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Executive summary

ENABLER is a three-year research project funded by Big Lottery (BIG)

which seeks to improve the employment opportunities of blind and partially
sighted job seekers. The project is being carried out by RNIB, Action for Blind
People (Action) and the Visual Impairment Centre for Teaching and Research
(VICTAR) at the University of Birmingham. Phase 1 of the project aims to
harness the experiences of blind and partially sighted job seekers to develop a
standardised assessment model and best practice guidelines for employment
services. Future phases of the project aim to inform the design of new service
interventions that move people closer to the labour market.

The project aims to draw upon the experience and expertise of Action and RNIB
employment co-ordinators (ECs) and clients to develop a means of “classifying”
blind and partially sighted job seekers according to their distance from the job
market. Successful identification and classification of client base will ensure we
provide appropriate support to a broad range of job seekers. It will also create

a mechanism by which clients’ progress towards employability can be effectively
monitored. The project is timely because fast action is required in order to align
services with the UK Government’s new Work Choice programme, which came
into effect on 25 October 2010.

This report is one in a series of three, which present each stage of the project’s
development. It describes the various steps the project took in conceptualising
and developing a first version or prototype of an employment screening tool

as part of Phase 1 of the project. The screening tool was designed to (a)
categorise clients into “levels” which were indicative of their distance from

the labour market (allowing employment services to offer programmes which
were appropriate to the clients’ needs by offering a formative assessment);

(b) measure clients progress over time (that is their “distance travelled”
towards employment; and therefore (c) offer a summative assessment tool for
supporting clients and evaluating services.

The development of the employment screening tool comprised the following steps:
* A review of existing evidence from RNIB and from external projects.
* A proposed theoretical framework to help “situate” the whole project.

* A proposed methodology to address the challenges of including the views
of the people we intend to support and to ensure that the outcomes from the
research are relevant and positive for those participating.
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* A consultation approach which included: analysis of policy, analysis of RNIB/

Action client records, reviewing of existing tools, and focus group discussions
with ECs and clients.

An iterative approach to the design of the screen tool was employed to ensure that
ECs and clients were involved in the process. This also ensured that the practical
requirements of the tool were considered carefully (for example ECs were already
using a range of data collection methods as part of various employment and
training programmes across Action and RNIB; and ECs were providing advice and
trialling the ENABLER tools in parallel to their everyday work).

The final prototype of the screening tool involved the following:

* A screening tool including nine sections: demographics; employment
activity; job search skills; education and training; computer skills; access to
information; independent travel; vision; and health related issues.

* An information sheet describing a four level client segmentation model: Level
1 “work entry” (closest to the labour market); Level 2 “transitional”; Level 3
‘long term”; Level 4 “potential customers” (furthest from the labour market).

A scoring sheet which provided instruction for the user of the screening
tool to generate a “distance for the labour market score” (based upon the
segmentation model) by combining client responses.

This screening tool was formally trialled in phases 2 and 3 of the project. Findings
from the trials are presented in the second report in the series of three. These
three reports, taken together, describe the project’s work through to completion.
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1. Introduction and context

The ENABLER project addresses concerns that current employment services
may not recognise the additional barriers facing many blind and partially
sighted people; such as access to job seeking information, accessibility of online
resources, mobility training, the functional impact of different sight conditions, and
the cost and availability of access technology equipment and software. These
barriers can be further compounded by other factors such as low educational
attainment, a lengthy unemployment history, additional disabilities and mental
health problems. Furthermore, existing funding mechanisms within mainstream
employment services are weighted towards job outcomes. Consequently
employment services tend to concentrate on clients who are seen as “job
ready”. Blind and partially sighted individuals with additional complex needs
who are not yet ready for employment become further marginalised as a result.

1.1 Evidence informing the project

1.1.1 External evidence

The following is a brief summary of research cited in the original bid proposal
sent to BIG in 2009. Relevant evidence is limited and often statistically
“descriptive” but reflects the lack of support for, and understanding of, this
marginalised group. Two recent surveys show how individuals’ experiences and
perceptions vary according to the level of additional disabilities/barriers.

“‘Network 1000” interviewed 1,007 registered blind and partially sighted
people twice.

Survey 1 (Douglas et al, 2006):

* 34 per cent employed.

» 20 per cent unemployed (able to work, not currently working)

* 46 per cent “economically inactive”, including 22 per cent “long-term sick/
disabled”. 49 per cent of this group hadn’t worked for over 10 years.

Survey 2 (Douglas et al, 2009):

* Less people described themselves as “unemployed” (20 per cent to 12 per
cent), whereas more described themselves as “long term-sick/disabled”
(22 per cent to 36 per cent).

e Arguably, limited success for those seeking employment led them to re-
categorise themselves as “long-term-sick/disabled”, reflecting decreasing
hopes of finding work, and corresponding decline in confidence.
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* Those originally describing themselves as “long-term sick/disabled” continued
to do so, reflecting their perception that they would not find work, and a lack
of support.

Another report commissioned by RNIB, “Labour market experiences of people
with seeing difficulties”, drew upon a wider representation of blind and partially
sighted people (including those not registered) involved in the Labour Force
Survey. This found only 48 per cent employment amongst those describing
themselves as “disabled by sight problems” and only 36 per cent employment
of those “with additional disabilities” (Meager and Carta, 2008).

Reaching those furthermost from the labour market is high on both Government
and sector agendas.

e A priority of VISION 2020 UK, an umbrella organisation with over 40 members
in the visual impairment field, is “to remove significant barriers to inclusion, so
that people with sight loss can exercise independence, control and choice”.

* RNIB Group’s new strategic priorities include “supporting blind and partially
sighted people to retain and gain employment”.

* A Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) report proposes a vision for
improving the life chances of disabled people, including support for gaining/
retaining employment (Strategy Unit 2005).

* The independent Freud Report highlights the need for greater focus on those
further from the labour market, recommending that “UK welfare policy applies
its resources further towards helping and encouraging the least advantaged
into work” (Freud 2007).

* ERSA (Employment Related Services Association) asks Government to take
every opportunity to support those furthest from the labour market through
core expenditure.

1.1.2 RNIB evidence

RNIB’s Work Focus programme (2008-2010), delivered in partnership with
Action, provided important evidence about what helps people into work. RNIB
funds were invested in four employment pilots in London, Sheffield, Scotland
and Norfolk. Work Focus Officers were free from the usual outcome-led, time
limited restrictions usually associated with government-funded programmes to
work with harder-to-reach people out of employment. For example, there was
no postcode limitations, no maximum qualifications ceiling and it didn’t matter
what benefits participants were claiming. This “open door” policy enabled staff
to reach harder-to-employ people (those “furthest” from the labour market).
The experience of Work Focus demonstrated that “all referrals are not equal”.
Segmenting customers according to their need enabled staff to tailor services
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or make appropriate referrals to others. This highlighted that those furthest from
the labour market require more intensive services than those ready to move
into work. A combination of bespoke training and referrals to other services
(orientation and mobility, access technology training, benefits advice) enabled
and empowered clients to access services they needed to enhance their ability
to look for work. Participants in group activities reported learning a great deal
from one another. This reinforced the importance of peer-learning and the need
for an organisation-wide peer support effort (Simkiss, 2011).

Work Focus also identified gaps in provision and services, particularly at the
local level, in literacy and numeracy training, vocational skills training including
computer literacy, disability-specific skills training to enhance independence such
as orientation and mobility, and alternative communication modalities such as use
of braille or optical devices, and access technology training (Simkiss, 2011).

