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Executive Summary 
 

Introduction 
 

This report gives the results of a research study into the additional 

amount that it costs people who are sight impaired and people who are 

Deaf to reach a minimum acceptable standard of living.  The research 

was undertaken to trial a new application of an accepted methodology 

that defines Minimum Income Standards (MIS) for certain population 

groups.  It applied the methodology to single people of working age, 

living alone who are eligible to be certified as sight impaired (with some 

useable sight) or who are Deaf and use British Sign Language.  The 

findings estimated additional costs of living and defined a Minimum 

Income Standard for each population group. 

 

An understanding of the additional cost of disability is especially salient 

in the UK with the introduction of Personal Independence Payments, and 

can help show what would be a fair way of helping different groups to 

afford these extra costs. 

 

Previous research on this topic has either looked at what disabled 

people actually spend (ignoring unmet need) or made broad 

assessments of the relative well-being of disabled and non-disabled 

people on different incomes, without pinpointing the actual source of 

additional costs associated with particular conditions.  Research looking 

more directly at disabled people’s costs has found it hard to distinguish 

which are ‘additional’ to what non-disabled people require.  The present 

research is able to address this by building on Minimum Income 
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Standard (MIS) research for non-disabled households and using the 

same method to explore additional requirements for people with certain 

disabilities.  The MIS method involves asking groups of members of the 

public to agree detailed lists of items that households need in order to 

reach a minimum acceptable standard of living.   

 

The present study is carried out by the same team at the Centre for 

Research in Social Policy that conducted the main MIS research.  For 

the first time this method is applied to establish minimum budgets for two 

disabled household types: single working age people, living alone, who 

are, respectively, eligible to be certified as sight impaired (with some 

useable sight); and profoundly deaf who use British Sign Language 

(BSL).  Many deaf people whose first or preferred language is BSL 

consider themselves part of the Deaf community.  They may describe 

themselves as Deaf with a capital D to emphasise their Deaf identity.  

 

This report serves a dual purpose.  It identifies a minimum income 

standard for people with certain sensory impairments and demonstrates 

the scope for doing similar research with people who have different 

types of impairment or disability.  Its calculations have selected two 

types of sensory impairment to measure in a first study.  In the case of 

sight impairment, the calculation is for someone with some usable sight, 

whereas in the case of deafness, it looks at the needs of someone with 

no hearing.  The results of each of these calculations should therefore 

be considered separately, and do not comprise a comparison between 

the cost of sight and hearing loss in general.  It is also recognised that 

the needs of people with other levels of sight or hearing loss are likely to 

be different and require a separate study to identify properly. 
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Participants were purposively recruited through networks and service 

centres used by the relevant groups and was carried out by 

organisations working within the relevant communities, with recruitment 

materials designed to be appropriate for people with sensory 

impairments.  The standard MIS method was used when running the 

groups with additional attention given to communication.  This involved 

talking through information and verbally recording decisions (rather than 

using flipcharts) in the sight impaired groups, and using BSL 

interpretation in the Deaf groups.   

 
The minimum cost of living for a single person who is 
sight impaired 
 
Groups identified a wide range of additional needs that would require 

extra spending for a single working age person, living alone, who is 

eligible to be certified as sight impaired (with some useable sight).  No 

one of these was very expensive, but between them they added a 

quarter to a minimum budget for a single person.  

 

The main categories incurring extra costs were as follows: 

 

Paying for various technological equipment.  This was required to 

enable communication, facilitate access to written materials, and make 

the best use of the sight that people have.  Some of these would be one-

off purchases such as a larger laptop, scanner, video magnifier, 

specialist software and IT training, whose cost would be spread across a 

long period.  The cost of a higher grade mobile phone (to provide good 

quality accessibility features) than is included in the budget for a fully 
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sighted person adds a greater cost on a recurring basis.   

 

Domestic help every two weeks for two hours.  Groups agreed that 

having regular help with cleaning or to deal with particular jobs in the 

home would support someone who is sight impaired in keeping their 

home presentable.   

 

Additional travel costs.  People who are sight impaired can require 

additional taxi journeys to some local medical appointments and a 

certain number of train trips further afield.  Total travel costs take 

account of free off-peak bus travel (with a concessionary pass), but also 

assume that some peak-time journeys need to be paid for.   

 

Additional costs of socialising and going on holiday.  These include 

the cost of treating a friend, who accompanies them in social activities 

that may otherwise be difficult, and using hotel rather than self-catering 

accommodation on holiday.   

 

Additional costs of household goods.  This includes better lighting 

throughout the home and differences to standard goods such as the type 

of floor covering or sofa material which were changed for safety and 

maintenance reasons.  Also, paying for someone to help with home 

maintenance adds a small amount.   

 

Additional health care costs.  This covers an increase in the number of 

prescriptions, for example for eye drops, and a higher budget for the 

cost of glasses.  
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additional lighting and appliances.   

 

Overall, additional costs for someone who is sight impaired (with some 

useable sight) add £50.49 to a £198.60 minimum household budget for a 

single working age person, excluding rent.  A quarter of the additions 

come from technology, a quarter from domestic help, and the rest are 

spread across the other categories.   

 
The minimum cost of living for a single person who is Deaf  
 
Groups were able to agree substantial costs for a single working age 

person who is Deaf, adding 82 per cent to a weekly budget, but these 

were concentrated in fewer categories than was the case for sight 

impairment:   

Interpretation. By far the most significant additional cost for Deaf 

people is paying for interpreter services.  Service providers have a legal 

requirement to make reasonable adjustments to ensure that their service 

is accessible to people with a disability, for example by providing an 

interpreter. However, many services fail to meet this legal duty and in 

some cases it may not be considered a reasonable adjustment to 

require the service to pay for an interpreter.  Groups agreed that there 

are circumstances where an interpreter is not provided and Deaf people 

need to arrange and pay for an interpreter themselves. The minimum 

amount needed is not easy to specify, but groups felt that a modest 

baseline would be an average of 10 hours a month, costing £127 a week.  

This in itself adds more than 60 per cent to a single person’s household 

budget.   
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Social activities. Groups agreed that a Deaf person will need to carry 

out more social activities outside the home, as a minimum, than a 

hearing person.  This was in order to combat the risk of social isolation, 

and the budget for social activities was doubled.  Holidays were also 

costed for hotel rather than self-catering accommodation. 

 

Technology.  Technological items incur a relatively modest weekly cost 

overall.  For example, a larger screen laptop making it easier to 

communicate online using sign language is a one-off purchase adding 

only seven pence a week on average.  Most of the additional cost of 

technology arises from the recurring cost of a more expensive mobile 

phone and monthly package to allow using it for sign language 

communication.   

 

Travel.  The budget for travel was slightly higher than for hearing people, 

due mainly to the need for Deaf people to maintain geographically 

dispersed social networks, and having to take the train to different towns 

or cities to meet friends and attend social activities. 

