification is below the UK National Qualification Framework (NQF) Level 2[footnoteRef:26] and who were not in education or training during the past 4 weeks. The following weighted cross tabulation was derived from the UK Data Service for the purpose of this ANED report and is not an official statistic.[footnoteRef:27] On this measure, the risks of early leaving were 15.6% for disabled young people and 7.8% for non-disabled. The indicated gap is 8 percentage points but it could be higher if the majority of ‘other qualifications’ were found to be lower than Level 2. [26:  	http://www.uis.unesco.org/Education/
ISCEDMappings/Documents/North%20America%20and%20Western%20Europe/United_Kingdom_ISCED_mapping.xls.]  [27:  	Link to table generator.] 


	Highest qualifications of 18-24 year olds not in current education or training (weighted estimates), 2017

	Learning undertaken
within the past 4 weeks
	Level of highest qualification held
	% Disabled
	% Not Disabled
	% Total

	Yes
	NQF Level 4 and above
	5.4
	7.1
	6.9

	
	NQF Level 3
	15.7
	25.1
	23.9

	
	Trade Apprenticeships
	0.4
	0.7
	0.7

	
	NQF Level 2
	9.2
	12.3
	11.9

	
	Below NQF Level 2
	5.8
	3.6
	3.9

	
	Other Qualifications
	0.9
	1.2
	1.1

	
	No Qualifications
	2
	0.7
	0.9

	No
	NQF Level 4 and above
	8.2
	13.4
	12.8

	
	NQF Level 3
	12.3
	13.3
	13.2

	
	Trade Apprenticeships
	2.2
	2.4
	2.4

	
	NQF Level 2
	13.2
	10.2
	10.6

	(early leavers)
	Below NQF Level 2
	12.2
	5.1
	5.9

	(early leavers)
	No Qualifications
	3.4
	2.7
	2.8

	
	Other Qualifications
	9
	2.3
	3.1

	Total
	
	100
	100
	100

	N=
	
	700,363
	4,925,358
	5,625,721

	Crown copyright material is reproduced with the permission of the Controller of HMSO and the Queen’s Printer for Scotland


Source: Quarterly Labour Force Survey, April-June, 2017 (using GSS Harmonised disability definition and person weights)

Finally, the Progress Report 2014 supporting the disability strategy provided administrative data on the proportion of 16-18 with learning difficulties or disabilities who were NEET, estimating this at 15.6% in 2006, falling to 10.6% in 2012 (Table 1.13 and 1.14, not since updated).[footnoteRef:28] [28:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/348871/Outcomes_and_Indicators_Framework_Progress_Report_2014_data_tables_.xls.] 
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The EU-SILC sample for the target age group (aged 30-34) includes the following number of people reporting activity ‘limitation’ (a proxy for impairment/disability) although the number of missing observations is larger than the number of observations for activity limitation.

Table 14: EU-SILC sample size for the target age group 30-34 versus 30-39
	
	Age 30-34
	Age 30-39

	
	No activity ‘limitation’
	Activity ‘limitation’
	No activity ‘limitation’
	Activity ‘limitation’

	EU sample
	23,233
	2,793
	49,559
	6,572

	National sample
	1,088
	168
	2,214
	334


Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017

Table 15: Completion of tertiary or equivalent education (indicative based on above sample)

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017

The survey sample is not sufficient to provide robust trend data disaggregated by gender in the narrow EU2020 target age group. In general the achievement of tertiary education was higher for women than for men in both disabled and non-disabled groups.
Table 16: Trends in tertiary education by disability (aged 30-34)

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017 (and preceding UDBs)

Fluctuations in trends for people with impairments should be treated with caution at the national level. The UK disability trends are difficult to interpret precisely. Indicative linear trend lines are added for illustration only.

Alternative data on disability and tertiary education provided by the national expert:

There was no directly equivalent indicator in the UK national disability strategy indicator framework, but relevant supporting indicators were included in the 2014 progress report, including: Satisfaction levels with higher education course, Students who do not continue in higher education after their first year, number of first degree graduates.[footnoteRef:29] Most data was based on students’ self-identification of disability status, but there is missing data. This has not been updated since 2014. [29:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/348871/Outcomes_and_Indicators_Framework_Progress_Report_2014_data_tables_.xls.] 


The Eurostat definition of tertiary education refers to educational programmes at ISCED level 5 or 6, which equate with the UK’s National Qualifications Framework (NQF) Level 4.[footnoteRef:30] This includes some shorter professional and technical programmes equivalent to a Certificate of Higher Education, as well as degree level study. [30:  	http://www.uis.unesco.org/Education/ISCEDMappings
/Documents/North%20America%20and%20Western%20Europe/United_Kingdom_ISCED_mapping.xls.] 


The second quarter LFS for 2017 includes valid data for 688 disabled people aged 30-34 (compared to 168 in the EU-SILC 2015 micro data sample). The following weighted cross tabulation was derived from the UK Data Service for the purpose of this ANED report and is not an official statistic. It indicates that 31.5% of disabled people in the target age group had achieved the relevant qualification level, compared to 50.8% of non-disabled people (48.5% for the total age group) – a gap of more than 19 percentage points. This data is comparable with last year’s data.

	Highest qualifications of 30-34 year olds (weighted estimates), 2017

	Level of highest qualification held 
	Disabled
	Not Disabled
	Total

	NQF Level 4 and above (ISCED 5+)
	31.5
	50.8
	48.5

	NQF Level 3
	14.3
	16.6
	16.3

	Trade Apprenticeships
	2
	1.7
	1.7

	NQF Level 2
	19.1
	11.6
	12.5

	Below NQF Level 2
	13.3
	7.1
	7.8

	Other Qualifications
	7.9
	7.6
	7.6

	No Qualifications
	11.8
	4.6
	5.5

	Total
	100
	100
	100

	N=
	521,790
	3,842,070
	4,363,860

	Crown copyright material is reproduced with the permission of the Controller of HMSO and the Queen's Printer for Scotland


Source: Quarterly Labour Force Survey, April-June, 2017 (using GSS Harmonised disability definition)[footnoteRef:31] [31:  	Link to table generator.] 


[bookmark: _Toc511056640]Poverty and social exclusion data

EU SILC data provides indicators of the key risks for people with disabilities. In addition to household risks of low work intensity, there are risks of low income (after social transfers), and material deprivation. These three measures are combined in the overall estimate of risk. The risks for older people do not include work intensity (Eurostat refers to the age group 0-59 for this measure). The survey does not distinguish ‘activity limitation’ (the proxy for impairment/disability) for children under the age of 16. Relevant data provided by the national expert is added where available.


Table 17: People living in household poverty and exclusion by disability and risk (aged 16-59)

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017

Table 18: People living in household poverty and exclusion by disability and gender (aged 16+)

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017



Table 19: Overall risk of household poverty or exclusion by disability and age (aged 16+)

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017

Table 20: Trends in household risk of poverty and exclusion by disability and age (EU-SILC 2015)

Source: EUSILC UDB 2015 – version of October 2017 (and previous UDB)



Alternative data on disability and risk of poverty or social exclusion provided by the national expert:

Following the harmonisation and development of EU-SILC data collection in the UK, using the sample of the national Family Resources Survey, any national indicators of poverty risk should be equivalent with EU-SILC estimates (at least from 2012 onwards). There is no better alternative source.

The Progress Report 2014 on the national disability strategy indicator Framework included several indicators under the heading of ‘income’, with measures of household poverty and measures of children living in household poverty disaggregated by disability status of the child or another family member (this national disaggregation is not available at the EU level). The indicators were mostly populated until 2012, but have not been updated since. 
[bookmark: _Toc511056641]Description of the situation and trends in relation to each target area

[bookmark: _Toc511056642]Employment

Compared to other EU Member States, the UK is characterised by a high general employment rate but a wide disability employment gap. In this respect the UK remain an outlier for poor disability employment outcomes among the stronger labour markets in Europe. Unemployment is low while economic inactivity among disabled people appears comparatively high. In its 2017 Concluding Observations, the UN CRPD Committee observed the ‘persistent employment gap and pay gap’ for disabled people in the UK, ‘especially women and persons with psychosocial and/or intellectual disabilities, as well as persons with visual impairments’.[footnoteRef:32]  [32:  http://tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/treatybodyexternal/Download.aspx?symbolno=CRPD%2fC%2fGBR%2fCO%2f1&Lang=en. ] 


The UK Government publishes regular official statistics on disability and employment, using its national Labour Force Survey, and announced in 2015 a target to halve the disability employment gap. This gap remains large, at more than 31 percentage points, although it has continued to narrow throughout the period of the crisis and the LFS data confirm a continued increase in the number of disabled people in paid work (as for the general population). As noted in recent CSRs, the headline labour market trends are positive but ‘there remains scope for improvement in the prospects for inactive, underemployed and low skilled workers’.[footnoteRef:33] Disabled people are over-represented in these categories. The national risk of low work intensity for disabled people in EU-SILC 2015 (32%) is among the highest in the EU (and compared to just 6.9% for non-disabled persons). [33:  	http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2016/csr2016_uk_en.pdf. p. 4.] 