All of the above evidence underpins the emergence of the ENABLER project.
Appropriate intervention is based upon recognising differences between job
seekers alongside the development of bespoke training for blind and partially
sighted individuals. This project is developing appropriate assessment and
intervention strategies to help blind and partially sighted people get back into
work, in particular those furthest from the labour market. It is also providing
much needed research, tracking blind and partially sighted job seekers’ journey
from a position of “not being job ready” to one of being “job ready” and, in some
cases, actually finding work.
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2. Theoretical framework

2.1 A framework for developing a screening tool

This section explores some of the main discourses around disability and
employment drawing on an interactional approach that provides us an
“‘evaluative space” to consider the medical, psychological, environmental,
economic and cultural factors when identifying the specific pre-employment
needs of blind and partially sighted people. These factors are useful when
designing and testing a screening tool which measures distance from the labour
market. The project was designed to invite clients to participate in the project
and thereby informing us about the types of interventions that can move them
closer to the labour market with measurable benefits.

An interactional approach suggests that a range of factors should be addressed
to improve quality of life of visually impaired people through a series of
interventions such as coaching or therapy to improve self-esteem, introduction
of aids and adaptations, barrier removal, anti-discrimination and attitudinal
change, better benefits and services (Shakespeare, 2006). More recently there
have been discussions about the benefits of integrating both the social and
medical models and the drive to find a middle way which considers “a plurality
of approaches beneficial in the analysis of disability” (Shakespeare, 2006,

p54). The “medico-psycho-social” model which lies at the heart of the WHO
International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (ICF 2001)

can provide a sensible and practical way of understanding the complexity of
disability and offers a way forward for defining and researching disability and
“should be endorsed by disability studies” (Shakespeare, p59). A number of
researchers have used the framework within their empirical work. For example,
the ICF interview schedule provided a useful framework and vocabulary for
designing the interview questions for a Network 1000 survey of visually impaired
people in the UK. The interview schedule contained questions about the nature
of an individual’'s impairment, how they travelled (activity), the purpose of their
journeys (participation) and so on. Douglas et al (2012) noted that although “the
ICF framework in its entirety may not be accepted by all researching the area of
disability, we believe it offers a useful vocabulary for collecting such data” (p17).

Shakespeare talks about redressing the balance between medical and

social aspects by highlighting five elements which he feels is adequate to the
complexity and diversity of disabled people and their aspirations and “a helpful
basis for future research” (p59).
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1. Functioning in an ordinary way without getting special attention or being
singled out as a result of disability.

2. Mixing with others and not being ignored in friendship and networks.

3. Taking part in and contributing to society whether through paid work
or volunteering.

4. Trying to realise one’s potential — which may need help from others.
5. Being director of one’s life.

We also consider how aspects of the capability approach can help us to
reconcile the tensions that could emerge from taking both an inclusive approach
with strong elements of specialist service provision from a single-impairment
organisation.

The capability approach developed by Sen (1992) and later by Nussbaum
(2000) assesses the relevance of impairment and disability in designing just
and inclusive institutional and social arrangements. In capability terms, it does
not matter whether a disability is biologically or socially caused but more the
scope of the full set of capabilities (the materialised options or life chances)

a person can choose from and the role the impairment plays in this set of
choices. It is not primarily interested in investigating the question of how many
resources are being spent in total but rather whether the resources (or services)
are directed appropriately, taking the needs of the individual adequately into
account. The capability approach framework promotes an “evaluative space”
to achieve “valuable” objectives within the space of capability. It helps us to
reconsider human diversity by promoting public consultation on the choice of
relevant capabilities through non-threatening ways that respect human dignity
(Nussbaum, 2000, p211). In many respects it considers what people are
actually able to do and how they can be enabled to achieve their objectives.

2.2 Inclusive approaches and specialist knowledge

Contemporary views of disability rightly maintain that appropriate “inclusive’
approaches to services should include all, whatever their needs.

Drawing from the various discourses around inclusive research, human
diversity and specialist knowledge in the area of visual impairment, it would be
pertinent to articulate an inclusive process that encouraged the participation
of visually impaired clients in discussions about the services they receive
already and ask them to consider services that are important to them. Further,
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it is possible to reconcile inclusive approaches with dimensions of specialist
knowledge. Shakespeare (2006): “there seems to be no intrinsic reason why

a single-impairment organisation might not be progressive and helpful, given
that people with different impairments experience specific issues and problems,
both medical and social” (p32). Although these organisations have historically
specialised in offering services on a “segregated basis”, they have been able to
provide support in specialist areas such as mobility training, independent living
skills and low vision training. Contemporary views of disability rightly maintain
that appropriate “inclusive” approaches to services should include all, whatever
their specific needs. Taking education as an example, this inclusive approach
would emphasise that people are educated in the mainstream classroom

and that teachers should adopt “inclusive pedagogy” techniques to ensure

that teaching is appropriate for all (Florian et al, 2007). Nevertheless, others
have argued that for children with visual impairment this inclusive approach
must be supplemented with an “additional curriculum” which provides

support and education in particular areas (for example Douglas, et al, 2009,
Lynch, et al, 2011). Many aspects of employment services are relevant for all
people seeking work or voluntary work, but there are some aspects which are
particularly pertinent or important for visually impaired people. The focus of

our work involves identifying the specialist areas in increasing opportunities

for employment and ensuring that they are not lost in the services that visually
impaired people receive.
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3. Methodology

The research wishes to address two challenges: 1) the inclusion of the views
of people the research is intended to support in the running and design of the
project and 2) to ensure that the outcomes from the research are relevant

and positive for those participating. The project took an action research
approach which brings clients and ECs together, working together to change
their situations. This reciprocity involved engaging people from the start of the
research planning and design to the implementation stages. A two-pronged
approach is put forward to develop and trial a set of tools to screen clients and
measure distance travelled and to develop and evaluate new interventions
that are most appropriate to clients’ needs. This is done using a spiral process
(Kemmis and McTaggart, 1982) that starts from an initial planning stage of
developing the screening tool, and inviting practitioners to advise us (a bottom-
up approach) about the sort of questions they consider to be important when
obtaining information about new clients (phase 1). This was followed by a period
of six months where the tool is tested with clients and data is collected for
analysis (phases 2 and 3). The next stage of the spiral is for the research team
to reflect on the tools and revise the tools for the next action cycle (phases 4
and 5).

This framework would build in informal and then more formal consultations with
stakeholders who were either visually impaired or provided a service to adults
seeking employment. It would enable participants to be as frank and explicit
about their own agendas and not feel that they should have to hide any of their
opinions on how they thought the tools should be used.

We used a multi-method approach drawing on a number of tools such as a
guestionnaire, interviews and focus group discussions for phase 1, 2 and 3

of the research. Other data collection tools will be considered for the second
action cycle. We will use the data from these tools as well as the screening tool
and standard data to build case studies which highlight something illuminating
about the clients, the screening process and the distance they travelled. These
case studies will provide the basis for discussion with both internal and external
stakeholders.
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3.1 Ethical procedures — University of Birmingham
Ethics Committee

Ethical approval was agreed at the beginning of the project by the University
of Birmingham Ethics Committee. Additional requests were made when new
tools (screening tool, topics for focus group sessions with ECs and clients,
questionnaire survey for clients), letters of invitation and consent forms for
participants were designed. As the committee provided approval at the various
stages of the project, it issued supplementary acceptance letters which were
sent to RNIB and then to BIG.
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4. Design of the screening tool
(Phase 1)

We drew upon four main sources when designing the screening tool. These
comprised:

e policy context

e analysis of RNIB/Action client records

e review of existing tools

» focus groups with employment coordinators and clients.

A summary of activity dates from the start of the project (7 June 2010) to the
beginning of the first action-research cycle (1 April 2011) can be found in
Appendix A.