 

Electricity.  A small weekly addition to bills to cover the cost of running 

additional lighting and appliances. 

 

Overall, additional costs for a person who is Deaf add £163.03 to a 

£198.60 minimum household budget for a single person, excluding rent.  

Over three quarters of the additions come from interpreters and most of 

the remainder from social activities.   
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Discussion and conclusions 
 
This research has shown clearly how living with a disability can bring 

additional costs in reaching a minimum acceptable standard of living, but 

that these can vary greatly from one situation to another.  A great deal 

may depend on the amount of personal assistance or personal services 

that someone requires, since paying regularly for say an interpreter or 

cleaner can dwarf one-off costs such as purchasing equipment, when 

that cost is spread over time.   

 

However, the findings of the present study also show that even without 

such costly additional services, the everyday cost of having a disability 

can be substantial relative to what a single person would otherwise have 

to spend in order to meet minimum physical and social needs.  This is 

not just to pay for things directly arising from disability such as specialist 

equipment.  Much of the additional cost arises from how disabled people 

lead their lives, which may involve for example treating a friend who has 

helped you out, or paying for additional travel to get to appointments or 

social activities.   

 

These varied additional expenses can make life much more costly for a 

disabled person in ways that are not well recognised by the benefits 

system.  Personal Independence Payments (PIPs) are only available for 

people with a certain threshold of overall need based on a points system.  

Many people who are eligible to be certified as sight impaired are 

unlikely to have the characteristics to be awarded sufficient points within 

this system to create an entitlement, even though they face the 

additional costs identified in this study.  A Deaf person might have 
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enough points to trigger the standard rate of entitlement, £54.45 a week, 

but this is well under half the estimated minimum cost of interpreters.   

 

It must be concluded that there is a high risk of needs going unmet or 

only very partially met under the PIP system.  The very precise 

specification of the limitations that have to be present to score points in 

PIP assessments makes it almost inevitable that there will be many 

areas where a disability creates additional costs that are not recognised.  

Nevertheless, evidence such as has been collected in the present study 

could help in future to adapt such a list to ensure that it more fairly 

reflects areas where costs occur.   

 
Scope for future research 
 
This study has demonstrated that it is possible to estimate the additional 

costs that someone with a given disability in a given household type 

needs to cover in order to maintain a minimum acceptable standard of 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
 

This report gives the results of a research study into the additional 

amount that it costs people who are sight impaired and people who are 

Deaf to reach a minimum acceptable standard of living.  How much 

more does it cost for someone to live with a disability? The research was 

undertaken to trial a new application of an accepted methodology that 

defines Minimum Income Standards (MIS) for certain population groups. 

It applied the methodology to single people of working age, living alone, 

who are eligible to be certified as sight impaired (with some useable 

sight) or who are Deaf and use British Sign Language. The findings 

estimated additional costs of living and defined a Minimum Income 

Standard for each population group. 

 

Background 
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condition nor even a clear-cut list of which items the payments are 

supposed to cover.  This makes it is hard to consider what is a fair level 

of entitlement, which treats people with different conditions reasonably 

equitably.   

 

Previous research on the cost of disability has in some cases made 

broad comparisons of the well-being of disabled and non-disabled 

people on different incomes, to estimate the additional income that 

disabled people need in order to avoid poverty (Morciano et al, 2012).  

However, such approximation has been at a very broad and theoretical 

level, without distinguishing the actual source of additional costs 

associated with specific conditions.  Alternative approaches looked at 

disabled people’s spending, but does not take account of unmet need 

(Large, 1991; Thompson et al, 1990).  Another strand of research has 

sought to enumerate additional household costs associated with 

specified forms of disability, but up to now it has been hard to interpret 

this in relation to the overall living standards of the households 

concerned (Smith et al, 2004).  Background Note 1 at the end of this 

chapter summarises this previous research on disability costs.   

 

Building on the ‘additional household costs’ approach and on ongoing 

research on a Minimum Income Standard (MIS), the Centre for 

Research in Social Policy (CRSP) at Loughborough University has 

developed a method for calculating the additional amount that a 

household needs to spend in order to reach a minimum acceptable 

standard of living, as a result of someone with a given disability living in 

the household.  Like the baseline Minimum Income Standard, which is 

the result of detailed consultations with members of the public about 

household needs, this new research is based on social consensus – in 
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of living.  Some expert knowledge is used, for example the checking of 

food budgets by nutritionists, but the expert role is advisory.  In 2008, 

budgets were compiled covering most household types in the UK, and 

these are being regularly updated (Davis et al, 2014).  Background Note 

2 at the end of this chapter summarises the MIS approach.   

 

A method has already been developed to identify additional needs 

applying to various situations, including rural living and having a foster 

child in the family.  In a similar context, the existence of MIS makes it 

much more feasible than previously to compile budget standards for 

disabled households: 

�x Most importantly, it provides a baseline against which disabled 

people’s living costs can be compared.  An up-to-date account of the 

minimum costs of a non-disabled single adult, for example, makes it 

possible to ask what the additional costs would be if this adult had a 

particular disability.  This baseline is not just a number but a full list of 

things that the person would require, which gives a qualitative 

description of what comprises a minimum living standard. 

�x MIS provides a clear-cut definition of what is meant by a minimum, 

which can be applied across contexts.  Members of the public have 

developed this definition. 

 

‘A minimum standard of living in Britain today includes, but is more than 

just, food, clothes and shelter.  It is about having what you need in order 

to have the opportunities and choices necessary to participate in society’. 

 

This definition allows a MIS for disabled people to be established in a 

way that does not start with the premise that they must necessarily be 

enabled to live identical lives to non-disabled people, but rather that 
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they should have equivalent access to a minimum acceptable level of 

choices and opportunities as well as meeting physical needs.  Moreover, 

like in the rest of MIS, it involves giving responsibility for judging the 

acceptable threshold to groups of people with experience of living in the 

type of household whose needs are being researched.   

 
Investigating the effects of sensory deprivation 
 

This report serves a dual purpose.  It identifies a minimum income 

standard for people with certain sensory impairments and demonstrates 

the scope for doing similar research with people who have different 

types of impairment or disability.  Sensory loss - i.e. visual or hearing 

impairment - is a valuable starting point in this respect.  While neither of 

these conditions take a single form it is possible in each case to specify 

a level of impairment that is reasonably well understood.  It is assumed 

that people with such impairments will require at least some additional 

resources in their everyday lives, whether through technology, home 

adaptations or services.  Whilst the heterogeneity of people’s conditions, 

their experiences and personal circumstances is recognised, people with 

these conditions are likely to be able to talk about common needs 

resulting from their condition.   