The trends identified in our previous analyses remain, although the situation improves slightly. The employment situation for disabled people in the UK is paradoxical. For the general population, the employment rate is higher than the EU average and on a positive trend for at least five years. It rose past its 2008 pre-crisis peak in October 2014 and reached an all-time record high in 2015, 2016 and again 2017.[footnoteRef:34]. Despite this, disabled people’s employment remains below the EU average, although it continues to rise slowly, and the disability employment gap in the UK remains one of the widest in the EU, although it continues to narrow marginally. [34:  https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/bulletins/uklabourmarket/june2017.] 


The employment gap is particularly marked for people who report severe levels of impairment and it is more evident among disabled men (while the employment rate for disabled women approaches the EU average). UK disability employment rates track below the EU trend across the life course, with low levels of employment for younger and older disabled workers, and relatively weak employment gains for disabled people in mid-career adulthood. In such a high participation labour market the employment situation of disabled people does not present a positive picture and the government’s NRP commitment to halve the equality gap remains very challenging to achieve.

Findings were published in September 2015 from the third wave of the Life Opportunities Survey (LOS), a targeted national disability survey carried out in the period 2012-14. This also evidenced the employment gap at more than 30 points (33% compared to 69%),[footnoteRef:35] as well as reduced chances to hold a third level qualification or a senior or professional job. Findings from the previous wave, published in 2014, showed that the most commonly reported barriers to work were ‘Family responsibilities’, ‘lack of job opportunities’ and ‘lack of qualifications/ experience/skills’. The most common enablers to work were ‘modified hours or days or reduced work hours’ and ‘tax credits’. Educational disadvantage and job matching were significant challenges too.[footnoteRef:36] It is unfortunate that this longitudinal national disability survey has been discontinued. [35:  	http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/los/life-opportunities-survey/wave-three--final-report--october-2012-to-september-2014/rpt-chapter-3.html. ]  [36:  	http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/los/life-opportunities-survey/wave-two--part-ii/rpt-chapter-3.html.] 


[bookmark: _Toc511056643]Education

According to comparative indications from EU-SILC, the disability education gap in the UK is not as extreme as the employment gap, although it is significant. This can be partly explained by the early leaving rate for the general population, which is moderately high by European standards. Concerns about skills have been expressed consistently in European Semester reviews but the risk of early leaving for both disabled and non-disabled young people has remained above the EU average in 2015, significantly more so for disabled people. National LFS data indicates the early laving rate for young disabled people to be twice that of other young people in 2017 (as shown earlier in Section 2.3.1). 

National and EU data on UK qualifications are not always comparable (as noted in the 2014 CSRs), but young disabled people fare worse than the norm by a significant margin. They have been twice as likely as their non-disabled peers to fall out of education, employment and training altogether and are among the groups at highest risk of NEET.[footnoteRef:37] National LFS data suggest that the true proportion of early leavers amongst disabled young people could be as high as one in four, and less than one third of 30-34 year-olds held an ISCED 5+ qualification in 2017 compared with almost half of non-disabled people in the target age group. [37:  	http://www.parliament.uk/briefing-papers/SN06705.pdf. ] 


Wide inequalities exist also between UK regions on the headline measure (to an extent found only in the Southern European states, as noted by OECD in 2011) with the highest rates of early leaving corresponding to regional patterns of poverty and social exclusion.[footnoteRef:38] This is true also for regional interaction of disability, poverty and education but survey sample sizes make it difficult to evidence this in the narrow EU2020 target age group. [38:  	http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932439843. ] 


Data from the third wave of the Life Opportunities Survey (a longitudinal national disability survey now discontinued) showed ‘less than a tenth of inactive adults with impairment at both waves having a degree, compared with a quarter of inactive adults without impairment’[footnoteRef:39] (although this covered the age range 16-64, including people who acquired impairment after completing their education). Nevertheless, administrative data suggests that the number of disabled students in higher education (identifying as disabled) continues to increase year on year.  [39:  	http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/los/life-opportunities-survey/wave-three--final-report--october-2012-to-september-2014/rpt-chapter-3.html#tab-3-5-Work-status-and-educational-attainment. ] 


There has been a considerable increase in the number and proportion of students entering first degree courses and declaring a disability status. This has been estimated as 56% increase between 2010-11 and 2015-16.[footnoteRef:40] Within this the key areas of growth have been in the identification specific conditions such as dyslexia/dyspraxia and a rapid increase in the number of students disclosing mental health conditions, which is placing a strain on college and university support systems. The latter increase was estimated at 220% in the same time frame.[footnoteRef:41]  [40:  	http://www.hefce.ac.uk/analysis/HEinEngland/students/disability/. ]  [41:  	http://www.hefce.ac.uk/analysis/HEinEngland/students/disability/. ] 


SKILL (the National Bureau for Students with Disabilities) previously identified three NEET risk factors for young disabled people: lack of expectations and public role models; lack of information or guidance about learning options; lack of support at key transition points. They highlighted the importance of needs assessments, transport, flexible learning options and personalised learning support.[footnoteRef:42] Those supported in the past by the Disabled Students Allowance experienced high retention rates (higher than non-disabled students) but those without support were more likely than the average to drop out of higher education after the first year.[footnoteRef:43] This underlines the need for adequately resourced and personalised support, which may be challenged by recent reforms of the support system (see Section 4.2). [42:  	http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/
cm200910/cmselect/cmchilsch/memo/youngpeo/me24.htm. ]  [43:  	http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20131128110838/http:/odi.dwp.gov.uk/disability-statistics-and-research/disability-equality-indicators.php#a10.] 


[bookmark: _Toc511056644]Poverty and social inclusion

Compared to other EU Member States, the risks of relative poverty for disabled people in the UK are high and inequalities in this area have been raised as a matter of international concern. Deficit reduction and welfare reform policies have targeting disability-related benefit expenditure. These reforms pose significant poverty risks, given the existing disability equality gaps, the close association between poverty and low work intensity, and the protective effect of additional disability costs benefits. The link between austerity policies, welfare reforms and poverty risk for disabled people was highlighted in independent investigation by the UN CRPD Committee and echoed in its Concluding Observations in October 2017.[footnoteRef:44]  [44:  http://tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/treatybodyexternal/Download.aspx?symbolno=CRPD%2fC%2fGBR%2fCO%2f1&Lang=en. ] 

The pattern of inequality indicated by EU-SILC remains broadly unaltered from the previous year. There are wide equality gaps in the UK and these affect disabled people disproportionately, notably those of working age and including those who are in work.[footnoteRef:45] The risk of poverty or social exclusion is not so marked for people of retirement age, many of whom have acquired impairments later in life and for whom pension income has been less eroded. Adults of working age are at greater risk of relative household financial poverty (after social transfers) than the EU average, and this is more marked for disabled people of working age. Low work intensity is notable, with the non-disabled risk falling below the EU average but the disabled risk well above it. The same is true for material deprivation among people aged 16-64. It is true for both women and men, and the risk increases markedly with severity of impairment. The disability poverty gaps contradict the general picture. [45:  	Eurostat disability database (hlth_dpe030) http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/health/disability/data/database. ] 


Amongst the general population the proportion of workless households has been falling, and household work intensity is rising for some time (partly because of an increase in single lone parent households).[footnoteRef:46] At the same time, overall risk of household poverty and exclusion increased during the economic crisis, most dramatically for younger adults.[footnoteRef:47] The main poverty risks in the UK are associated with unemployment, under-employment, low pay and high housing rents and this is also the case for disabled people. [46:  http://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/bulletins/workingandworklesshouseholds/aprtojune2016.]  [47:  	http://www.jrf.org.uk/media-centre/young-working-and-renting-uk-poverty-65931.] 