4.1 Policy context

This section draws heavily on Chris Damm’s overview of the changing policy
context and its effect on employment services since Labour came to power

in 1997. Labour’s policy on employment is marked by a massive increase in
the prevalence of contracted employment services and payments by results
(Damm, 2012). The introduction of contracts based on job outcomes has had
a profound effect on the way services are delivered; leading to a faster pace of
progress for clients (time-limited contracts), a bigger caseload for advisors and
attempts by providers to focus on those most likely to achieve job outcomes
(Damm, 2012, p5). The introduction of Work Choice (October, 2010) and
Work Programme (June, 2011) can be seen as an acceleration of the previous
government’s policy model.

A range of issues have emerged as a result of this change in policy, not least
the concern that the “hardest to help individuals” are not sufficiently provided
for by the current policy. The DWP select committee report (2010) for example
observed that within the Pathways to Work programme (a predecessor of

Work Choice) there is evidence of “parking”, “[..] where providers offer a limited
service to those who they feel are unlikely to move into work.” In fact, “in almost
every scheme involving payment by results” there is evidence that providers
have begun to only “register individuals closest to the labour market (creaming)
or offering only minimal help to those unlikely to provide a profitable job

outcome (parking)” (Damm, 2012, p20).
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The rationale underpinning current employment policy is heavily influenced

by “the work first theory”, promoted enthusiastically in Freud'’s influential 2007
independent report on the future of welfare to work. “The core element of the
theory is that achieving a work outcome as early as possible is the most likely
means of ensuring longer term employment for an individual” (Freud 2007 in
Damm, 2012, p18). According to Freud, intensive intervention, focusing on
assisted job search has “largely solved long term unemployment for mainstream
unemployed” (Freud 2007, p9).

As Damm notes, this paradigm is most controversial for those hardest to help
individuals. As well as the effect this approach has on employment service
providers (described above), the biggest criticism is that this approach places
too much emphasis on the individual, without recognition of the barriers
disabled people face or the discrimination they endure when trying to find work
(Damm, 2012, p29). Alongside this, time-limited contracts do not allow job
seekers sufficient time to deal with issues such as low educational attainment,
personal debt or family breakdown. Others have argued that government
should be funding different outcomes rather than simply job outcomes, such
as new qualifications, volunteer placements, long term training and even

the achievement of “soft skills” such as improved motivation and confidence
(Damm, 2012, p20).

To help illustrate this further, Coleman and Parry’s 2011 report on the role of
assessment in the Work Programme and make some important observations
about “soft skills”. They cite a number of studies based on pilot initiatives
supporting clients exposed to serious social exclusion, which found that
“stabilisation” and the development of a range of soft skills was a vital pre-
condition for customers before they could consider employment. “These findings
indicate that a distance-travelled approach may be particularly appropriate for
assessing customers who are further from work, to monitor the preliminary steps
that are important in moving towards employability’(Coleman and Parry, 2011,
p41). They suggest “a robust, wide-ranging and comprehensive assessment

at an early stage, reflecting the complex characteristics and circumstances of
customers” (p5). The assessment process should be based on proven evidence
about the different types of customer being assessed.

Coleman and Parry (2011) emphasize the importance of assessment as a
diagnostic tool used to identify appropriate support for job seekers and go on
to discuss the many and varied assessment tools being used. These can be
broadly split between assessment that focuses on customer characteristics
(for example demographic characteristics, prior educational attainment, work
history and previous type of work) and those that focus on customer attitudes.
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They argue that the “limited success of some statistical models [as a predictor
of finding and sustaining work] may reflect the emphasis on characteristics
rather than attitudes” (p18) and the need to take into account soft skills such
as motivation, confidence and self esteem. The advantage of assessment
tools that concentrate on “function and capacity” is in their ability “to cover a
range of issues and therefore take a holistic view of individuals’ needs. They
can also allow an assessment of distance travelled to monitor progress. These
approaches are likely to be more appropriate for customers with diverse and
complex needs” (Coleman and Parry, 2011, p18). Further discussion about
measuring soft skills is contained in section 4.3 below.

Coleman and Parry (2011) present evidence that there are a number of

core characteristics that are associated with employability, and which should
be taken into account in any assessment model: age, gender, children,
qualifications, health problems, location, employment background and housing
tenure. Attitudes and motivational issues are also important for people who
have been out of work for a long time. Research on WORKSTEP, which was
part of a broad range of programmes and schemes funded by DWP aimed at
supporting people with disabilities, identified a number of key behaviours that
could be included in a distance-travelled assessment. These can be grouped
under four headings: key skills for work, additional skills for work, behaviour
and communication and personal development (Coleman and Parry 2011, p39).
Purvis et al (2009) provide some examples under each of the four headings.

1) Key skills for work

Job seeking skills, understand requirements of employment, deliver
requirements of emplyment, health and safety, reliability, equal opportunities.

2) Additional skills for work
Time management, adaptability, motivation, concentration, problem-solving.

3) Behaviour and communication
Communication skills, appropriate behaviour, supervision, team working.

4) Personal development

Literacy and numeracy, self-esteem/confidence, personal presentation, living
skills, independent travel, health and well-being.

Interestingly, the 21 behaviours identified in the WORKSTEP research and
scoring system form the basis of the Work Choice assessment procedure.
Prime contractors for Work Choice such Shaw Trust are using STEPS
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(a database for recording advisor/client interactions), adopting the distance-
travelled model piloted through WORKSTEP. We discuss ECs experience
of using STEPS in the discussion section of part two of the report.

It was also important for the research team at this stage to consider the

role of advisors within the new assessment model. In various assessment
models [from Germany, Australia, Holland, England], in most cases the
assessment interview forms only part of the overall process. Advisors use the
results from the assessment and overlay personal judgement and discretion
when establishing the appropriate support package. “The role of advisors is
crucial, in both ensuring flexibility and personal judgement. At the same time,
there is evidence that advisors are less effective without systematic support
instruments” (Coleman and Parry, 2011, p19). A systematic assessment process
can mitigate an advisor’s inconsistency whilst at the same time allow for the
advisor’s experience and judgement to play a role in decision making.

4.2 Analysis of RNIB/Action client records

As a first step the research team reviewed current client records to see if we
could identify what factors might influence job-related outcomes. The aim of
the analysis of the data collected was to gain a better understanding of the
factors that contributed to one of three different client outcomes — Employment,
Training or Unsuccessful (finished on the programme without an outcome of
employment or training). A further aim was to also assess whether investing in
these clients through providing such a job training programme was effective,
and to ascertain the characteristics of those who may find it most beneficial.

1,716 records were reviewed, derived from two data sets. Firstly we reviewed
1,317 records that provided some general statistics as well as limited
information about employment services. The second data set came from 399
Work Focus records (described above), which offered very detailed information
and gave us an opportunity to conduct complex quantitative and qualitative
analyses. These analyses demonstrated a relationship between the time that
the client spends in the Work Focus programme and their outcome. Those
who spend less than 100 days in the programme are less likely to achieve an
outcome of employment. The longer the clients stay in the programme, the
more likely they are to have a successful outcome. The analysis also found
that there is a significant association between the clients’ outcome, “geographic
region of service”, “education level”, “time unemployed”, and whether they

had “ever worked”. These conclusions were investigated further and we found
education level and time unemployed to be key explanatory variables when
seeking to model the data (Hewitt and Douglas 2010).
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4.3 Existing tools

As part of the desk-based work, we then reviewed existing tools that have been
tested in the UK and overseas. Several existing assessment/record keeping
tools were analysed.

4.3.1 Work Star (Outcome Star)

This tool plots clients’ progress using a visual star divided into seven core areas:
job specific skills; aspirations and motivations (for example knowing what work
you want to do); job-search skills (for example interview skills); stability (for
example housing); basic skills (for example IT, English, literacy, numeracy);
social skills for work; challenges. Each area is assigned a scale of 1-10. It is
intuitive and attractive, and has similarities with existing methods (Burns and
Mackeith, 2009).