 

The choice of these aspects of disability as a starting point was also 

influenced by the fact that sight and hearing loss are well-defined issues, 

with various organisations seeking to identify and serve the needs of 

people with these conditions.  One such organisation, Thomas 

Pocklington Trust, has funded this research.  Others, including various 

organisations supporting people with sight and hearing loss were 
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involved in a project advisory group which met at the start of the project 

and fed into the design (see Acknowledgements).   
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Background Note 1, Previous research on the cost of 
disability 
 

Research on the cost of disability has taken two main forms, which can 

be categorised as ‘equivalence-based’ and ‘budget-based’ estimates 

(Morciano et al, 2012).  

 

The first of these approaches seeks to identify equivalence between the 
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decide the minimum for pensioners.   

 

What does it include?  The MIS definition is about more than survival 

alone.  It covers needs, not wants; necessities, not luxuries: items that 

the public think people need in order to be part of society.  In identifying 

things that everyone should be able to afford, it does not attempt to 

specify extra requirements for every particular individual or groups - for 

example, those with disabilities or long-standing health problems.  So 

not everybody who has the minimum income is guaranteed to achieve 

an acceptable living standard.  However, anyone falling below the 

minimum is unlikely to achieve such a standard. 

 

To whom does it apply?
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budgets are published, updated to April of the same year.  Annual 

updates take inflation into account.  
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Chapter 2 Methodology and specification of cases 
 

The overall structure of the method for researching additional needs of 

people with a disability under the Minimum Income Standards approach 

comprises: 

�x Identifying which type of household’s additional needs are being 

specified, in terms of who is in the household and the disability under 

consideration.  The needs of a household in which someone has a 

disability is compared to an otherwise identical household where 

nobody has a disability.   

�x Holding a series of discussion groups, each lasting several hours, 

involving about six to eight individuals with the same or similar living 

situations and disabilities as in the case being investigated.  Each 

group is asked in detail to review the minimum ‘baskets’ of goods and 

services drawn up by non-disabled people and to come to agreement 

about what needs to change for an imaginary ‘case study’ household 

with the specified disability.  The method for doing this is to ask 

groups to imagine walking through the different rooms of the case 

study home and talk about whether items are required or not, and if 

so, whether they need adapting, and whether additional items would 

be required - as well as then considering needs in relation to activities 

outside the home.  In each group the idea is to reach consensus as 

far as possible, with successive groups confirming or amending prior 

groups’ decisions and adjudicating any areas of disagreement or 

ambiguity.  After three groups of this kind for each case, the 

researchers identify where the overall consensus or balance of 

opinion lie, in terms of which additional or different items are needed 

compared to the original MIS budgets.  Throughout this process, the 
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It is recognised that the needs of people who have no useable 
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which were used in the groups: 

 

‘Susan or Simon is in her / his thirties and lives on their own in a one 

bedroom rented flat.  She / he is generally in good health and is certified 

as sight impaired, and has some useable sight’. 

 

‘Susan or Simon is in her / his thirties and lives on their own in a one 

bedroom rented flat.  She / he is generally in good health and is 

profoundly deaf and uses BSL’. 

 

In each case, groups were asked to contrast this person’s needs with 

the already specified minimum requirements of an otherwise identically 

defined person without a sensory impairment. 

 

Recruitment 
 

The Minimum Income Standards research requires people to be 

recruited from among the general public from a range of backgrounds 

(gender, age, employment, tenure etc.) and to be in the category of 

household whose needs are being described.  These requirements 

involved some additional consideration in recruiting people to take part 

in the groups for this study and the practices used are outlined below. 

 

Purposive recruitment through networks and service centres used by the 

relevant groups was necessary (see below) in order to find people living 

in the same general area who were of working age including the 

disability being described.  This was more suitable than sampling the 

general public in order to find the small numbers of people who met the 

criteria.  While the aim was to target people who live alone (to match the 
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case study in question), it was difficult to find a sufficient number of 

people meeting the other criteria who lived in single households.  

However, by also allowing participation by people who had some 

experience of living on their own within the past five years, and/or whose 

partner was also sight 
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The groups comprised: 

�x Forty individuals across six groups 

�x A balance between men (16) and women (24) 

�x A balance between people aged under 45 (18) and 45 or over (22) 

�x Participants who all had experience of living alone, and although 

half were living with someone else at the time the group was held, 

two of these were lone parents, and nine were with a partner who 

was also deaf or visually impaired.  

�x Twelve participants in paid work, 10 did voluntary work, three were 

in education and 15 were in none of these categories. 

�x Sixteen owner occupiers, 12 social tenants, eight rented privately, 

two lived with parents and two had unknown tenure. 

 

Running groups 
 

Communication 
Both sight impaired and Deaf groups had specific issues to consider 

when applying the MIS objective of creating an active conversation in 

which groups collectively agree items that should go into a minimum 

household budget. 

 

The sight impaired groups were run in much the same style as groups in 

previous MIS studies, except that information that would normally be 

shown on flip charts was talked through by facilitators.  This included 

both a representation of what previous groups had decided where this 

was under review and the capturing of decisions made by the groups.  

The latter is especially important in relation to MIS, since the reaching of 
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consensus.  In practice, the groups between them came to strong levels 

of consensus about what these needs were, even though specification of 

the precise items required to meet them (particularly those using 

technology) could not always be agreed exactly in the groups 

themselves.  The decisions reached within groups were looked at as a 

whole and budgets produced based on the overall outcome of 

discussions.  They were rooted in reasoning and justification outlined by 

participants and always based on the criteria set out in the groups in 
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Chapter 3 The minimum cost of living for a single 
person who is sight impaired 
 

This chapter looks at the areas of minimum costs that have been 

identified as differing for a single person of working age living on their 

own who is eligible to be 



24 

the bedroom and living areas, and vinyl in the bathroom and kitchen.  

There was concern that a cheap vinyl could ‘bubble up’ or detach from 

the floor, particularly if it got wet, and become a trip hazard for someone 

who is sight impaired.  A medium quality type specifically designed to 

accommodate wet areas was considered more suitable.  Furthermore, 

some participants felt that carpets might not be practical in the living and 

dining areas as it is here that things might get spilt.  They explained that 

carpets are more difficult to clean quickly and more likely to stain than 

hard flooring such as laminate, and someone also noted that it was more 

difficult to find things that might be dropped on a carpet.  

 

“…if someone is visually impaired you’re going to have those accidents. 