As reported in previous years, older disabled people are at less risk of poverty than younger disabled adults (and at less risk than the EU average). Many will have acquired impairments in old age, after accumulating lifetime contributory pensions and savings based on their employment careers during a period of economic growth and relatively high social protection. Among the working age population most people receiving long-term out-of-work benefits are disabled (or sick) and many have a mental health condition.[footnoteRef:48] On standard measures, disabled people in workless families are less likely to live in low income than non-disabled people and data suggest a reduction of income poverty risk over the period of the crisis (notably for child poverty risk). However, the way income poverty is measured underestimates the risk. The inclusion of benefits intended to mitigate the additional costs of living for disabled people has tended to overestimate their income. It was estimated in 2014 that excluding such benefits would raise the income poverty risk by 4 percentage points and increase child poverty.[footnoteRef:49] It is these benefits that have been cut. [48:  	http://www.poverty.org.uk/reports/disability.pdf.]  [49:  	http://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/files/jrf/MPSE-2014-FULL.pdf (see page 32, including data graphs).] 


For context, the Equality and Human Rights Council published a 2015 overview assessment, titled Is Britain Fairer?[footnoteRef:50] with both statistical and large-scale consultation evidence to support the data presented so far. The New Policy Institute published a report on Disability and Poverty in 2016. This confirmed the high disability poverty rate and its understatement in official statistics, noting that ‘almost half of people in poverty in the UK are in a household with a disabled person or are disabled themselves’.[footnoteRef:51] The main conclusion was that ‘Reducing poverty among disabled people has to be at the heart of any attempts to reduce poverty overall in the United Kingdom’. It drew attention also to high housing costs as a factor, as well as employment, skills gaps and low pay. [50:  	www.equalityhumanrights.com/IsBritainFairer.]  [51:  	http://npi.org.uk/files/3414/7087/2429/Disability_and_poverty_MAIN_REPORT_FINAL.pdf.] 

[bookmark: _Toc511056645]Assessment of policies in place to meet the relevant headline targets

There was increased evidence of attention to disability issues in the UK’s 2017 NRP, with direct references to disability policies in relation to: childcare (p. 24-25), and employment support (p. 36). Specific sections were devoted to addressing the disability employment gap, both nationally (pp. 36-37) and within the remit of the Scottish Government (pp. 40-41). However, disability was not referred to in relation to education, poverty or social exclusion (where concerns have been highlighted).

[bookmark: _Toc511056646]Employment

The 2017 Concluding Observations of the UN Committee on employment (Article 27 CRPD) identified ‘insufficient affirmative action measures and provision of reasonable accommodation’, expressing specific concern about the implementation of Work Capability Assessment and Employment and Support Allowance. This was linked explicitly to concern about meeting the non-discrimination obligations arising from Directive 2000/78/EC. The Recommendation called for consultation on a more effective employment policy approach and reform of the Work Capability Assessment, ‘in line with the human rights model of disability’.[footnoteRef:52] [52:  http://tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/treatybodyexternal/Download.aspx?symbolno=CRPD%2fC%2fGBR%2fCO%2f1&Lang=en.] 


The UK government’s policy approach to halving the disability employment gap is characterised by relatively hard measures towards job seekers and relatively soft measures towards employers. Activation is incentivised by tighter conditionality of work or skills-related activities for benefit claimants, including benefit sanctions, while disability exemptions have been reduced. Employers are encouraged and guided to develop more positive attitudes under a general duty of non-discrimination.

A Parliamentary (Work and Pensions Committee) enquiry was conducted in 2016 to examine the government’s disability employment target and the impact of associated welfare reforms.[footnoteRef:53] The same Committee reported in October 2015 on the lack of success in disability employment support. The much-anticipated White Paper on disability, employment and health was published in October 2016. This forms the basis for the disability employment policy reforms outlined in the 2017 NRP. [53:  	https://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/work-and-pensions-committee/news-parliament-2015/disability-employment-gap-launch-15-16/.] 


Work and Health Programme
As reported in the 2017 NRP, the main employment activation programme in the UK since 2011 (the Work Programme) was closed to new entrants in 2017. We reported on the programme statistics in 2015 and 2016 (around one in three of those entering this mainstream programme identified themselves as disabled).[footnoteRef:54] Phased implementation of the new Work and Health Programme began in November 2017 (contracted out to different service providers in different regions) targeting specialist support to disabled people and to long-term unemployed people.[footnoteRef:55] The new service will be more segmented, with tailored support for different target groups and a more intensive work search regime for jobseekers. A key objective is to simplify administration and incentivise both claimants and the independent providers who work with them.[footnoteRef:56]  [54:  	See Table 2, https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/525175/mandatory-programmes-statistics-to-feb-2016.pdf.]  [55:  	http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-7845#fullreport. ]  [56:  	Presentation workshops have been held but we are unable to provide published sources.] 


The main focus is on those likely to achieve a job outcome within 12 months. For disabled job seekers this function replaces the Work Choice programme, from which lessons can be learned.[footnoteRef:57] Work Choice providers were paid by results to place job seekers. Higher rates were paid for those considered more ‘difficult’ to place, in order to counter the ‘creaming’ and ‘parking’ that often result from such initiatives. Work Choice was initially criticised for not delivering on its promises but outcomes began to improve.[footnoteRef:58] For the financial year ending March 2017 almost 16,000 people were referred to the programme, of whom 11,630 started. Revised contract definitions since 2015 makes outcome comparisons difficult but around 47% of programme starts appear to have resulted in a job outcome within 12 months (most of which were supported). This is a reduction on earlier years but seems to be a result of the definitional changes. Sustained job outcomes have risen continually but positive short-term job outcomes for people with mild to moderate mental health conditions or learning difficulties have not been matched by sustained job outcomes for these groups (people with visual or hearing impairments, a smaller group, have achieved stronger sustained job outcomes on average).[footnoteRef:59] [57:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/193323/rrep821.pdf.]  [58:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/477460/work-choice-statistics-sep-2015.pdf.]  [59:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/615669/work-choice-statistics-to-march-2017.pdf.] 


Policy learning for the new programme also took place through evaluation of Intensive Activity Programme (IAP) pilots for out-of-work benefit claimants carried out in 2015.[footnoteRef:60] This involved a focused curriculum of job search activity within 21 days of a claim. One of the lessons learned was a need for greater personalisation ‘to better accommodate the needs of claimants with health problems and disabilities, caring responsibilities and anxiety-type disorders’. In addition, a ‘Personalisation Pathfinder’ piloted a more flexible advisory approach for some disabled claimants using specialist manager and coaching roles. Work coaches will have an intensive role in the new scheme, ‘getting to know’ claimants and their employment support needs, and linking with local service providers, backed by a management ‘decision tree tool’. [60:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/intensive-activity-programme-trial-evaluation.] 


The Youth Offer also included a Pre-Work Programme run by JobCentre Plus for which official data identify that ‘98,300 (25%) of those starting on work experience and 42,700 (22%) of those starting on sector-based work academy identified themselves as ‘having a disability’ (in total from January 2011-May 2016).[footnoteRef:61] The Youth Contract, introduced in response to the crisis, was closed in 2015. A ‘Youth Obligation’ was launched in April 2017 for 18-21 year olds claiming out of work benefits, which requires attendance at a sector-based work academy, traineeship or work placement. Existing data on these routes suggests that 29% of entrants to work experience declare a disability status.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	See Table 2, https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/550389/youth-offer-statistics-to-may-2016.pdf.]  [62:  https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/640511/employment-schemes-statistics-to-may-2017.pdf. ] 


Access to Work scheme
The 2017 NRP refers also to the Access to Work Programme (4.31) which helps to fund additional employment costs and workplace adaptations. Due to methodological issues there was a delay in statistical reporting last year, [footnoteRef:63] although the March 2016 indicated a slight decline in the number of people helped.[footnoteRef:64] Updated statistics were published in April 2017, which show that 25,025 people received funding, of whom about 60% are aged over 40 and the majority are women. The largest number of awards are for aids and equipment at work, followed by funding for support workers and help with travel to work.[footnoteRef:65] [63:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/553879/access-to-work-october-2016-statistical-notice.pdf.]  [64:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/538443/access-to-work-statistics-march-2016.pdf.]  [65:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/650163/access-to-work-statistics-april-2007-to-march-2017.pdf.] 


The 2017 NRP describes ‘a real terms increase in funding’ for the scheme, although the statistical bulletins report awards rather than spending. In reality, expenditure fell sharply from the onset of the crisis but has risen again since 2012. The total number of awards appears to have stabilised but is not higher than it was in 2013-14 and remains well below the peak in 2009-10. This is assumed to be the result of change in guidance to advisors to place the emphasis on the duty of employers to make reasonable adjustments under the Equality Act 2010. Around 15% of the budget had been accounted for by 1% of claimants and, from October 2015, new individual claims were capped at £40,800 per year. The intention was to support more people overall by saving £3 million per year from those with the highest costs (previous claims above the cap are supported until 2018). Public campaigns highlighted how specific groups with high support needs were affected, notably deaf people relying on professional Sign Language interpreters at work.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	http://stopchanges2atw.com/march-with-us/.] 