Comments:

* Visual representation of a client’s skills and journey towards work with a
diagrammatic tool in the shape of a star.

e Intuitive and attractive and you can see “at a glance” where gaps exist in an
individual’s skills. But not accessible for blind people using screen readers.

* There are likely cost implications associated with changing the product.

We felt it is important to ask specific questions relevant to people with sight
loss. For example, we consider it important to discuss specialist areas such
as mobility, access to information and computer skills, which may be covered
by “job-specific skills” within the model but not in sufficient detail. Assistive
technology skills are vital to our client group and so detailed knowledge of
client’s abilities is, arguably, essential.

4.3.2 The Rickter Scale

This tactile product is currently being used by RNIB Employment Officers in
Northern Ireland as part of a contractual agreement. It is intended to be a
motivational, multi-sensory assessment and action planning process, designed
to measure soft indicators and distance travelled. Soft indicators measure
progress towards an outcome, for example motivation indicators could be
improved timekeeping, attendance and communication skills. The Rickter Scale
uses an A4 size hand-held board with ten headings down the left side with a
magnetic slider for each heading. The slider moves along the scale of 1 to 10.
The point of focus is client participation. There are also braille versions with
overlays down the side and numbering. The Rickter Scale measures 10 areas:
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motivation, confidence about the future, communication, support, core skills,
work sKkills, readiness, type of work, job applications and interview preparation
(this can be accessed at www.rickterscale.com).

Comments: The Rickter scale was discussed at an EC focus group in July
2011 where the feeling was that using a board would be patronising to our
client group. The question posed was — “do our clients really need a tactile
representation of a 1 to 10 scale to understand the concept of progression?”
Feedback from Northern Ireland was originally mixed, although, as time
progressed and with increased use, feedback is now very positive. A colleague
within the research team will be visiting shortly to learn more about how

the Board works in “real” interview situations. One of the first versions of

the screening tool did include questions from the Rickter Scale relating

to employment, recognising the importance of soft skills and their role in
measuring clients’ capabilities. This was removed due to concerns about the
size of the screening tool and number of questions. Nevertheless, the project
team were conscious of the need to build in to the assessment toolkit soft skills
measurement questions or additional tools.

4.3.3 Australian “Jobseeker Classification Instrument” (JSCI)

The JSCI was designed as a screening tool to classify job seekers into
categories according to their relative risk of becoming long term unemployed.
To determine their classification, job seekers are assessed through a set of
standard questions asked by front line staff and each answer is given a certain
value which results in a single JSCI score. From their report: “Job seekers with
disabilities and workplace support needs will receive either one, two or three
points for this sub factor depending on the number of domains of workplace
support requirements that are recorded in their JCA report.” There are 15

of these domains, for example “moving around safely and communicating

with others in the workplace” (this can be accessed at www.deewr.gov.au/
Employment/JSCIl/Pages/overview.aspx.)

Comments: Again this scale is not specific to visually impaired adults. We
considered some factors that are scored, for example Geographic — relative
labour market disadvantage associated with living in a particular location, as
useful. These items were discussed at first EC focus group and were included

in original drafts of the tool. We were concerned by other factors such as placing
a score against age and gender, indigenous location or English proficiency
without any real justifiable reasons.
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4.3.4 Off the Streets and into Work (OSW — The Employability Map)

This measures progression using soft outcomes as indicators in five areas:
motivation/sense of direction, lifestyle, readiness for work, basic skills and skills
for finding work. Each area is graded via a scale. There are three zones — high,
medium, low — in terms of support needed with a three-points scale in each
zone. There are detailed descriptions of what kind of behaviours each of the
points on the scale represent, to make the process as objective as possible
(OSW. 2004). A six-page introduction to the tool is available at www.osw.org.uk.

Comments: Interesting although could be considered as simplistic and lacking
finer detail. It is not tailored to our client group in terms of providing a quick
guide to employability. There were also credibility issues around the designers
of the product.

4.3.5 The Soft Outcome Toolkit — Kirklees Council

This product has been around for at least ten years, created by Kirklees Council
using European Social Fund money as part of the Government’s EQUAL project
(Kirklees Council 2007). We couldn’t find a version that worked properly as

the product was no longer maintained as funding had expired. The product
measured a standard list of soft outcomes — communication, confidence,
autonomy, motivation, teamwork, problem solving, self-esteem, coping with
pressure, positive attitude and work related values. Clients self score, with the
scores being entered into a spreadsheet that generates a brightly coloured bar-
graph instantly showing clients scores in each area. Once the tool has been
used again, the next set of scores is integrated into the system, making visual
comparison easy. Once again this is a visual tool that would be inaccessible to
our screen-reader users. Also, the product generates a large numbers of charts
and statistics with lots of figures/percentages. This may be of interest to the
organisation but less use for the client.

There are a huge range of products on the market that measure outcomes.
Having reviewed some of the generic tools used in the field, we then consulted
the practitioners, that is ECs to find out what systems or methods they were
using to record data about their clients and measure their progress. A first

step was to ask ECs to send examples of questionnaires, forms or interview
schedules that they were using with clients in their regions. This was followed
by a consultation (focus group) in July 2010 with eight ECs representing
employment services across England; from North East, Yorkshire and Humber,
North West, East of England, East Midlands, West Midlands, London and South
East plus South West. A wider consultation was organised through email to
ensure as many ECs had the opportunity to discuss the tools they use and to
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help the team to identify key areas and questions when interviewing visually
impaired people about employment.

4.4 Focus groups with employment coordinators

The aims of the focus group were to identify the attributes (behaviours) and
indicators (skills) considered to be important for finding work.

A summary of findings presented under the discussion topic areas are
discussed below.

4.4.1 Identifying factors/features that influence clients’ distance
from the labour market

The eight ECs identified a number of factors or categories that they considered
to be important when trying to assess a clients’ distance from the labour market.

e A full understanding of clients’ “fundamental needs” in order to address
individual circumstances before the area of employment can be dealt with,
for example housing needs, benefits, mental health, “acceptance of sight
loss”, other disabilities.

» Areview of services offered by other agencies may be relevant, for example
“skills step courses” offered by Henshaws, Job Centre Plus, etc.

* Previous employment experience.

 Qualifications, including literacy/numeracy skills.

 English speaking/communication skills (including English as an additional
language).

* Mobility and Independent skills.

* ICT skills.

* Self-confidence to know when they are “job ready”.

 Transferable professional skills/experience (for example office experience or.
physical work experience)

* Clients potentially having unrealistic expectations of what they can do
(meta-skills).

4.4.2 Categorising clients and deciding appropriate services

ECs were keen to stress the individual, personalised nature of their work with
clients. They found it hard to identify, and perhaps resisted, examples of “client
categorisation”, either within the documentation used or in their professional
judgements. Nevertheless the discussion yielded several examples where
categorising clients already took place. Many of these are examples of
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screening decisions made by ECs, even though there is no formalised structure
for doing this or set of tools that may help with this process.

In some cases ECs, when carrying out an “initial interview” would screen out
inappropriate referrals; clients with alcohol problems were not considered to

be ready to seek work for example. Clients that were judged “not ready” were
referred to other providers or coordinators, to work on issues such as benefits,
mobility, housing and so on before employment support was seen as possible.
Some cases were “closed”, others were left pending and some ECs actively
engaged with clients whilst they were receiving support or services elsewhere.
For example, mobility training with a local society or literacy and numeracy skills
training at a college.

In some cases, clients were asked to do independent research on the local job
market or training available. If the clients completed this work and contacted the
EC, then further support would be offered.

ECs tailored their intervention strategies based upon an agreement between
the client and their own judgement about what was needed. This meant that in
some cases clients were “challenged” about what was in their best interests.
For example, some clients felt ready to work but were steered towards voluntary
work or work placements in the first instance, in order to gain experience of a
“real” work situation. Other clients were advised to take literacy classes before
embarking upon IT courses. Work placements with some organisations would
only be used for “more work ready” clients, because the relationship with the
host employer needed to be maintained. Less “work ready” clients might have
work placements within Action.