Whether you’ve got carpet or plastic they’re going to be there, so what 

you want is ease of operation.  Now if I had a wooden floor all of my 

accidents and what have you I can clear them up in seconds; instead of 

I’ve got a carpet and I’ve dropped a plate and the glass has gone 

everywhere and I’ve cleared up what I thought I’ve cleared up, but then 

a week later I’m walking around and I’ve cut my foot.” (Group 2) 

 

These points relate, not only to ease of maintenance and safety, but 

presentation (wanting the home to look nice if someone came to visit) 
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Sofa and chair 
The only change that groups made to the main furniture items was to the 

sofa and chair coverings.  The main MIS includes a low cost fabric two-

seater sofa and chair, and this was an area where it was felt that 

additional costs would be required.  The groups discussed the 

practicalities of a fabric covered sofa and questioned how easy it would 

be to keep clean.  They agreed that if a fabric sofa is included it would 

be essential that the covers were removable and had a stain protection 

finish, which would add to cost.  This reflects the earlier discussions 

about carpets and the need to be able to clean it easily as someone who 

is sight impaired 
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also added as groups said that this would save cleaning the sofa so 

often and be warmer in winter on leather furniture.   

 

Bathroom 
Groups made a few changes in the bathroom which related to safety.  

First, they added a rubber mat to go inside the bath to prevent slipping.  

Second, they changed the shower curtain which is included in the main 

MIS - there was not total agreement on this but it was described as a 

‘trip hazard’ by some participants.  A solid shower screen was thought to 

be safer as it was sturdier, and also easier to keep clean.  Finally, 

contrast coloured grab rails were added - these were considered useful 

for “spatial awareness, so when you are in the shower you know how to 

get in and how to get out”. 

 

Although not everyone in the groups felt that they would necessarily 

need all of these items themselves, it was recognised that this would 

vary depending on someone’s sight impairment and eye condition.  In 

most cases people felt that, as these are related to safety, it was 

important to include them in a budget so that someone was able to have 

them if required. 

 

Household fittings and furnishings – the light environment 
 
Lighting 
Lighting was identified as a key area that would, without question, 

require additional spending to meet the needs of someone who is sight 

impaired.  The main MIS budgets include a basic light bulb and ceiling 

shade in each room plus a low cost table lamp in the living area and 

bedroom.  Groups were unanimous in emphasising that someone who is 
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sight impaired should have more and brighter lighting throughout their 

home.  This would require decent quality fittings and would need to be 

targeted to ensure it focussed on particular areas, for example, above 

the dining table or over the cooker.  Lighting would also have to be 

adjustable and allow flexibility.  This reflects other research highlighting 

the value of good lighting for people with visual impairment (Thomas 

Pocklington Trust, 2013).   

 

Having different types of lighting to use and being able to adjust it was 

also important to account for fluctuating eye conditions, as one person 

explained, her lighting needs varied throughout the day.  The types of 

lighting discussed included central spotlights and multi arm fittings that 

could light several areas of a room at the same time, fluorescent strip 
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To account for this variation in need the groups came up with a model of 

a lighting budget per room that could be used flexibly to cover a range of 

options and someone could use in the way most appropriate to their 

particular needs.  The budget agreed is £90 per room every five years.  

It was recognised that fittings / items could well last longer than five 

years but people explained that eye conditions and lighting needs may 

change over this period and items replaced accordingly. 
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message onto a label was included.  Participants explained how this was 

extremely useful for labelling food, shopping, clothes, recording cooking 

instructions and even used to label and read back a credit card number 

when making telephone purchases.  While (at £64.99) it was more 

expensive than the tactile markers, people felt that its value as a multi-

use item justified including it in the budget.   

 

One participant did mention that some local authorities were providing 

visually impaired people with a Penfriend for free.  However, this was felt 

to be rare, and the expectation was that it would be an expense met by 

the individual. 

 
Kitchen equipment 
A range of kitchen equipment was discussed and led to additions and 

changes to the type of items included in the budgets.  

 

A liquid level indicator, which alerts people when a cup is filled, was 

seen as a useful yet inexpensive item - there was a view that this could 

be available for free via a Social Worker or charities, but as this was not 

always the case the cost has been added to the budget. 

 

Talking scales were also considered ‘essential’ and groups all agreed to 

include these, rather than the basic scales currently in the main MIS 

budget.  Although talking scales are more expensive, it was thought that 

they would last over twice as long as basic scales, (five years compared 

to two years), so do not increase the budget as much when this is taken 

into account. 

 

A few participants talked about difficulties in seeing clear glasses, for 
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example, when a visitor had left a glass in the sink a participant not 

realising this put something on top of it and smashed it. The main MIS 

budget includes very cheap clear tumblers and wine glasses, and it was 

suggested that coloured ones could be helpful here and the budget 

increased to include this option.   

 

The benefits of several other items were discussed including a 
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Technology and home entertainment 
 

Groups agreed that the television and CD player in the main MIS budget 

for single working age people are necessities, but identified changes to 

the specification and features in order for them to better meet the needs 

of someone who is sight impaired. 

 

Television 
Groups confirmed that, as in main MIS, a 32 inch TV would meet 

people’s needs.  However, they made further specifications which 

restricts the choice of TV available and excludes the use of budget 

brands.  Participants explained that, not only did the TV programmes 

need to have an audio description, but that this should extend to having 

speaking TV menus and settings features which can be hard to see for 

someone who is sight impaired.  They stressed how important it was for 

people to be able to easily operate, set up and control their TV without 

relying on someone else for help. 

 

“W: The more facilities you have like talking menus and whatever for 

anybody with a visual impairment what is important is your 

independence and you want to keep that and maintain it and not be 

constantly asking friends or family or whoever to come in and help you 

with what are basically trivial things to a sighted person. 

M: But there’s a huge difference to the quality of life though, doesn’t it? 

W: Of course it does absolutely.  So the more independence you have 

with aids or talking facilities or large print or font sizes or whatever the 

more we feel normal.  That is hugely important.” (Group 1) 

 

At the time of this research, there was only one manufacturer whose 
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televisions had a ‘Voice Guidance’ feature on some of their models.  The 

budget was increased to include this more expensive model with a clear 

message from participants that this was a way of enabling someone who 

is sight impaired to use their TV in the same way as a fully sighted 

person.  Groups also noted that sometimes using a standard remote 

control could be a ‘struggle’ and agreed to add a large button remote 

control to the budget.   
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Technology, communication and adaptive equipment 
 

Mobile phone 
Groups all stressed the importance of an accessible mobile phone for 

someone who is sight impaired.  The main MIS budgets include a small 

basic smart phone on a £10 a month package.  The unanimous 

agreement was that this should be upgraded to an Apple iPhone (4S or 

above) which was considered ‘the best out there’ in terms of accessibility.  