[bookmark: _Toc511056647]Education

In its 2017 Concluding Observations on education (Article 24 CRPD), the UN Committee expressed concern about the ‘persistence of a dual education system that segregates children with disabilities in special schools’.[footnoteRef:67] This concern reflects a relatively high proportion of children with additional assessed needs placed in such settings, and the UK’s treaty position that both mainstream and special schools exist as a part of the ‘general educational system’.[footnoteRef:68]  [67:  http://tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/treatybodyexternal/Download.aspx?symbolno=CRPD%2fC%2fGBR%2fCO%2f1&Lang=en. ]  [68:  	https://treaties.un.org/Pages/ViewDetails.aspx?src=IND&mtdsg_no=IV-15&chapter=4&lang=en#EndDec. ] 


SEN educational planning and support
The majority of disabled children in the UK are placed in mainstream schools but a significant proportion of children with special educational needs attend special schools. In 2017 there were 1,037 special schools in England, ranging from fewer than 15 pupils to more than 300. Of these, the largest number were approved for the placement of children with moderate, severe learning or profound and multiple learning difficulties.[footnoteRef:69]  [69:  	See National Tables, Tables 9 and 10 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/special-educational-needs-in-england-january-2017. ] 


As previously reported, a revised system of individualised Education, Health and Care Plans (EHCP) was introduced in 2014.[footnoteRef:70] These set out assessed needs for a young person with Special Educational Need or Disability (SEND) and may continue up to the age of 25. All state-funded schools are required to admit a child whose EHCP names that school. The incidence of pupils with such plans has been stable in England for at least ten years at around 2.8%, although the overall incidence of pupils assessed as having special educational needs has fallen from 22.1% in 2007 to 17.2% in 2017.[footnoteRef:71] [70:  	https://www.gov.uk/children-with-special-educational-needs/extra-SEN-help. ]  [71:  	See National Tables, Tables 1 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/special-educational-needs-in-england-january-2017.] 


The pilot evaluation for EHC plans indicated little change in eligibility for support compared to the previous statementing system (except for newly eligible 19-25 year olds) but with more demands on information gathering, some co-ordination challenges between agencies, and staffing capacity of SEND co-ordinators.[footnoteRef:72] An implementation update in March 2015 provided non-statutory advice that emphasised a need for cultural change to improve outcomes, including greater participation of children and their families in decision making.[footnoteRef:73] A revised version of the Coordinated Assessment Process and EHCP information pack, developed in pilot, was also published.[footnoteRef:74] At the end of 2016 the Council for Disabled Children published a resource of examples of good practice.[footnoteRef:75]  [72:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads
/attachment_data/file/275104/RR326B_EHC_planning_pathway_-_FINAL.pdf. ]  [73:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads
/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/414388/SEND_implementation_update.pdf.]  [74:  	http://www.sendpathfinder.co.uk/coordinated-assessment-process. ]  [75:  https://councilfordisabledchildren.org.uk/sites/default/files/field/attachemnt/EHCP%20Exemplar%20Guide%202017.pdf. ] 

School leaving
The data presented earlier in Section 2.3 highlighted the challenge of early leaving and qualifications deficit for many young disabled people in the UK, compounding an already weak performance in early school leaving among the general population.

Young people in the UK may leave secondary schooling in the year of their 16th birthday, although in England they must remain in some form of work, education or training at least until their 18th birthday (e.g. in school, college, apprenticeship, employment, voluntary work).[footnoteRef:76] In developing this reform, the previous Government established a Young People’s Advisory Group, including 16 young disabled people (facilitated by the Council for Disabled Children).[footnoteRef:77] This de facto raising of the leaving age in England reduces the number of 16-18 year-olds identified as not undertaking learning ‘within the past 4 weeks’ (the criterion for the early leaving indicator) but does not affect 18-24 year-olds, or those in other parts of the UK. [76:  	https://www.gov.uk/know-when-you-can-leave-school.]  [77:  	http://www.councilfordisabledchildren.org.uk/youngpeoplesadvisorygroup.] 


Education Maintenance Allowance (EMA) is a small weekly incentive payment to support young people from lower income households who continue in further education.[footnoteRef:78] It was abolished in England as part of the post-2010 budget cuts (with support being devolved into college bursary funds) but was maintained by the devolved authorities in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. Equality Impact Assessments indicated only a small proportion of disabled claimants (4% in Northern Ireland, 5.3% in Wales) but pointed to the relative educational and financial disadvantage experienced by young disabled people, and the potential for ‘unintended discrimination’ in devolving bursary decisions to individual colleges in England.[footnoteRef:79] [78:  	https://www.gov.uk/education-maintenance-allowance-ema. ]  [79:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/180808/ema_replacement_scheme___equality_impact_assessment.pdf (page 12).] 


Apprenticeships
Apprenticeships were flagged as a means to deliver on skills mismatches in the 2016 CSRs. As in the previous year, the 2017 NRP addresses the delivery of apprenticeships, with a commitment to create three million apprenticeships by 2020 and to improve on their quality. The Skills Funding Agency 2014 guidance on equality and diversity in apprenticeships includes a toolkit for employers of disabled apprentices.[footnoteRef:80] Disability Rights UK publish a guide for disabled people, parents and advisors on applying for apprenticeship schemes.[footnoteRef:81] [80:  	http://www.employer-toolkit.org.uk/. ]  [81:  	http://www.disabilityrightsuk.org/news/2014/april/our-new-apprenticeships-guide. ] 


The Skills Funding Agency operates an ‘Equality and diversity good practice fund’ for further education providers.[footnoteRef:82] This funded 29 grants in 2015, which included targeted projects on ‘Identifying and disseminating best practice for apprentices with SEN’, ‘Advancing equality for disabled learners in workplace learning’, ‘Pathways to apprenticeships’, and other projects in which disability was mainstreamed.[footnoteRef:83] [82:  	http://www.ecu.ac.uk/goodpracticefund/. ]  [83:  	http://www.ecu.ac.uk/goodpracticefund/funded-projects/.] 


The number of disabled people identified as participating in apprenticeships increased considerably between 2000 and 2012. The latest reporting period includes provisional data for 2015/16, showing that new starts have picked up again over the past two years and that an increasing proportion of disabled starters mirrors this trend.[footnoteRef:84] Overall, however, there was a decline in the number of reported starts in 2016/17. [84:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/fe-data-library-apprenticeships. ] 


Table 21: Apprenticeship Programme Starts by Learners with Learning Difficulties and/ or Disabilities (2012/3 to 2016/17)
	
	2012/13
	2013/14
	2014/15
	2015/16
	2016/17

	Learning Difficulty/ Disability
	42,850
	8.4%
	38,170
	8.7%
	44,090
	8.8%
	50,110
	9.9%
	50,470
	10.3%

	No Learning Difficulty/ Disability
	461,150
	90.4%
	395,930
	89.9%
	449,140
	89.8%
	443,380
	88.0%
	434,050
	88.3%

	Not Known
	6,210
	1.2%
	6,340
	1.4%
	6,670
	1.3%
	10,240
	2.0%
	6,820
	1.4%

	Total
	510,200
	100%
	440,400
	100%
	499,900
	100%
	503,700
	100%
	491,300
	100%


Source: Skills Funding Agency and Department for Business, Innovation & Skills (Apprenticeships demographics data tool)


Disabled Students Allowance
Support for disabled students in tertiary education is primarily the responsibility of universities and colleges, who provide practical and academic support. Funding support is provided from central government. This amounted to £40m in England in 2017-18 which was doubled from the previous year as a form of transitional support.[footnoteRef:85] The government also provides non-binding guidance on developing inclusive teaching and learning methods.[footnoteRef:86]  [85:  	http://www.hefce.ac.uk/sas/disabled/. ]  [86:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/inclusive-teaching-and-learning-in-higher-education. ] 


The main mechanism for funding individual support has been Disabled Students Allowance (DSA).[footnoteRef:87] DSA was introduced in 1974 and updated in 1990. It funds equipment, non-medical help and a general allowance. According to the Higher Education Statistics Agency, 6.8% of full-time undergraduate students were in receipt of DSA in 2013-14 (81,455), up from 6.5% (77,260) in the previous year, and 3.4% of part-time undergraduates (6,665), down from 3.5% (7,205). This represents a substantial historic increase from 2.5% and 1.3% in 2002-3, respectively. The proportion is higher in England and Wales than in Scotland and Northern Ireland and it varies widely between different colleges - from 1.2% to 31.1% of full-time first degree students.[footnoteRef:88] Almost half are assessed as a having a ‘specific learning difficulty’ (mainly dyslexia).  [87:  	https://www.gov.uk/disabled-students-allowances-dsas. ]  [88:  	https://www.hesa.ac.uk/pis/dsa.] 