Some used eligibility criteria provided by other organisations for their services
— for example Jobcentre Plus criteria for Future Jobs Fund placements. There
was some discussion about using placements to gain an idea of what do next
with a client. If a placement went well, then the client could be considered to be
job ready if no other issues were raised.

Finally, services/interventions were sometimes linked to contracts such as
ICT, touch typing, job clubs, motivational training, unpaid work placements
or volunteering.

4.4.3 Drafting a screening tool and record keeping

The next stage was to initiate a discussion on how we could integrate
those categories that ECs considered to be important to discuss during an
initial interview with a client; as well as have the space for ECs to use their
“‘professional judgement”.
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A conclusion from the previous discussion was that there appears to be no
“tool” ECs employ, but rather “professional judgement” is used. Therefore there
was some scepticism about this part of the discussion during the focus group,
but as the debate unfolded (including defining a method of measuring progress
which might not include an “employment” endpoint); a more positive view

was taken. This was helpful because (a) there was a sense of EC recruitment
to the project, and (b) some possible “points of purchase” for developing an
assessment tool were established.

e “Initial interview form” (from which development plan would be generated)
appears to be the closest thing to a screening tool; “Skills assessment form”
(within Work Choice STEPS system has some similar features).

* Some ECs appear to remove people furthest from labour market from their
caseload, referring them to other services such as Remploy or advising clients
to re-contact Action when they feel ready to begin looking for employment.

* Some assessment is “what contract could their characteristics fit”, to ensure
income

* Much discussion about record keeping and demands of prime contractors
and how this affects “Action Impact”. Some prime contractors have data
collection systems that are compulsory (for example Shaw Trust and STEPS).
This can lead to duplication of record keeping, which as a result of time
pressures sometimes resulted in less than full information being recorded
on Action Impact.

4.5 Focus group with clients

As part of the design of the screening tool we wanted to ask clients to discuss
the types of services they considered useful in helping them to access work
or be more job-ready. We invited a small sample of clients to participate in

a telephone based focus group (aged range 37-50) using RNIB’s Talk and
Support service in September 2010. A summary of the meeting was put on
audio CD and sent to participants.

The conversation was based upon four discussion points that covered:

A brief summary from each participant of any paid work, voluntary work
or work placement experiences they have had.

* Examples of services that have helped participants move closer or into work
and how they helped.

e Customer segmentation model. Participants were asked to describe which
category best described their current situation (“close to work”, “require some
more support then ready for work”, “a long way from work”) and what factors
they considered in their decision-making.
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* Services or support they required to move them closer to their employment
related goals and targets.

Four clients had previous work experience, although only one had worked

in the last ten years. One client had worked as a teacher, the remaining three
having been employed in low-paid, unskilled work. One person had never
been employed.

Participants had received useful support in a number of ways, describing:
e accessing IT courses

* job brokerage

e training via an employer

* finding voluntary work

* job centre support

e ATW

e further education courses.

Only one participant was currently receiving support from Action employment
services, although two others had received help from RNIB in the past.

One participant said they were “ready to work” and were actively seeking
employment, although this was not the participant receiving support from Action.
One person felt ready to work with support and training whilst two people said
they were “a long way from employment”. One person was unsure due to
health reasons. The “ready to work” participant wanted specialist knowledge of
teaching and teacher training opportunities, plus someone who would advocate
on his behalf. This could be through support with applications, particularly those
only available through “inaccessible” websites. More than this however, he
wanted someone to speak directly with potential employers, that is “give this
person with sight loss a chance”. The remaining four candidates all spoke in
detail about additional health problems that would impede their ability to work,
at least full-time and maybe at all.

Four participants found it hard to identify specific services, but anything that
would “build confidence” was fundamental. Specifically, they wanted support in
learning how to access the building of a potential employer. They also identified
support in work and at college, such as a work buddy or classroom mentor. One
person wanted career counselling. Two participants asked to speak with the
facilitators after the session to find out more about Action employment services.



Design of the screening tool 25

4.6 Screening tool development and various iterations

This section presents the process of the development of four versions between
November 2010 and April 2011 with a final, fifth, pilot version ready for testing
for Phase 2 of the research.

Once we had gathered relevant evidence in the field and consulted the main
stakeholders (the ECs and clients) and the documentation they supplied us
(existing forms they use), we proceeded to plan a set of questions that could
be asked to clients when assessing their distance from the labour market. The
development of the screening tool consisted of a number of meetings between
the tool developers (University of Birmingham and the ENABLER Project
Manager) over a period of five months. We also drew on questions that had
been used for the “Network 1000” Project. We consulted external advisers

(Dr Wolffe) as well as internal stakeholders working in employment, education
or related fields:

* RNIB College Loughborough

e British Minority Ethnic Officer

* RNIB Scotland ECs

 Social Enterprise and Employment Development project
* RNIB Trainee Grade Scheme

* RNIB Northern Ireland Employment Services

e Skills In-Sight project.

Three complete working versions were sent to members of the ENABLER
steering group for comment over the five months. It was necessary to come

up with a screening tool that was not too onerous, easy to use and could give
them a “quick” idea of the distance a client was from the labour market. Our first
task was to identify a list of relevant categories based on a number of key areas
related to the activity of work. The structure of the tool changed considerably
between the first and the last version as a result of various inputs from internal
and external advisers. Final draft versions of the tool focused on the wording of
questions, the ordering areas and sub-areas, agreeing on a scale and system
for distance travelled questions, deciding on a scoring system for screening
questions and calibrating it to the segmentation model.

The first version of the tool, comprised of a substantial list of questions (over
40 in total) because of the need to understand as much as possible about the
individual client and their “readiness” for work. We therefore reviewed all the
notes from the focus group discussions as well as all the interview forms being
used by ECs in all RNIB/Action six regions. Ostensibly, we wished to cover
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as many aspects of employment related skills (for example clients’ previous
employment experience, their aspirations, required sKkills for work, what search
activities they carried out, etc.) as possible.

The versions were structured into “areas” and “sub-areas”, each of which had
an associated question(s). We also decided to include questions about other
key areas such as ethnic group, awareness of benefit entitlement, length of
time on benefit, housing situation, home support and dependents (for example
young children, carer role). We were informed that many of these questions
were already being asked as part of Action Impact, Work Choice or other
compulsory contract agreements and so we decided to omit these questions
in the final version.

We also considered it useful, when screening a client about their readiness to
work, to ask specific questions about clients’ disability and health, for example
onset of visual impairment, client’'s eye condition and acceptance of sight

loss and level of functional vision. We included a question about a person’s
geographical location to see if they live in an unemployment hotspot but were
advised to remove the question because of possible lack of sensitivity. We also
included questions about “other disabilities” and “ongoing health commitments”
which could potentially affect clients’ availability to work. There were, however,
some issues around the sensitivity of asking these questions and how clients
would react to them. After much consideration, we decided to keep two
questions about “health related issues” (other disabilities and long-term health)
in the final version, but would rely upon ECs’ skills and judgement to manage
this appropriately whilst ensuring that this important information was collected.
A client did not have to answer any question if they chose not to.

The first two versions had additional categories on levels of literacy and
numeracy levels, spoken English and vocational training. These were taken out
in final versions of the tool. We also included a final section on “self-esteem”
which was taken from the Rickter Scale which measured “self-esteem” in

ten areas (see section 4.3.2). This section was not fully developed in the first
version because of the existing length of the interview and the potential danger
of asking clients too many questions in one interview. We did, however, decide
to add a final summative question for the EC and the client about their “gut
feeling” of beginning paid work in the next 12 months. This question developed
into a more sophisticated question for ECs in the final version which asked them
to give a level of the client compared with the level given by the screening tool.