Participants outlined the features that they felt made the iPhone so 

valuable - including screen magnification, the Voiceover screenreader, 

dictation and the Siri intelligent assistance tool (a voice activated means 

of accessing information and carrying out tasks on the phone).  People 

discussed how some of these are available on other brands, but not 

necessarily as easy to use as the iPhone.  One participant described 

how the magnification feature enabled them to read texts which they 

were unable to do on other phones, as well as use Facebook and email 

from the phone rather than computer:   

 

“I think something better than your basic smart phone is a necessity, not 

just for the communication but because I use it for different things…So 

what I’m saying is for a visually impaired person the spec of the phone 

needs to be good enough to maybe do additional things than for 

someone who doesn’t have visual impairment that’s already in your 

mainstream MIS.” (Group 3) 

 

Some participants also talked about additional apps such as Prizmo for 

scanning and reading documents and magnifier apps which broadened 

the use of the iPhone further for people who are sight impaired, and 

were particularly useful when out and about (see also below).  There 
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‘struggling’ with software where they had had little or no training, others 

had taught themselves how to use it without problems.  Participants 

agreed that someone who is sight impaired, as a minimum need, should 

have the opportunity to receive software training. 

 

“If you’ve got this access technology, you can’t just get it and just use it 

straight away, just know how to use it, especially if you’ve got to put it 

onto your computer and you’ve got to learn all the key strokes and things 

and how to navigate round it and everything.  You do need somebody to 

get you 
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added to the budget - this could be ‘banked’ to provide more expensive 

training, for example, an intense session from a supplier when 

purchasing or updating new software. 

 
Scanning, reading and printing 
Having the technology to enable someone to read documents, letters 

and books independently was also considered a basic need for a person, 

living alone who is sight impaired, and groups discussed different ways 

of achieving this.   

 

“Scanners, well the one I use anyway, if you get post, if you get letters 

from the Inland Revenue or whoever you can actually put it into your 

scanner/printer and it will then scan it and then read it back to you via 

the computer. So again it’s a question of independence.  Quality of life 

and your ability to manage your own life.”  (Group 1) 

 

Participants recognised that a standalone scanner reading machine was 

convenient and easy to use.  However, the overall conclusion reached 

was that, to meet a minimum need, a reasonable quality scanner / 

printer that could be connected to a computer or laptop would be 

sufficient.  This was felt to be a more cost effective option and would 

serve the purpose when used with the computer screen magnification 

and reading software already included in the budget.  Furthermore, 

several participants pointed out that if someone has an iPhone, scanner 

apps can be added and used in conjunction with the Voiceover feature 

to provide the capability to scan and read out loud, which was also 

useful when out and about.   

 

The main MIS does not include a printer at home for a single working 
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age person, but allows £15 
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“With the electronic one, you can increase the magnification, so you can 

have a small word but you can make it bigger and you can change the 

colour, you can freeze the image.  So if I was looking at an electric meter 

and I was using my standard magnifier, I need to be this distance to it.  

With the electronic one I can hold it up, take a snapshot and then hold it 

down and look at it.”  (Group 2) 

 

It was also seen as helpful at home if someone did not have a stand-

alone scanner (which is not included in the budget) to read letters and 

documents quickly without the need to connect to the computer.  One 

participant also spoke of the device being less conspicuous than a 

conventional magnifier:   

 

“You don’t look so obviously disabled if you’ve just got a little like 

magnifier thing.  Yes I tend to have my hand held one, I’m not that 

bothered these days, whereas when I first started using magnifiers I 

didn’t like it and I wanted to seem as inconspicuous as possible.” (Group 

1)   

 

A mid-range handheld video magnifier has been added to the budget. 

 

Household bills 
 

Groups felt that energy costs were likely to be higher in households 

where someone is sight impaired, reflecting other research findings 

(RNIB, 2012; Donnelly and Winckler, 2012).  This was mainly due to 

having more and brighter lighting which is on longer including during the 

day, and can also be left on even if someone is not in the room (so that it 

is better lit when moving between rooms), as explained by one 
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participant:   

 

“I’ve got double strip fluorescent in the living room, kitchen and 

bathroom… You know, if I had no vision at all it wouldn’t matter to me 

whether I turn the light on or off, but it’s an expense because if I’m in I 

have to keep the light on all the time even in the middle of the day if I 

want to do something otherwise I can’t see it.”  (Group 3) 

 

Participants also pointed out that the computer might be on more 

frequently and for longer as it is used to read letters or documents or the 

CD player for talking books which a fully sighted person could do without 

the need for technology.  A calculation for this project by a fuel expert 

estimates that additional electricity costs based on this extra usage adds 

up to £72 a year. 

 

Personal and health care 
 

Clothes 
Groups did not alter the budget for clothes.  There was some discussion 

about wear and tear on shoes and laundry needs, but when the 

quantities and replacement rates in the main MIS budgets were outlined, 

people did not make any changes.  A rucksack was added (which is not 

in the main MIS budget), as people said that this was necessary for 

carrying things while allowing hands to be free which they thought was 

important for someone who is sight impaired, especially if they use a 

cane. 
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Shaving 
The main MIS budgets include shaving items for both men and women - 

razors / blades and foam for wet shaving.  Participants said that using an 

electric shaver could be safer for someone who is sight impaired and 

suggested including a mid-range rechargeable type.  The cost of an 

electric shaver is actually cheaper over time, and therefore covered by 

the existing MIS budget.   

 

Prescriptions 
The main MIS budget includes costs to cover four prescriptions per year.  

All groups agreed that this should increase to account for additional 

prescriptions that people might need for eye conditions, in particular for 

eye drops.  The budget has been increased to cover 10 prescription 
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�x to replace the glasses more often as eye conditions change;  

�x coloured sunglasses - sometimes multiple pairs to deal with different 

light conditions;  

�x contact lenses plus the related cost of solutions 

 

The cost of the eye test has been removed from the budget.  Groups 

increased the budget for glasses to allow £150 per year as a minimum 

standard.  They felt that the costs incurred would vary, with some years 

more being required and other years less. It was also noted that costs 

would depend on the nature of a person’s ey
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one participant noted: 

 

“You get nasty people, if someone’s a bit dirty or a bit messy, people 

pick on them. So they could say ‘Oh you know the blind woman, oh yes 
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helping to travel after having eye drops.  Several participants were 

involved in voluntary work and active in Visual Impairment networks, and 

felt that the budget should allow for travel to events or conferences.  

Another person’s experience highlighted the need to allow such travel 

for social inclusion, as they had felt unable to attend an event some 

distance away: 

 

“Action for Blind People did a couple of things and I volunteered for 

whatever they have, you know, to give them feedback, they had a 

couple of things going on in London and I didn’t go because of the 

expense of going there and coming back and I said no.” (Group 3) 

 

Groups added the cost of five long distance rail fares to the budget (one 

of these was for the cost of a companion to attend a hospital 

appointment), and also a disabled person’s rail card and coach card 

(which would allow a third off the cost of these journeys).  Groups 

removed the bicycle from the budget.   

 

Social and leisure activities 
 

A budget for social participation was seen as an important need for 

someone living alone who is sight impaired.  People stressed the 

importance of getting out to avoid isolation and the risk of getting 

‘depressed’ or ‘miserable’ if someone was to ‘sit indoors and dwell on it’ 

(see also Thomas Pocklington Trust, 2010).  Groups agreed that the 

main MIS £20 per week budget for social and leisure (based on two 

activities per week) was ‘not a lot’, but for a minimum need, was ‘doable’.  