Changes to DSA in England were planned for 2015,[footnoteRef:89] limiting government support to ‘higher specification or higher cost computers’ or ‘the most specialist Non-Medical Help’, and no longer meeting the costs of specialist/adapted student living accommodation. These policy changes affecting around 80% of students were postponed until 2016-17 after concerns raised in consultation with students and universities.[footnoteRef:90] Consultation in 2015 repeated the aim to place more responsibility on higher education institutions as the ‘primary provider’ of most types of accessibility and support.[footnoteRef:91] The controversial changes took effect in the academic years 2015/16 and 2016/17.[footnoteRef:92] [89:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/higher-education-student-support-changes-to-disabled-students-allowances-dsa.]  [90:  	http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-vote-office/September%202014/12%20September/2-BIS-StudentSupport.pdf.]  [91:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/439947/bis-15-81-consultation-on-targeting-funding-for-disabled_students-in-higher-education-from-2016-17.pdf.]  [92:  	http://reach.ac.uk/disabled-student-allowance-dsas-changes-201617-a-simplified-guide/. ] 


As with changes to Access to Work funding, the policy is decentralising - emphasising the anticipatory non-discrimination obligations of providers (under the Equality Act 2010) rather than the responsibilities of central government. The equality impact analysis, revised at the end of 2014, also emphasises that universities will need to do more in mitigation of the impact on disabled students.[footnoteRef:93] Universities do receive some core funding from a Student Opportunity Fund, which includes a disability element, and this increased by £5m in 2015-16, to £20m, although this is small compared to the existing   budget (c.£150m). [93:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/392610/bis-14-1108-higher-education-disabled-students-allowances-equality-analysis-revised-16-12-2014.pdf. ] 



[bookmark: _Toc511056648]Poverty and social inclusion

As the statistical indicators suggest, socio-economic inequalities in the UK’s liberal market economy are wider than in most EU Member States, and the relative household risk of poverty or social exclusion for people of working age with severe impairments is striking. This risk is most strongly associated with low household work intensity but disability-related cash benefits have a protective influence. The poverty risks for older people are lower, on average, due mainly to the protective effect of past lifetime contributions and older pensions.

The Concluding Observations of the UN CRPD Committee in October 2017 highlight the impact of austerity measures and of reductions in social protection affecting disabled people in the UK. Notably, these refer to the tightening of eligibility criteria for out-of-work benefits and for disability-related costs resulting in reduced coverage. The Committee’s recommendations on social protection (Article 28 CRPD) call for wholesale evaluation and reform of Employment Support Allowance and Personal Independence Payment schemes, including their assessment methodology and budget allocation. Similar questions about the impact of welfare reforms on ‘disadvantaged and marginalized individuals and groups’ were raised in the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights in its 2016 List of Issues.[footnoteRef:94] [94:  	http://tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/treatybodyexternal/
Download.aspx?symbolno=E%2fC.12%2fGBR%2fQ%2f6&Lang=en.] 


As reported in 2016, attempts to reduce the national deficit by austerity measures have been encouraged by the EU CSRs but this has been pursued at the expense of significant reductions in disability benefit eligibility for working age people. The findings of the UN human rights investigation confirm civil society’s concerns that disabled people have been the ‘hardest hit’.[footnoteRef:95] The UK government response largely refutes the unequal impact of its reforms and was ‘proud of its record’ and affirming that policies seek to make work pay. It focused on defending levels of spending without adequately addressing levels of outcome inequality. As shown earlier in our report, the UK’s exceptional levels of income and risk inequality are the key feature that should be examined.       [95:  	http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/CRPD/CRPD.C.15.R.2.Rev.1-ENG.doc.] 


A caps on receipt of state benefits was introduced in 2012, set at average family income (lower for single adults without parenting responsibilities). It excludes state pensions, some contributory unemployment benefits and benefits targeting the additional costs of living with disability. The current government, elected May 2015, reduced this benefit cap, froze most working age benefits and cut Tax Credits for working families (mitigating this partly by setting a new mandatory National Living Wage).[footnoteRef:96] The current cap for a couple receiving Housing Benefit, with or without children, is now £384.62 per week outside London (442.31 in London).[footnoteRef:97] Mirroring the general policy approach to employment and training support, the policy direction is to shift responsibility for poverty risk reduction from the state towards employers and personal responsibility. [96:  	http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-33429390.]  [97:  	https://www.gov.uk/benefit-cap/benefit-cap-amounts.] 

As reported in previous ANED country reports the welfare reforms most relevant to disabled people are the delayed implementation of Universal Credit (UC), the Work Capability Assessment (WCA) associated with Employment and Support Allowance (ESA) and the replacement of Disability Living Allowance (DLA) with Personal Independence Payments (PIP). Closure of the Independent Living Fund (ILF) in 2015 also ‘put seriously in peril’ independent living for a large number of disabled people,[footnoteRef:98] while constraints on Housing Benefit (HB) were shown to disproportionately affect households including disabled people.[footnoteRef:99] [98:  	http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2013/897.html. ]  [99:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/329948/rr882-evaluation-of-removal-of-the-spare-room-subsidy.pdf. ] 


Universal Credit
The replacement of Employment and Support Allowance (ESA) as the main out of work benefit for those unable to work is now underway with the phased implementation of non-contributory, means-tested Universal Credit (which replaces and integrates a bundle of six existing benefits, both in and out of work benefits). Initially, this affects new claimants only. The rates of payment for persons with limited capability for work are lower than the existing ESA rates. The process of Work Capability Assessment is essentially the same as that operating under the existing system.[footnoteRef:100] For those assessed as capable of work the scheme is characterised by a ‘claimant commitment’ to stronger work-related ‘requirements’ with benefit sanctions for non-compliance. In the transition to Universal Credit, single person disability premiums have been cut, a potential loss of more than £2,000 per year (although subject to transitional relief).[footnoteRef:101]   [100:  https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/universal-credit-if-you-have-a-disability-or-health-condition-quick-guide/universal-credit-if-you-have-a-disability-or-health-condition. ]  [101:  https://www.theguardian.com/society/2017/oct/31/universal-credit-pushing-disabled-people-into-poverty. ] 


The long-running controversy around the assessment methodology for Work Capability Assessment and Personal Independence Payments continues, with concerns over the process, consistency and fairness reviewed in previous ANED reports (and subject to forthcoming ANED analysis in 2018). 

Personal Independence Payments
The March 2016 Budget statement[footnoteRef:102] confirmed a failure to meet the government’s 2014 ‘Welfare Cap’ commitment, including the government’s reduced spending targets for the transition from Disability Living Allowance (DLA) to Personal Independence Payments (PIP). Real terms expenditure on these benefits continues to rise and is expected to be at least £3bn higher in 2019-20 than it was in 2009-10.  [102:  https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/508193/HMT_Budget_2016_Web_Accessible.pdf.] 


To meet the targets further changes to the formula for calculating the daily living component of PIP were introduced from January 2017 (formerly the ‘care’ component of DLA). In essence, the change is to reduce the points weighting given to persons who use an aid or appliance to carry out daily living tasks. This benefit targeting is expected to reduce payments to 640,000 claimants. Amendment to the regulations in March 2017 introduced further tightening of interpretation in response to tribunal judgements, which were expected to affect 336,500 people receiving the mobility component (282,500 of whom were expected to lose eligibility altogether).[footnoteRef:103] [103:  http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CDP-2017-0110. ] 


Tax-free childcare
As previewed in the 2016 NRP Tax-free childcare (TFC) was introduced in 2017. This extends for an additional five years for disabled children compared to non-disabled children (up to the age of 17 rather than 12) and to a higher annual maximum (up to £4,000 rather than £2,000).[footnoteRef:104] [104:  https://www.gov.uk/help-with-childcare-costs/tax-free-childcare. ] 


Housing supply
In 2015 we reported in detail on accessibility and inclusion issues in the supply of affordable homes, and the opportunity presented to increase the stock of accessible homes (this was also covered in ANED reporting on the EU ‘Social Pillar’ agenda). There is no evidence of policy progress on the issue from a disability perspective, nor the wider goal of delivering sufficient affordable housing in general. However, at the end of 2016 the Equality and Human Rights Commission used its initiative powers to launch a formal inquiry on housing for disabled people in Great Britain.[footnoteRef:105] This has drawn attention to the ‘chronic lack of accessible and adaptable housing available for disabled people in Britain’ in 2017. A report is expected in early 2018.  [105:  https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/inquiries-and-investigations/inquiry-housing-disabled-people. ] 


[bookmark: _Toc511056649]Synergies between developments in the different areas

The synergies and tensions existing between the policy approaches to employment, education and poverty reduction for disabled people in the UK remain similar to those reported since election of a Conservative-led government in 2015. Despite international concerns about the relative situation of disabled people in the UK , the policy direction has continued with EU support for austerity policies. The additional risks now posed by Brexit heighten these concerns. The predominantly liberal market approach shifts responsibilities increasingly from the state towards employers, educational providers and families.