The final version was reduced to a slimmer and sharper version with fewer
questions. Specific screening questions (marked with an “S”) were scored
in order to help ECs to decide how far a client was from the labour market
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by using an earlier developed RNIB Segmentation Model (categories 1-4).
Other questions, distance travelled, would provide useful baseline information
about a new client and could help determine the most appropriate support
they would require. Essentially, the tool was designed to give ECs a rapid
indication of a clients’ distance from the labour market by placing them within
the segmentation model (see appendix C).

The final version of the screening tool aimed to make the screening procedure
more accurate using three simple steps.

a) Summarise the screening questions based on employment experience,
education and training, computer skills, access to information, independent
travel, and explaining vision.

b) Add up the “scores” and assign clients to Levels 1-4.

c) Interpret the summary (considering context variables: client age, vision, and
disabilities other than visual impairment).

The second part of this report presents the results from the analysis of the
screening tool.

4.7 Communication of main research results and activities

Heads of Regions, Operations Managers, Team Leaders and ECs have
received regular email updates from the beginning of the project. Two project
newsletters (July and September 2011) have been produced for ECs and

RNIB staff involved in ENABLER; all pre-employment ECs across RNIB

Group; all employment staff via the “employment stream”. RNIB launched a
new employment newsletter on its website in January 2012, through which the
research team provide additional regular updates on progress so far. We have
also communicated directly with Action staff through the Action intranet (Seven
Days of Action), at strategic various points in the project. A third issue of the
newsletter will be produced in March 2012 for the ECs and a project briefing will
be written for wider distribution to the public in New Beacon. The final stages

of the project focus exclusively on wide-scale distribution of the lessons from
ENABLER both within RNIB Group and externally, including central government
(DWP) and service providers across the sector. A range of additional
communication strategies will be employed at this time.
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5. Discussion

In this section we summarise some of the key points that helped us to develop
a bespoke screening tool as opposed to using or adapting an existing tool.

Phase 1 of the ENABLER project involved various steps in conceptualising
and developing a first version of the prototype employment screening tool.
The screening tool was designed to (a) categorise clients into “levels” which
were indicative of their distance from the labour market (allowing employment
services to offer programmes which were appropriate to the clients’ needs

by offering a formative assessment); (b) measure clients progress over time
(that is their “distance travelled” towards employment; and therefore (c) offer
a summative assessment tool for supporting clients and evaluating services.

An action research framework was considered to be the most appropriate way
to encourage practitioners (ECs) to reflect on how they decide on appropriate
services for clients. Furthermore, we believed that by including ECs in the
design and testing process we would maximise buy-in and sustainability later
in the project.

In line with our theoretical approach we decided to create assessment
documents that drew on inclusive approaches, supplemented with “additional
areas of particular relevance to blind and partially sighted people. This would
provide support in particular areas rather than using existing products that

do not ask questions about specific areas that affect visually impaired adults.
After consultation with ECs we saw the necessity to ask specific questions
about the sorts of issues that affect blind and partially sighted adults when
seeking employment.

We quickly realised at the beginning of the project that ECs were already using
a range of data collection methods as part of various employment and training
programmes across Action and RNIB. It was important for the project team to
take careful steps, when introducing a new tool, not to over-burden the ECs with
an additional data collection tool. This phase of the project would have to rely
on ECs good-will to test the tool as part of an initial interview they had with new
clients. We also had to make it clear that the tool they would be using was a
prototype version and not a final, finished screening tool (final prototype can be
found in appendix D). Developing five versions of the tool is a testimony of our
wish to develop a tool that responded to the ECs’ needs.
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We also needed to act quickly in order to align ourselves with the Government’s
new Work Choice programme, which came into effect on 25 October 2010. This
coincided with the timescales set out within the project and effectively precluded
redesigning an existing product to meet our specific requirements.

The current prototype is the result of extensive discussions at many levels

but we still had some unresolved issues around measuring clients’ levels of
motivation and confidence. As discussed earlier, there are tools in place that
try to do this already, such as the Work Star and the Rickter Scale. The current
prototype still contains gaps in terms of collecting data about where clients

live in relation to unemployment hotspots, as well as obtaining a sense of their
literacy and numeracy rates. We will be able to resolve some of these issues
once we have tested the tool and reflected on all the questions and considered
the implications for Phase 4 of the ENABLER Project.
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6. Research questions

The resulting research questions (below) were constructed to find out about
the quality of the screening tool once the tool had been tested with clients
participating in active Action and RNIB work programmes. These questions are
discussed in part two of this report.

* What have we found out about the quality of the screening tool?

* Does the screening tool adequately discriminate clients at different distances
from the labour market?

e |s the screening tool able to measure change in distance from the labour
market over time?

* What have we found out about the employment services?



References 31

7. References

Burns S and Mackeith J, 2009. Work Star: The Outcomes Star for work and
learning. London: Triangle Consulting.

Coleman N and Parry F, 2011. Opening up work for all: The role of
assessment in the Work Programme. Advanced Personnel Management.
Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion.

Damm C, 2012. The third sector delivering employment services: an
evidence review. Working Paper 70. Third Sector Research Centre.

Douglas D, Pavey S, Corcoran C and Clements B, 2012. Evaluating the use of
the ICF as a framework for interviewing people with a visual impairment about
their mobility and travel. British Journal of Visual Impairment, 30 (1), 6-21.

Douglas G, Pavey S and Corcoran C, 2009. Network 1000 — Survey 2:
Visually impaired people’s access to employment. Birmingham, UK:
University of Birmingham.

Douglas G, Corcoran C and Pavey S, 2006. Network 1000 — Survey 1:
Opinions and circumstances of visually impaired people in Great Britain.
Birmingham, UK: University of Birmingham.

Department of Work and Pensions, Strategy Unit, 2005. Improving the life
chances of disabled people. A joint report with: Department for Work and
Pensions, Department of Health, Department for Education and Skills, Office
of the Deputy Prime Minister.

ERSA Online: http://lwww.ersa.org.uk (accessed 20 January 2012).

Florian L, 2007. Reimagining special education. In L Florian (Ed) The Sage
Handbook of Special Education (pp7-20). Sage: London.

Freud D, 2007. Reducing dependency, increasing opportunity: Options
for the future of welfare to work, an independent report to the Department
for Work and Pensions. London: Department of Work and Pensions.

Hewitt R and Douglas G, 2010. Analysis of Work Focus data. Draft report
for RNIB as part of BLF-funded ENABLER project. Internal report. Birmingham,
UK: University of Birmingham.




32 ENABLER report: Part One

Kirklees Council, 2007. For more information or to purchase a copy of the
toolkit contact Kirklees Council’s European Unit on 01484 221678 or email
europe@kirklees.gov.uk

Lynch P, McCall S, Douglas G and McLinden M, 2011. Inclusive educational
practices in Kenya: evidencing practice of itinerant teachers who work with
children with visual impairment in local mainstream schools. The International
Journal of Educational Development, 31(5), 478-488.

Kemmis S and McTaggart R, 1982. The Action research planner (2nd edition).
Geelong, Victoria: Deakin University Press.

Meager N and Carta E, 2008. Labour market experiences of people with
seeing difficulties. Institute for Employment Studies, London: RNIB.

Nussbaum MC, 2000. Women and human development: the capability
approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

OSW, 2004. Off the Streets and into Work. The Employability Map: A tool
for measuring progress to employability. London: OSW

Purvis A, Lowrey J and Law R, 2009. Exploring a Distance Travelled
approach to WORKSTEP development planning. A report of research
carried out by Northumbria University, Centre for Public Policy on behalf of the
Department for Work and Pensions.