They noted that most activities would not need to be different for 

someone who is sight impaired and has some sight or involve additional 
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cost - going for a walk, having a meal, visiting a museum. 

 

There were some differences (either adding or reducing costs) 

associated with sight impairment, particularly when visiting the theatre.  

In some venues they had to purchase expensive tickets to be closer to 

the stage “to see the production rather than just hear it”, or otherwise 

access an audio described performance.  However, in others they were 

eligible for reduced rates or free entrance to someone accompanying 

them.  People noted that cinemas also gave free admission for a 

companion. 

 

Participants talked about the need to sometimes have a friend with them, 

for example, to help find a seat in the cinema, or help with menus in 

restaurants which can be dimly lit, or to visit unfamiliar places.  They said 

that having someone else there could give people ‘confidence’ to go to 

places that they might feel unsure about going to on their own.  However, 

they emphasised that it was important to be able to reciprocate and 

‘treat’ friends, by paying for a ticket, buying them a drink or a meal.  

Being able to do so meant people felt less ‘embarrassed’ as they were 

conscious of having to ask and feeling reliant on others.  As one 

participant noted:  

 

“I always feel obliged if I ask someone to come with me to give them 

something in return because I feel like I’m really needy.” (Group 1) 

 

This reflects other research which highlights this ‘hidden’ cost which 

might be less tangible but still as important as more obvious expenses 

(Donnelly and Winckler, 2012; Thomas Pocklington Trust, 2010). 
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The £20 per week budget for social activities remains the same as the 

main MIS, but with an extra £5 per week added to enable ‘treating’ a 

friend, plus a £5.50 yearly cinema concessionary card (to allow free 

entry for an accompanying person). 

 

Holidays 
 

The main MIS budget for a single working age person includes a one 

week holiday on the basis of shared self-catering accommodation plus 

spending money and travel costs.  Groups were uncertain about the self-

catering model and felt that this would depend on taking a fully sighted 

friend.  They mostly discussed holidaying in hotel accommodation.  

Specialist holidays or hotels catering specifically for people with visual 

impairment were mentioned in all the groups, and generated mixed 

views - from people reporting the benefits of having equipment such as 

talking alarm clocks or being collected from a station, to others who felt 

that this type of holiday labelled people who are sight impaired as 

‘disabled’.   

 

The groups concluded that the budget should accommodate personal 

choice and therefore need to provide options to cover the cost of 

holidaying in either a specialist hotel or otherwise in self-catering or 

standard hotel accommodation, but that these would be on the basis of 

holidaying with a sighted friend.  For the latter they added an extra £50 

to enable someone to contribute towar
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than the cost of accommodation in a standard hotel plus £50).   

 

Adding up the cost for a single person who is sight 
impaired 
 

Differences in costs identified are quantified by considering the price of 

items added or changed from the original MIS budgets, and where 

relevant, taking out costs that do not apply to people who are sight 

impaired.  In some areas of the budgets these additions and differences 

have had a significant impact on the overall cost of this minimum basket 

of goods and services; in others while there may be notable differences 

in terms of the composition of budgets, the implications for overall costs 

are small.   

 

The following are the differences between the MIS budgets for a single 

working age person, living alone who is eligible to be certified  as sight 

impaired (and has some useable) sight compared to a single working 

age adult who has no visual impairment, in descending order of cost per 

week:  

 
Additional household goods and services: £17.51 a week 
There were a significant number of additional and different household 

goods included in the budget for someone who is sight impaired.  

However, as shown in Table 1, no one of these on its own adds much to 

a weekly household budget largely because household goods last a long 

time, and so cost relatively little per week of their lifetime.  This includes 

bathroom items (13 pence), kitchen items (37 pence)
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per week).  In contrast, the addition of a cleaner to the weekly budget 

greatly increases the weekly cost of household services, adding £12.50 

each week, or around six per cent of the entire budget for a single 

person (excluding rent) in the main MIS calculation.  
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Additional technology needs: £12.39 a week (minus £3.49 if 
someone was able to access free software and IT training) 
Among the considerable number of additional and different needs 

relating to technology, the most significant involved communication and 

enabling ease of access to written materials.  Table 2 shows that the 

largest single cost (£4.60 per week) comes from replacing a cheap 

contract smartphone with an iPhone 5C.  The inclusion of a landline also 

adds a significant amount, but this is partly offset by the cheaper cost of 

broadband when it is associated with a landline rather than via a dongle 

adding £1.15 per week in total. Additional IT costs add up to £5.94 each 

week - from a larger laptop computer (50 pence), scanner/printing (92 

pence), specialist software (£1.96), a video magnifier (£1.03) and 

accessing IT training (£1.53).  An upgraded television/remote added 52 

pence, a CD player added 13 pence and talking alarm clock added five 

pence per week to the budget.   
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Table 2 The additional cost of technology 
 

£ per week, April 2014 Single 
working 
age adult 

Sight 
impaired 
single 
working 
age adult 

Cost of 
additional 
and/or 
different 
items 

Mobile phone 2.30 6.90 4.60 

Landline (including cost 
of phone) and 
Broadband 

3.68 4.83 1.15 

Scanner / printing costs 0.29 1.21 0.92 

Laptop 1.00 1.50 0.50 

Television/remote 
control 

0.32 0.84 0.52 

CD/radio or iPhone dock 0.08 0.21 0.13 

Software costs 
(including iPhone apps) 

0.00 1.96 1.96 

Training for using IT  0.00 1.53 1.53 

Magnifier 0.00 1.03 1.03 

Alarm clock (talking) 0.01 0.06 0.05 

Total 7.68 20.07 12.39 
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meaning a saving of £4.25 per week on bus fares compared to the 

single working age adult budget in the main MIS. The cost of a disabled 

persons railcard and coach card was added to the budget. The effect of 

adding these is to reduce the cost of coach travel associated with the 

annual holiday as fares are reduced by one third and a reduction of 

£33.33 annually in the £100 already included in the main MIS budgets 

for coach and rail travel.  However, this saving is offset by extra costs 

included for additional and longer distance travel for someone who is 

sight impaired which added £4.60 per week.  The overall additional cost 

for train and coach travel is £4.28 per week.  £7 extra a week was also 

included for an additional taxi journey, but removing the bicycle and 

associated costs reduces the budget by 53 pence per week.  These 

costs are outlined below in Table 3.  
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adjusted the holiday specification for someone who is sight impaired to 

include the cost of hotel accommodation.  This nearly doubled the cost 

to £392 a year.  

 
Additional health care and personal goods: £3.57 a week 
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Additional energy costs: £1.38 a week 
As mentioned above, additional electricity usage is estimated to add £72 

a year to electricity bills. 