On the plus side, the headline disability employment gap has continued to narrow marginally but the pay gap and quality of employment outcomes for disabled people continues to lag behind. Educational attainment does not have the same protective effect on future employment and income for disabled people as it does for the general population.[footnoteRef:106] Delayed early leaving options in England, changes in the management of individual student planning and Disabled Students Allowance pose risks to educational outcomes. [106:  	http://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/files/jrf/MPSE-2014-FULL.pdf (page 78).] 


Low work intensity among disabled people and their families is the main predictor of overall poverty risk, and this is consistent with the UK government’s renewed policy emphasis on employment activation. Nevertheless, the measures are very unevenly weighted to exert pressure on disabled people to enter the labour market without balancing pressures on employers. The effectiveness of the new Work and Health Programme and its interaction with reduced eligibility for disability benefits will be critical to meeting the government’s aspirational disability employment target. There remains no convincing evidence that this can be achieved. 

A policy approach that is hard on jobseekers and soft on employers, combined with the consequences of welfare reforms, has penalised disabled people of working age disproportionately while devolving responsibilities for their protection from central government towards employers, service providers and disabled people themselves. 



[bookmark: _Toc511056650]Review of the European Semester from a disability perspective

[bookmark: _Toc511056651]Progress on disability-specific Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs)

As in the past two years there was no reference to disabled people, or any other marginalised group, in the CSRs for the UK although they have disability equality implications.

In 2017 the agreed CSRs for the UK included three specific recommendations.[footnoteRef:107] These are essentially the same as in 2015 and 2016, covering (a) continued action towards sustainable public finances, (b) planning reforms to increase housing supply, and (c) addressing skills through apprenticeships and further education. The challenges of inactivity, part-time and low wage jobs are raised in the text, along with child care and social care. [107:  	http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/csr2016/csr2016_uk_en.pdf. ] 


[bookmark: _Toc511056652]Progress on other CSRs from a disability perspective

Sustainable public finances:

As we have reported in the past two years, the UK policy approach to deficit management has implications for the employment, education and social inclusion of disabled people. The most acute issues arise from the systematic reform of work and welfare policies, in which reduced eligibility for disability-related welfare benefits has been a policy priority. However, austerity measures have impacted very considerably on reductions in public funding for local government, translated into widespread cuts to community based support services. The escalating risk of a post-Brexit economic slowdown compounds the collateral risks to already marginalised groups and there is strong evidence that disabled people have been among the hardest hit.


A 2013 report from the Centre for Welfare Reform summarised how spending cuts targeted disabled people disproportionately.[footnoteRef:108] Its headline findings suggested that ‘Disabled people (8% of the population) bear 29% of all cuts’ and that ‘People with severest disabilities (2% of the whole population) bear 15% of all cuts’ (p. 6). Further, it estimated that ‘Disabled people will lose an average of £4,410 per person - this is 9 times more than the burden placed on most other citizens’ and that ‘People with severe disabilities will lose an average of £8,832 per person - this is 19 times more than the burden placed on most other citizens’ (p. 7). [108:  	http://www.centreforwelfarereform.org/uploads/attachment/354/a-fair-society.pdf. ] 


In 2014 the Just Fair Consortium previously published a review of disability equality issues under austerity in the context of the UNCRPD.[footnoteRef:109] This included an analysis of the combined effects of housing, welfare and public spending reforms at that time. It drew attention to the impact of austerity-based policies on Articles 27 and 28 UNCRPD (and Articles 6, 7, 9 and 11 ICESCR). In particular, it called for a more evidence-based approach to disability policies and a more personalised support-oriented ethos to administration. Subsequent reforms since the election of the current government appear to have compounded rather than alleviated such concerns. [109:  	http://www.centreforwelfarereform.org/library/type/pdfs/dignity-and-opportunity-for-all.html. ] 


In the past year, examples of the impacts of austerity have been widely witnessed in civil society shadow reports to the UN CRPD Committee (the UK has so far drawn more of such reports than any other country examined by the UN).[footnoteRef:110] In its 2017 Concluding Observations the Committee drew specific attention to the ‘impact of austerity measures and anti-poverty initiatives introduced as a consequence of the financial crisis in 2008/09, which resulted in severe economic constraints among persons with disabilities and their families, particularly families with children with disabilities’.[footnoteRef:111] [110:  http://tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/TreatyBodyExternal/Countries.aspx?CountryCode=GBR&Lang=EN. ]  [111:  http://tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/treatybodyexternal/Download.aspx?symbolno=CRPD%2fC%2fGBR%2fCO%2f1&Lang=en. ] 


Improving housing supply: 

In 2015 we reported on this issue at some length in terms of the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework, dating from 2012.[footnoteRef:112] This guides local planners to consider the needs of disabled people in relation to transport (para. 35), the mix of housing types (para. 50), and in preparing local authority Strategic Housing Market Assessments (para. 159) which form the basis for local housing plans. They might, for example, take account of the need for the updated Building Regulations on Requirement M4.2 (accessible and adaptable dwellings) or M4.3 (wheelchair user dwellings). The Scottish government’s housing strategy Homes Fit for the 21st Century[footnoteRef:113] also included commitments to meet independent living needs, including both accessible and ‘specialist or adapted housing’.[footnoteRef:114]  [112:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2.]  [113:  	http://www.gov.scot/resource/doc/340696/0112970.pdf.]  [114:  	http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/buildingregulations/approveddocuments/partm/adm/admvol1.] 


In 2016, the CSR highlighted the National Infrastructure Plan. In 2017, our analysis remains the same.

Addressing skills mismatches: 

As we reported in 2015 and 2016, this issue has become a perennial concern in the CSRs for the UK. The analysis presented earlier in Section 4.2 evidences concerns about the significant segmentation of special schooling that persists in the UK, as highlighted by the UN CRPD Committee. It draws attention also to reforms of individual support payments, devolving responsibility from central government to educational providers. 

The proportion of apprenticeship starters has risen slowly, although the number declined slightly last year. The new Institute for Apprenticeships became operational in 2017. Its website was launched in October 2017 but a search of key terms reveals no reference to disability.[footnoteRef:115] The funding rules also do not refer to equality or non-discrimination criteria[footnoteRef:116] although it is clear that some of the occupation-specific Apprenticeship Standards include Commitment to Equality and Diversity as a competence.[footnoteRef:117] The leading role envisaged for employers needs to be tempered with public assurances around equal opportunities. [115:  	https://www.instituteforapprenticeships.org/. ]  [116:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/apprenticeship-standards-funding-rules.]  [117:  	e.g. https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/527346/STANDARD_Construction_Design_and_Build_Technician.pdf.] 


From April 2017 the funding basis for apprenticeships changed with the introduction of an ‘apprenticeship levy’ on large companies (as indicated in the 2016 NRP). Guidance was published and includes provision for ‘Extra support for employing apprentices with additional needs’.[footnoteRef:118] Any employer who recruits a 19-24 year-old with a local authority education, health and care plan (EHCP, as described earlier in Section 3.2) receives the higher rate normally funded for 16-18 year-olds. In addition, the training provider may receive a direct contribution to support the learning of any apprentice with additional learning needs. The amount is up to £150 a month, ‘plus additional costs based on evidenced need’, which reflects similar provision under the previous system.[footnoteRef:119] [118:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/apprenticeship-levy-how-it-will-work/apprenticeship-levy-how-it-will-work.]  [119:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/apprenticeships-proposals-for-funding-from-may-2017.] 