Sen A, 1992. Inequality Reexamined. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Shakespeare T, 2006. Disability rights and wrongs. London, UK: Routledge.

Simkiss P, 2011. Work Focus: End Project Report. Internal report. London:
RNIB.

Vision 2020. Online http://www.vision2020uk.org.uk
(accessed on 7 January 2012).



Appendix A

33

Appendix A: Chronology
of activities/key dates

2010
7 June

27 July
29 July

8 September
27 September

21 October

1 November
8 November

21 December

2011

24 January
25 January
27 January

9 February

18 February
18 February

8 March
1 April

ENABLER project starts

Work focus review complete
EC focus group (8 ECs)

Client focus group (5 clients)
Work focus report issued

1,317 records review report

1st draft screening tool sent to focus group ECs
1st draft screening tool sent to internal stakeholders

2nd draft screening tool sent to focus group ECs

3rd draft screening tool sent to all ECs in Action

3rd draft screening tool sent to internal stakeholders

3rd draft screening tool presented at Work Choice Training Event
4th draft screening tool sent to 8 ECs identified as key

figures from training event

Email issued to all ECs explaining review process

Screening tool presented and discussed at members

forum in West Midlands

Non-tabular version issued for comment

5th draft issued to ECs participating in 1st action-research
cycle for use with clients 5th draft also sent to internal
stakeholders

The above screening tool drafts and dates relate to versions sent to ECs

for comment, with deadlines. From 5 February — 30 March 2011 additional
working versions of the screening tool were exchanged amongst steering group
members for comment.
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Appendix B: Existing tools and
recordkeeping forms provided
by ECs

We received assessment forms from most Action regions as a result of the
focus group and follow up requests by email. An analysis of these forms
revealed the following relevant information.

* All regions appear to using different combinations of interview and
assessment forms.

* Interview forms ask for basic information that helps to establish a portrait of
the client, their competencies and existing barriers to employment.

* SW Team use a “Soft Skills Assessment Record” which is completed at the
first review, midway through the programme/training and at the ‘exit’ interview.
The assessment uses a scale of 1-6 to measure clients’ personal attributes
and characteristics. Clients are asked to rate themselves from Level 1 (poor)
to Level 6 (good) and sign each of these assessments. The assessment
covers areas such as personal presentation skills, communication skills,
motivation, personal hygiene and appearance, attitude to work and others.

* AWETCHA (Work, Education, Training, Circumstances, Health and
Aspirations) Assessment is used by one region. This is similar to the
“Interview Record” described above.

* Action and Development plans were also shared with the project team
(“SMART Goals” or RNIB’s “Individual Action Plan”).

In spite of ECs expressing anxiety/suspicion of screening tools for categorising/
profiling clients in the focus group, it seemed at least four of the regions make
use of methods of collecting data for this purpose. This suggests that either the
instruments are not used systematically or data collected is not used to make
decisions about clients (or a combination of the two). Nevertheless, the forms
already available offered a structure and format which could be used to develop
the ENABLER assessment tool.
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Appendix C: Client
segmentation model

Based on the number of registered blind and partially sighted people (75,000)
and those in paid employment (25,000), we suggest that the 50,000 people who
are not in work can be split into four distinctive groups as below (all figures are
approximate).

Level 1 — Work entry (10 per cent or 5,000)

People in this group are articulate, independent and used to advocating on
their own behalf to obtain support and services. For example, they will have
made contact with service providers independently and are interested in
support to regain (or retain) employment. Typically they will have fairly recent
work experience and they may have been through higher or further education
or additional vocational training. Our employment involvement will consist of
job brokerage and engagement through Access to Work or Disabled Students
Assessment. These people may have contact with RNIB through other services
such as customer services.

Level 2 — Transitional (15 per cent or 7,500)

These people are fairly independent and want to work. They may have

some work experience and some qualifications. Evidence of motivation and
independence can be found in this group of people’s use of optical devices for
example, and other techniques to access information though initially they may
need some support to do this. Motivation to work can be found in efforts to apply
and interview for jobs, also to do voluntary work while looking for employment.
Engagement will be via our employment services such as (previously)
Pathways, Work Preparation, Access to Work, New Deal for Disabled People, or
perhaps via RNIB’s Trainee Grade Scheme or working in the Social Firm sector.

Level 3 — Long term (25 per cent or 12,500)

This group of people might want to work but face barriers such as a lack of IT
skills, a lack of motivation to work and also knowledge of the labour market.
They often have outdated views on what working consists of. These individuals
tend to have weak or limited disability-specific skills for daily living and
accessing information, such as the ability to use optical devices or alternatives
to vision such as braille or access technology for reading and writing. They may
be engaged with our employment services but are further away from the labour
market and will require intensive input and support.
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Level 4 — Potential customers (50 per cent or 25,000)

People at this level may have used employment support services over and over
again, attending course after course; or conversely people who have had no
previous contact with any employability organisations or indeed any support
agencies. People who have spent many years attending different employment-
related courses or training often have little idea what they can do in the current
labour market. They have little or no work experience and none recently. They
also tend to be “unrealistic” in their career goals, evidenced by descriptions

of distant activities as brilliant and exceptional rather than ordinary and
unexceptional. Whether they have had regular contact with services or none
at all, Level 4 clients will have limited or an absence of disability-specific skills.
Typically they also face multiple barriers that may include additional disabilities
such as learning disabilities. These barriers also include poor independence
skills, poor literacy and numeracy skills, little or no IT skills and no expectation
or motivation to work.

Implications

We have traditionally provided services to people in Level 1 and 2 groups, but
much less so with those within Levels 3 and 4. Yet many of people who are
referred to us are Level 3 clients, who need much more sustained, structured
support. Level 4 customers in particular can be seen as potential customers
of RNIB and Action for Blind People’s wider services initially, rather than our
employment services. These people may have little or no opportunities for
social interaction and we can support them by ensuring that our own services
reach them, and influencing others to do the same.



Appendix D 37

Appendix D: ENABLER
Employment screening tool
Guidance

What is it?

The Employment screening tool (EST) gathers information about each client’s
circumstances and work related activities and skills, in particular the key
factors that could determine a client’s distance from the labour market. It is
completed by the ECs and their clients seeking work at the beginning of a work
programme. Specific screening questions (marked with an “S”) are scored

in order to help you to decide how far a client is from the labour market by
using an earlier developed RNIB Segmentation Model (categories 1-4). Other
questions provide useful baseline information about a new client and can help
determine the most appropriate support they will require. The EST is designed
to give you a rapid indication of a client’s distance from the labour market by
placing them within the model. It is structured into “areas” and “sub-areas”,
each of which has an associated question(s).

Why do we need it?
Screening is helpful in providing evidence:

* to assist your decision-making when assessing the most effective ways of
supporting your clients into work

¢ for internal service planning to highlight where there are gaps in provision and
where new services are needed

* for the DWP in relation to distance from the labour market of those we work with
° in contract negotiations at national and regional level.

How will it help me to do my job?

There are short, medium and long term benefits to supporting this project by
completing the screening tool. In the short term we can offer you a method

of analysing the data which may give you additional insight into the types of
services that are relevant to each client. In the medium term (that is in three
months and mid-way through this first phase of research) the project team will
analyse the data you have collected and will offer feedback on what they think it
means. In the long term your work on this project will contribute to the design of
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better services for blind and partially sighted job seekers within RNIB Group and
elsewhere. We understand that this is extra work, but we need you to not only
support the project but also to persuade your clients to join this action research
project too.

How to complete the questionnaire

The questionnaire can be completed by hand or electronically and in one
meeting. Given the sensitive nature of some questions this may not be the first
contact document used with your clients. It should be used in combination with
existing data collection methods such as Action Impact, STEPS and/or paper
documentation. Each client needs to sign a consent form to confirm they are
happy to join the project. Asking each question as it is written will help gather
standardised information across the whole of England. However, we appreciate
the sensitive nature of some questions and the importance of building trust and
rapport with the client. We will rely upon your skills and judgement to manage
this appropriately whilst ensuring that this important information is collected.
That said, a client does not have to answer any question if they choose not to.
If this happens, we request that you record this as “does not wish to say

or discuss”.