 

The impact of additional needs on weekly budgets 
 

In total the weekly budget needed to provide a minimum socially 

acceptable standard of living is £50.49 more for a single working age 

adult, living alone, who is eligible to be certified as sight impaired than 

for a single working age adult who has no visual impairment.  This adds 

a quarter 
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Figure 1 Components of additional costs for single working age 
adults who are sight impaired 
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Conclusion:  the scale and nature of additional 



60 

quantify additional costs is that it consults people not just on what items 

are needed but on how frequently they would need to be bought.  This is 

significant in showing that various items that may appear to add 

significant costs are in fact rather cheap when considered in cost per 

week of their lifetime (although in practice finding the finance to buy a 

large item can be difficult, even if its long duration makes the eventual 

cost per week small).  On the other hand, items needed regularly – such 

as a cleaner for two hours every two weeks - can add much larger 

amounts on a recurring basis.   
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burgled from their homes.  Two times in six months our house has been 

burgled.  If we’re outside signing then people can see that we’re Deaf, 

they know that we’re Deaf, they watch our homes and we’re vulnerable, 

we’re easy to break into because we might be out or we might not hear 

anything.” (Group 3) 

 

Some main alerting systems have a device that can be used with a 

standard burglar alarm and therefore connected to the pager / flashing 

unit making them useable for people with hearing loss.  This was seen 

as a cost that would need to be met by an individual, rather than any 

social services provision and therefore added to the budget.  

 
Window blinds 
Linked to the issue of privacy within the home, groups discussed and 

agreed that a vertical blind at the window could better guard against 

being seen from outside than the net curtains provided in main MIS.  

This also related to the fact that lights might be on when Deaf people are 

in and using sign language or lip reading.  A budget to allow the choice 

of a ready-made vertical blind, that can be angled to let in light but afford 

privacy, was therefore included in the living area and bedroom.   

 

Alarm clock 
There was also agreement that a vibrating / flashing alarm clock 

specifically designed to alert people with hearing impairment was 

required, replacing the standard alarm clock in the main MIS. There was 

discussion about using a mobile phone instead but this was 

reconsidered after concerns were raised about sleeping with it under the 

pillow (in order to feel the vibration) regularly.  Although there was an 

awareness that Social Services might provide this equipment, and had in 
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the past, there was concern that this was something subject to 
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considered appropriate as it allowed Facetime to be used when out and 

about and not connected to WiFi.  

 

“It’s important to have an iPhone because they’ve got Facetime…You 

can use Facetime to go, ‘right we’re going to meet at the pub’, for 

example, and actually have that conversation and get there.  If you were 

texting it would be even slower and waiting for replies and it could be like 

an hour before you get your text back saying, ‘meet in town’.”  (Group 3) 

 

The groups also made changes to the contents of the monthly mobile 

phone package.  They did not require the minutes allowed for voice calls, 

but on the other hand needed a large (unlimited) data download 

allowance in particular to use Facetime.  This meant a package costing 

an additional £17.99 a month (which also includes the more expensive 

phone).  However, groups were clear that such an extra cost is ‘not a 

luxury’ because it made instant communication so accessible to Deaf 

people.   

 
Landline phone 
The main MIS for a single working age person no longer includes a 

landline phone as people have agreed that just a mobile is now sufficient 

for a minimum need (this exclusion dates only from 2014).  There was 

some discussion among groups about whether to include a Minicom / 
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given the laptop/internet’s role in helping people who are Deaf to keep in 

touch with each other. 

 
Printing 
The main MIS budgets acknowledge the fact that someone would need 

to print documents from time to time, and (for a working age person) 

includes £15 per year to go to a print shop / library etc. to do so as this 

works out cheaper than having a home printer.  There were differing 

views among the groups as to whether a printer should be included at 

home, and it was pointed out that it is becoming more common to use 

downloads to phones to show as evidence.  When the cost efficiency of 

using a print shop was explained to people, some felt that this would be 

sufficient.  However, it was also felt that having home printing would be 

useful for someone who is Deaf.  This was because they could more 

easily print off documents, for example travel bookings, to show and not 

have to think about how they explain something or are understood by a 

third person to do so.  For this reason a print at home option is included 

in the budget. 

 

Household bills 
 
There was a feeling across the groups that household electricity costs 

were likely to be higher for someone who is Deaf compared to a hearing 

person for a number of reasons.  First was the need to have lights on 

more often in order to see clearly when signing or lip reading at home.  

Second, groups felt that Deaf people were likely to have more electrical 

equipment, and items in use and / or on charge.  This includes running 

equipment such as the alarm system, pager and the alarm clock, but 

also people felt they made greater use of laptops and mobile phones, as 
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appointment or to query something / sort out a problem with a company 

that might otherwise be difficult.  They could also help with 

communication if someone needed a service at home, such as a 

plumber, or electrician.  
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cost of buying some if someone ran out or lost batteries or were unable 

to get to more supplies when they needed them.  Groups made no other 

changes to budgets for personal and health care items (toiletries, 

medicines) and services other than interpreting/assistance (see above).   

 

Social participation 
 

Having a social life, getting out to meet friends and take part in activities 

was seen as very important across the groups, and increases were 

made to main MIS budget for social participation, (based on £20 a week 

for a single working age person to cover two activities), to £40 a week to 

cover four activities.  Participants repeatedly noted the potential isolation 

felt by Deaf people and the need to get out of the house frequently, 

particularly for someone living on their own, to avoid the danger of 

becoming lonely and depressed.  Groups stressed the value of social 

activities as being not just important for participation, but also for 

wellbeing. 

 

“Don’t forget, if he’s Deaf it’s very easy to get very stressed at home.  

He’s very isolated, so you do want to go out.” (Group 3) 

 

“[You need 3-4 activities a week…] just to get more energy and more 

activities and you know stop being bored, we don’t want them bored, we 

want to keep that person motivated.” (Group 3) 

 

“Hearing people can go out and they’ve got so much, they’re open to so 

much information, so just generally walking and listening to people 

you’re learning things and you ‘ve got information all the time, you’re 

consuming that information.  Whereas Deaf people sit in silence and 
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significant impact on the overall cost of this minimum basket of goods 

and services; in others while there may be notable differences in terms 

of the composition of budgets, the implications for overall costs are small.  

 

The following are the differences between the MIS budgets for a Deaf 

single working age person, living alone, compared to a single hearing 

person, in descending order of cost per week:  

 
Interpreter costs: £126.58 a week 
This is by far the most significant additional weekly cost.  It is based on 

120 hours of interpreter time a year or 10 hours a month at £50 an hour. 
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£33.33 annually in the £100 already included in the main MIS budgets 

for coach and rail travel.  However, this saving is offset by extra costs 

included for the additional travel required for social activities for 
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This increased the cost of the holiday accommodation to £340 a year, 

£145.50 more than for single working age adults who are not Deaf.   