[bookmark: _Toc511056653]Assessment of disability issues in the Country Report (CR)

The 2017 Commission Staff Working Document[footnoteRef:120] acknowledged the ‘large disability employment gap in the UK’ as a counter to positive employment rate trends, using indicative data from EU-SILC (p. 24). This is a welcome addition, as the previous CR failed to identify this prominent anomaly. The link with long-term unemployment could also be mentioned. [120:  	https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/2017-european-semester-country-report-united-kingdom-en.pdf. ] 


Similarly, it indicated the relatively high risk of poverty or social exclusion for disabled people, and the wide disability gap (p. 27). In this context, it is relevant to note the significant fall in % of GDP expenditure on disability social protection benefits indicated by Table C.3 of the 2017 Country Report (falling more than any other category for social protection in the period since 2010). Given the mounting evidence of international concerns about the impact of welfare reforms on disabled people in the UK, and the UN Committee’s recommendations to the EU on its responsibilities under Article 28 CRPD, it would be important to monitor this issue in the 2018 policy cycle.

The inclusion of key disability indicators is welcome, particularly as the previous 2016 Country Report did not mention the key policy challenge of closing the disability employment gap. On the other hand, the 2017 CR did not make any specific policy connections (e.g. the previous report made some connections with affordable housing stock and specific benefit changes). There is a need to mainstream both the situational indicators and commentary on policy reforms, from a disability perspective. The highlighted disability policy sections in the 2017 NRP provide a clear opportunity to do this in 2018, at least in relation to employment policies and childcare, but the consistent failure to address the disability consequences of welfare reforms should not be overlooked in the EU’s analysis – especially since the EU has supported the UK’s austerity policies. The fact that these impacts were flagged as systematic human rights abuses by the UN OHCHR merits attention in the 2018 CR.


[bookmark: _Toc511056654]Assessment of the structural funds ESIF 2014-2020 or other relevant funds in relation to disability challenges

It is unclear whether the UK will continue to participate in the EU funds budget but full participation can be anticipated at least until 2019 and. A total of €10.8billion was allocated to the UK budget for 2014-2020 from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the European Social Fund (ESF). 

In the previous funding period 2007-2013 it was difficult to assess the precise disability impact of spending spread across 22 different Operational Programmes. However, the National Strategic Reference Framework for 2007-2013[footnoteRef:121] did require all Programmes to take account of equal opportunities and the Programme Monitoring Committees were ‘expected to review progress on all aspects of equality and equal opportunities issues ranging from gender to race and from disability to age’. Guidance had been available since 2007 under the title Helping disabled people back to work: ESF good practice guide.[footnoteRef:122] [121:  	http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file34769.doc (see points 45 and 47).]  [122:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/314974/esf-good-practice-disabled-people.pdf. ] 


In February 2013 the High Court ruled that the UK Government had not fulfilled its Public Sector Equality Duty in deciding on the allocation of the Funds to regional authorities. This forced a full Equality Impact Assessment before re-confirming those allocations in 2014 (€6.9bn to England, €2.4bn to Wales, €895m to Scotland, €513m to Northern Ireland (and €10m to Gibraltar).

Disability was considered in this Impact Assessment, along with other protected grounds, by assessing per capita funding for each region against prevalence data – ‘For instance, if the allocation consistently provided the lowest amounts of funding per capita to areas with a high proportion of disabled people, it might be concluded that the policy negatively impacts on disabled people’.[footnoteRef:123] Specific questions were also raised about two regions with high disability prevalence that had experienced reductions in funding allocation in this round (Merseyside and South Yorkshire). [123:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/307562/bis-14-773-eu-structural-funds-uk-allocations-2014-to-2020-equality-impact.pdf (see page 6).] 


The analysis showed no correlation between prevalence of disability benefit claims and funding levels in less developed or transition regions, with some positive correlation in more developed regions (i.e. ‘areas with higher rates of disability have higher levels of funding’). The assessment concluded that disabled people were the only group favoured by the allocation but that this could ‘potentially help to eliminate discrimination, advance equality of opportunity and help to foster good relations between disabled and non-disabled persons’ (p. 24). It found that Merseyside and South Yorkshire had low funding and high disability prevalence but were not out of place amongst other Transition regions.

Equality Impact Assessments were conducted in accordance with the Common Provisions Regulation. As noted in the Equality Impact Assessment for the UK Partnership Agreement, ‘When the Managing Authorities across the UK develop their Programmes for the ESI funds they will be undertaking regulatory functions and will therefore have to comply with the Equality Act and have regard to the Public Sector Equality Duty’. Additional principles of promoting and monitoring equal opportunities are included.[footnoteRef:124]  [124:  	https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/306999/bis-14-756-equality-impact-assessment-UK-partnership-agreement.pdf (see page 15).] 


The Northern Ireland chapter referred extensively to disability equality, including CRPD. Public consultation in Wales drew suggestions from at least one disability organisation for strengthening disability in the equalities theme, and disability training.[footnoteRef:125] The Scottish Government’s Equality Impact Assessment Record (EIAR) highlighted that the focus on disability was not as strong as on gender in its proposals, that disability affects 20% of the population and that the ESF should target ‘young disabled participants with the support they may need to gain more advanced qualifications, and including provision for wrap-around support e.g. for college or apprenticeship places’.[footnoteRef:126] A complaints procedure will be established to address unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation within Structural Funds projects.  [125:  	http://wales.gov.uk/docs/det/consultation/130708consultationanalysisen.pdf.]  [126:  	http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0044/00449625.pdf (page 9).] 


The UK Partnership Agreement targets young disabled people in the category of NEET, as well as disabled people in general in relation to employability and skills, and transition to work (prioritising ESIF Objectives 8, 9 and 10). Disabled people were not referred to under Objective 2 (Enhancing access to, and use and quality of, information and communication technologies) or Objective 7 (Promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructures).

Calls for proposals were launched in March 2015. Allocations are devolved to 39 different Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) in England, and to the devolved regional authorities in Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland. There is a national sub-committee concerning Equality and Diversity but no proceedings have been published. The project calls specifications make clear reference to disability as a legitimate target area for projects, for example in relation to employment but we have been so far unable to identify disability specific projects. A search of 270 open and closed calls in England indicated no reference to disability terms in the title or headline description of any call, although it is clear that many calls do make reference to disabled people as potential beneficiaries in their detailed texts (which are not searchable in a single system). We were unable to identify evidence of the direct involvement of disabled people’s organisations in planning for the 2014-2020 funding period. 



[bookmark: _Toc511056655]Recommendations

Our recommendations remain largely unaltered from the previous two years, although the 2017 UN CRPD Committee recommendations considerably strengthen the need for action on them.

Sustainable finances: Widespread public concern about the consequences of austerity policies for disabled people in the UK continues to grow. The UN CRPD investigation and recommendations has heightened the urgent need for review of the impact of fiscal consolidation and austerity policies on disabled people. Specifically:

· Consider the equality impact of revised benefit cap on disabled people and their families/households in light of recommendations by the UN CRPD Committee;
· Review the impact of withdrawing Housing Benefit Spare Room Subsidy on disabled people with high support needs at home;
· Review the impact of benefit reductions and sanctions resulting from the Work Capability Assessment gateway to Employment Support Allowance;
· Respond to the recommendations of independent reviews into the impact of reduced eligibility to Personal Independence Payments following transition from Disability Living Allowance;
· Ensure that the roll out of Universal Credit is subject to an Equality Impact Assessment that considers the impact of multiple benefit reforms on disabled people.

As well as assessing the equality impact of each of these single measures, it is essential that an assessment of cumulative effects is maintained to monitor the combined effects of deficit management on disabled people. 

Employment and skills gaps: There is strong evidence that disabled young people are over-represented among early school leavers and those who are NEET or without tertiary educational qualifications in adulthood. There is a need to ensure that they benefit fully from investments in basic skills, apprenticeships and the widening of participation in higher education. Specifically:

· Review the provision of segmented/segregated school provision in light the recommendations by the UN CRPD Committee;
· Continue to report the participation and outcomes for young disabled people in apprenticeships, and ensure the sufficiency of compensation for additional disability costs within the new funding regime;
· Review the training completion and employment outcomes for young disabled people in the Youth Offer/Obligation;
· Review the changes to Disabled Students Allowance and their impact on recruitment, progress and completion of studies in higher education.

ESIF: There is a need to spread European funds beyond investments in individual skills development and towards investments also in accessibility that will enable individuals to participate.
· Report on the engagement with, and impact on, disabled people in the current ESIF funding period with reference to the ex-ante conditionality;
· Consider the potential of ESIF to develop greater accessibility for disabled people in relation to Objective 2 (information and communication technologies) and Objective 7 (sustainable transport and infrastructures);
· Consider the potential of ESIF to develop greater accessibility for disabled people in relation workplace accessibility and housing supply, whilst avoiding investments in institutionalised forms of housing support.


Prevalence of self-reported 'activity limitation'
EU average	Not limited	All 'limited'	Strongly limited	Limited to some extent	Women	Men	Age 16-64	Age 65+	74.709999999999994	25.29	8.0399999999999991	17.25	27.46	22.95	17.809999999999999	50.09	National average	Not limited	All 'limited'	Strongly limited	Limited to some extent	Women	Men	Age 16-64	Age 65+	76.599999999999994	23.4	10.58	12.81	25.37	21.32	17.3	45.28	%
Overview of employment rates
EU average	No disability	Moderate disability	Severe disability	Disabled women	Disabled men	Non-disabled women	Non-disabled men	Disabled total	73.12	55.16	27.59	44.65	50.59	66.86	79.39	47.42	National average	No disability	Moderate disability	Severe disability	Disabled women	Disabled men	Non-disabled women	Non-disabled men	Disabled total	80.36	63.78	24.82	46.61	46.94	74.56	86.06	46.8	%

Employment rates by age group
EU (disabled)	age 16-24*	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	24.650289999999998	55.787278999999998	61.676109000000004	56.583708000000001	33.455477999999999	EU average (non-disabled)	age 16-24*	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	30.100293000000001	75.006152999999998	83.757807	83.945782999999992	59.993842000000001	National (disabled)	age 16-24*	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	30.859470999999999	54.545016999999994	52.101365000000001	54.900490999999995	34.552779999999998	National (non-disabled)	age 16-24*	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	47.736210999999997	81.291643000000008	87.376970999999998	88.715720000000005	69.634005999999999	%
National trends in employment rates
Disabled women	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	46	42.6	41.4	45	44.6	43.5	44.94	46.61	Disabled men	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	48.8	46.2	42.4	48.2	47.4	45.6	50.09	46.94	Non-disabled women	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	75.8	74	74	74.3	75.3	74.099999999999994	76.680000000000007	74.56	Non-disabled men	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	87.5	84.9	85	85.2	84.9	85.4	85.36	86.06	EU average (total)	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	68.7	67.599999999999994	67.2	67.2	67	66.900000000000006	67.8	68.37	%
Overview of unemployment rates
EU average	Disabled women	Disabled men	Non-disabled women	Non-disabled men	Disabled total	Non-disabled total	19.38	21.09	11.05	10.51	20.239999999999998	10.76	National average	Disabled women	Disabled men	Non-disabled women	Non-disabled men	Disabled total	Non-disabled total	7.89	14.91	3.75	4.7300000000000004	11.23	4.29	%
Unemployment rates by age group
EU (disabled)	age 16-24	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	29.652888000000001	21.692636	17.754849	18.834569000000002	22.330279999999998	EU (non-disabled)	age 16-24	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	23.285374999999998	12.416703	8.7998320000000003	8.2333180000000006	10.327094000000001	National (disabled)	age 16-24	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	23.040278999999998	14.868519999999998	12.279496	8.0441789999999997	10.947369999999999	National (non-disabled)	age 16-24	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	10.772532	4.7954970000000001	3.0923039999999999	3.2403229999999996	3.4362400000000002	%
National trends in unemployment rates
Disabled women	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	6.2	4.8	6.2	8.4	8.5	9.9	8.82	7.89	Disabled men	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	8.6999999999999993	12.1	14.2	12	12.6	15.2	11.92	14.91	Non-disabled women	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2.1	3.5	3.4	3.9	4.4000000000000004	4	3.5	3.75	Non-disabled men	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	4.2	6.7	5.8	6.1	6.2	6.7	5.62	4.7300000000000004	EU average (all)	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	8.4	10.199999999999999	10.9	11.3	12.2	12.9	12.6	12.1	%
Overview of economic activity rates
EU average	Disabled women	Disabled men	Non-disabled women	Non-disabled men	Disabled total	Non-disabled total	55.39	64.11	75.17	88.72	59.45	81.94	National average	Disabled women	Disabled men	Non-disabled women	Non-disabled men	Disabled total	Non-disabled total	50.6	55.16	77.459999999999994	90.34	52.67	83.96	%
Activity rates by age group
EU (disabled)	age 16-24	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	35.040939999999999	71.241421000000003	74.990572	69.714049000000003	43.074029000000003	EU (non-disabled)	age 16-24	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	39.236708	85.639792	91.839530999999994	91.477408999999994	66.902974999999998	National (disabled)	age 16-24	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	40.098210000000002	64.071500999999998	59.394738999999994	59.703116000000001	38.800404	National (non-disabled)	age 16-24	age 25-34	age 35-44	age 45-54	age 55-64	53.499456999999992	85.386341999999999	90.165150999999994	91.686663999999993	72.111946000000003	%
National trends in economic activity rates
Disabled women	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	49.1	44.7	44.1	49.1	48.7	48.3	49.29	50.6	Disabled men	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	53.4	52.5	49.5	54.7	54.2	53.8	56.87	55.16	Non-disabled women	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	77.5	76.8	76.599999999999994	77.3	78.8	77.2	79.459999999999994	77.459999999999994	Non-disabled men	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	91.3	91.1	90.3	90.7	90.5	91.6	90.44	90.34	EU average (all)	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	75	75.3	75.400000000000006	75.8	76.3	76.8	77.5	77.7	%
Early school leavers
EU28 average	Disabled young people (18-24)	Non-disabled (18-24)	Disabled young people (18-29)	Non-disabled (18-29)	21.96	11.68	24.3	12.48	National average	Disabled young people (18-24)	Non-disabled (18-24)	Disabled young people (18-29)	Non-disabled (18-29)	24.06	15.17	30.02	16.29	%
Completion of tertiary education
EU28 average	Disabled young people (30-34)	Non-disabled (30-34)	Disabled young people (30-39)	Non-disabled (30-39)	29.35	43	27.46	41.42	National average	Disabled young people (30-34)	Non-disabled (30-34)	Disabled young people (30-39)	Non-disabled (30-39)	40.200000000000003	51.87	34.450000000000003	52.11	%
Indicative trends in tertiary education rates
Disabled (national)	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	26.1	29	20.5	39.5	36	27.96	33.9	40.200000000000003	Non-disabled (national)	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	45.4	44.6	51.2	51.2	53.1	40.729999999999997	55.62	51.87	Disabled (EU)	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	20.399999999999999	21.6	22.8	27.1	27.8	28	29.7	29.35	Non-disabled (EU)	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	33.1	35.4	37	36.9	39.299999999999997	40.700000000000003	42.6	43	%
Main types of household poverty risk
EU average	Disabled - low work intensity	Non-disabled - low work intensity	Disabled - low income	Non-disabled - low income	Disabled - materially deprived	Non-disabled - materially deprived	25.58	8.3000000000000007	23.73	15.96	14.54	6.98	National average	Disabled - low work intensity	Non-disabled - low work intensity	Disabled - low income	Non-disabled - low income	Disabled - materially deprived	Non-disabled - materially deprived	31.96	6.88	24.27	13.93	15.03	4.47	%

Overall poverty risk factors
EU average	No disability	Moderate disability	Severe disability	Disabled women	Disabled men	Non-disabled women	Non-disabled men	20.8	27.44	36.08	30.16	30.22	21.68	19.899999999999999	National average	No disability	Moderate disability	Severe disability	Disabled women	Disabled men	Non-disabled women	Non-disabled men	18.36	26.79	40.32	31.71	34.409999999999997	19.47	17.260000000000002	%

Overall household poverty risk by age
EU average	Disabled (16-64)	Non-disabled (16-64)	Disabled (65+)	Non-disabled (65+)	38.43	21.93	20.09	14.39	National average	Disabled (16-64)	Non-disabled (16-64)	Disabled (65+)	Non-disabled (65+)	43.83	18.54	18.440000000000001	17.420000000000002	%
Trends in national risk of household poverty or social exclusion
Disabled (16-64)	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	41.3	39.4	46.2	47.2	43.07	43.83	Non-disabled (16-64)	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	17.8	18	19.8	20.2	19.71	18.54	Disabled (65+)	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	22	21.9	17.5	18.8	20.32	18.440000000000001	Non-disabled (65+)	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	22.4	23.1	16.399999999999999	17.600000000000001	18.46	17.420000000000002	EU average (all 16+)	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	22.7	23.6	24.1	23.8	23.8	23.17	%
Proportion of Apprenticeship Programme Starts with Learning Difficulty or Disability

Learning Difficulty/ Disability	2012/13	2013/14	2014/15	2015/16	2016/17	8.4000000000000005E-2	8.6999999999999994E-2	8.7999999999999995E-2	9.9000000000000005E-2	0.10299999999999999	
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