 
Other goods: £1.17 a week (plus 49p if smoke/doorbell alarm not 
provided) 
Because household goods have a long duration, their average weekly 

cost is small.  The largest single household goods item is the burglar 

alarm (41p a week).  Hearing aid batteries add 23p a week, and other 

items such as the vibrating alarm clock, additional batteries, extra 

stamps and replacing nets with blinds add less than 20 pence each per 

week.  Note also however that it is assumed that the alarm system that 

includes the doorbell and smoke alarm alert is covered by local social 

services; were this cost to be shouldered by individuals this would add 

another 49p a week to the budget.   

 
Additional energy costs: 96p a week 
As mentioned above, additional electricity usage is estimated to add £50 

a year to electricity bills. 

 

The impact of additional needs on weekly budgets 
 
In total the weekly budget needed to provide a minimum socially 

acceptable standard of living is £163.03 more for single working age 

adults who are Deaf than for single working age adults who are not 

hearing impaired.  This compares to a hearing person’s budget 

(excluding housing costs) of £198.60, and thus adds 82 per cent to the 

minimum cost of living as a result of being Deaf.  The total weekly 

budgets for a Deaf person is thus £361.63, see Annex A.  As shown in 

Figure 2, the overwhelming majority of the difference in cost is 
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accounted for through the addition of interpreter costs - these account 

for more than three quarters of the additional costs (78 per cent).  

Changes to the budget provided for social activities account for 12 per 

cent of the additional costs for Deaf single working age adults.  

Differences in other areas of the budget all result in smaller additional 

costs: four per cent on technology, three per cent on travel, two per cent 

on a holiday, and one per cent each for fuel costs and other household 

items.   

 
Figure 2 Components of additional costs for Deaf single working 
age adults 
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Chapter 5 Discussion and conclusions 
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depend to a great extent on the amount of personal assistance 

considered to be necessary as a minimum.  It is essential in interpreting 

the results of this study to bear in mind that they do not directly compare 

the overall cost of sight and hearing loss, and they look at different levels 

of severity of impairment within each category – with the hearing loss 

case but not the sight impairment case at the more severe end of the 

spectrum.  The assistance needs of someone with no usable sight or 

less severe hearing loss (not considered here) are likely to be different.   

 

The findings of the present study also show that even without such 

costly personal assistance, the everyday cost of disability can be 

substantial relative to what a single person would normally have to 

spend to reach a minimum living standard.  The case of someone who is 

sight impaired but has some useable sight demonstrates 
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who has helped you out, paying for additional travel to get to 

appointments or social activities or paying a higher electricity bill 

because of the different usage of lighting or appliances.  These costs 

were widely agreed on by people who knew what it was like to live day 

to day with particular sensory impairments.   

 

Relationship to PIP assessments 
 

The fact that a wide variety of additional expenses, other than interpreter 

services / personal support, none very large in itself, can make life much 

more costly for a disabled person is not well recognised by the benefits 

system. Personal Independence Payments (PIPs) are only available for 

people with a certain threshold of overall need based on a points system. 

The minimum threshold that must be reached to be entitled to the daily 

living component of the payment is a score of at least eight points across 

10 different areas. Seven of these were not highlighted by groups as 

areas that would give rise to the kinds of additional costs encountered by 

someone who is certified as sight impaired: taking nutrition, 

washing/bathing, managing toilet needs, dressing, communicating 

verbally, engaging with other people and making budget decisions.  Of 

the remaining categories: 

�x Food preparation can cause a sight impaired person to require 

some aids, as detailed in Chapter 3 above, likely to score 2 on the 

PIP scale, but a higher score would only occur for someone who 

needed supervision or assistance to prepare a meal.   

�x Managing therapy or monitoring a health condition can score 1 

point if an aid or appliance is needed for medication, but would not 

score higher unless supervision were needed.  
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sensitive to what truly makes disabled people’s lives more expensive.   

 

Public provision 
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�x Differences along the range of impairment within the same general 

category.  For example, what are the commonalities and differences 

in additional needs for people who have no compared to some 

useable sight?   

�x The difference that it makes to live with others compared to living 

alone.  For example, which of the needs identified for a person who is 

sight impaired/Deaf would be the same or different if they were living 

with a partner and/or living with a child, and whether this other person 

also had a visual/hearing impairment or not? 

�x The difference in additional costs at various stages of life, for example 

how much would be spent on the additional needs of a child or 

someone of pension age who is sight impaired compared to a 

working age adult? 

�x 
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additional costs.  Disabled people themselves have always known that 

living day to day with a disability can be expensive.  Quantifying the 

extent to which it adds to minimum costs and describing the range of 

items that produce these extra expenses is an important step in 

designing systems that help meet disabled people’s needs.   
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Annex A Tables comparing overall budgets 
 

Table A1 Table comparing the overall budgets for the main MIS 
single working age adult and the budget for someone who is sight 
impaired 
 

£ per week, April 2014 Single 
working age 
adult 

Sight impaired 
single working 
age adult 

Food 43.95 43.95 
Alcohol 4.82 4.82 
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Table A2 Table comparing the overall budgets for the main MIS 
single working age adult and the budget for someone who is Deaf 
 

£ per week, April 2014 Single 
working age 
adult 

Deaf single 
working age 
adult 

Food 43.95 43.95 
Alcohol 4.82 4.82 
Tobacco 0.00 0.00 
Clothing 6.76 6.76 
Water rates 5.63 5.63 
Council tax 15.34 15.34 
Household insurances 1.16 1.16 
Fuel 17.32 18.28 
Other housing costs 1.92 1.92 
Household goods 14.48 15.13 
Household services 2.79 10.46 
Childcare 0.00 0.00 
Personal goods and services 13.56 140.49 
Motoring 0.00 0.00 
Other travel costs 26.45 31.88 
Social and cultural 
participation 44.43 65.83 

Total 198.60 361.63 

 
This table using the Main MIS categories shows that there were no changes in the 
weekly budgets for food (£43.95), alcohol (£4.82), tobacco (£0.00), clothing (£6.76), 
water rates (£5.63), council tax (£15.34), household insurances (£1.16), other 
housing costs (£1.92), childcare (£0.00) and motoring (£0.00). Categories that 
differed were fuel (+£0.96), household goods (+£0.65), household services (+£7.67), 
personal goods and services (+£126.93), other travel costs (+£5.43) and social and 
cultural participation (+£21.40).  The total weekly budgets are £198.60 for the Main 
MIS single working age adult and £361.63 for a single working age adult who is Deaf. 
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In this publication, the terms ‘visually impaired people’, ‘blind and 
partially sighted people’ and ‘people with sight loss’ all refer to 
people who are either eligible to be certified as sight impaired 
(partially sighted) or severely sight impaired (blind). 
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