When should it be used

Twice — once when the EC meets a new client and completes an initial
assessment and then again approximately six months later. Using the EST
again after six months will help measure the progress a client has made (or
‘distance travelled’) towards employment whilst engaging with our employment
services.

What to do with the questionnaire

Send a copy of all completed handwritten copies to Alex Saunders, ENABLER
Project Manager, RNIB, Evidence and Service Impact Team, 105 Judd Street,
London WC1H 9NE or email electronic copies to alex.saunders@rnib.org.uk



39

paje|dwod ajeq

MBIAIBIUI pUZ 10 IS|

lojeuipioo JuswAiojdwg

UuIq Jo aje(

[few-4

9[Iq0N

auoyds|a|

SsaIppy

aweN

uoljewoju] Jualj) osiseg

|00} Buludalos
juswAo|dw3z —j03foid YI19VN3 3 xipuaddy

Appendix E




ENABLER report: Part One

:(e1ep Buipnjoul) sjiejep ‘sak y|
ON/S®A

(¢ sem Jeym pue uaym ‘os J|)
¢ Sluawaoe|d yJom Aue ul pajedioiued  q

:(e1ep Buipnjoul)
s|iejop ‘sah J| ON/SBA

¢£,89s1n02 uoneledald qol Aue paje|dwoo ‘e

‘U0 0S pue obe sieah z ‘obe syjuow gz bo
aoe|d Y00} JI usym p1ooal ‘suonsanb ayy

Jo Aue 0} ,SeA,, spuodsal jualfo }| “obe Bbuoj
INg ‘saljiAnoe asay) ul pabebua aney Aew
pakojdwaun wia) Buo| ale oym asoy) :9)0N

:NOA aAey Buiyiom 10U 3[IYAA “HIOM
Ul JOoU 3|Iym saljAloe Buimoljoy ayj jo Aue
auOop 8ABY NOA Jayjaym Ui pajsalajul W | :zo

49,

:6uo] moy
a]ou sieak om] ueyy Jajealb J|

(G—1) Jamsuy

POY)IOM JOABN G
2JOW JO SYluow Gz '
SUIUOW yZ—€| '€
sypuow z,—/ g
SyUoWw 9—0 '}

(8UO B8S00Y2) ¢,3I0M JO 1IN0 UBA(Q
aAey noA Buo| moy awl |18} noA ued LD

Buiyiom Jou swi]

O ‘S

slamsuy

S9210Y9 pue suonsanpd

sealy

40

‘gol 106.e) J1ay) pue aousadxa YJoMm JIay] ‘YIOM JO 1IN0 BwWi} JIsy) INOge 1UdI0 8Y) SYSe Uolo8es Siy |

Aanoe juswAojdwg




41

(Z—1) lamsuy

3Jom pied pey Janau aaey | ‘g
Yiom pled peH "|

:(8uo asooyo)

JOAd NOA aAey ‘YJOM JO swid) U (e)

‘AI0ISIY Jaom
InoA jnoge ale suonsanb asay| €O

Aiojsiy
JuswAojdwg

€0

((a)ep Buipnjoul) sjiejap ‘sak |

ON/SOA

¢ smainiaul qol Aue papuaye '}

((8)ep Buipnjoul) sjiejap ‘sak |

ON/SOA

(,8ouslIadxse
wswAoldwa, uo uonsanb jxau 03 06 ‘ ou, J|)

(¢.40) Aldde noA pip sqol jo adAj jeym ‘os }§|)

¢.sqol Aue Joj paidde "o

:(8)ep Buipnjoul) sjiejap ‘sak |

ON/SOA

ON\'D e paledaud p

Appendix E

((8)ep Buipnjoul) sjiejap ‘sak |

ON/S9A

(¢} Sem jeym pue uaym ‘os J|)
idom Aseyunjon Aue ul pajedioied o




ENABLER report: Part One

(y—1) Jamsuy

(.7, Se mouy },uop a109s)

SIS dU} SABY LUOP |, SI & PUB S|IINS
9y} 9ABY OP | SBA, SI | JI ‘¥ 0} | JO 9[eds e uQ

¢ Ul pajsalajul ale noA
ydom Jo puy 1o gol [e 1o siyi] 186 noA djey
[IIM Y2IyMm s||Xs 8y} @Aey noA juiy) noA oq

(qolebue) ayy Jo eapl ue sey juslo 8y §) :90

qofl
18b.e)} 1oy s|INS

90

(y—1) Jamsuy

(.SIIMS yoJeas gor, uo uolj0ss 1xau ayj ob
pue uonsanb 1xau diys 7, SIemsue jual|o §|)

,Bapl oU 8AeY, SI { pue eapl
Jes|o Alan e BARY, SI | Il ‘f O] | JO 8|BDS B UD

& aI| pjnom noA 1eyy gol Jeinonued Jo
%JOM JO puIy 8y} JO Bapl ue aAey NoA oq SO

golebie|

GO

42

:uondiuosap Jeuq Joj yse ‘| Jj

:(Z J0|) Jamsuy

Jusuwuedw |ensiA e
pey aAeY | 9[IYM Pa)IOM JOABU dABY | ‘ON "2

Juawiedwl

|[ENSIA B U}IM POYIOM BARBY | ‘SOA "L
Juswiiiedwl |ensia e

Buiaey 1s|iym JuswAojdws Jo aousliadxe
Aue noA aneH [payJom Jans J|] :vO

Juswiiedwi [ensiA
)M PS3IOA

¥O 'S




43

Appendix E

:S9)0U [euoljippe Aue 8)LIAA

‘anunuod (¢ ueaw noA op jeym 69) ainsun J

Buluien pue
uoledNpP3, UO UOIJO8S }Xau 8y} 0} 0b — ON J|

aNuIUOD — S J|)

Jyiuow 1se| syse)

ainsun/oN/seA | Buiyosesas qol Aue op noA pip Yoayo | ued ‘e
")Se [|s 1nq ‘suonsanb
snolnaid wod) Jeajd ag Aew siyj 910N
cyluow jse|
3} ulI suop aAey noA syse) Buiyoless qol Alnnoe youeas
ay} 1noge siI uonsanb Buimojoy ay] /O JuswAojdwg 10
slamsuy S9210Y9 pue suonsand sealy

"yaJeas gol jualind InoA 0} pajejal suonsanb awos noA yse 0] Bulob mou wi |
S|IIMS ydJ4eas qor

JUSII9 By} Ypm

paleys aq 1snw siy) suoneioadxs onsijeaiun
sey Jualo ay) 1ey) 98] Aay) JI JBABMOH "1U8I|D
ay) Jo abpsajmouy J1ay) pue sesuodsal anoge
8y} uo paseq suoleoadxa oNsijeal sey
JUSI[O 8y} JaY1ayM UO JUSWWOD Ued HJ :8)0N




ENABLER report: Part One

44

ON/SOA ¢,910W 10 MBIAIB}UI BUO pPapUBNY "B
(" Buiures; pue uoneonp3, UO UOIOSS IXBU

ayj 0} ob ‘sqol Aue Joj paljdde j.usey juallo §|)

ON/S9A ¢alow Jo qol auo 1oy paiddy p
ON/S8A | ¢@Jow 1o doam e 8ou0 aJ4juad qol papuany o

(g—1) Jamsuy

pury siy} jo yoless gof ou ‘¢
¥oam Jad suinoy g o1 dn 'z
}oam Jad sinoy G uey} aiow °|

(‘010 ‘siadedsmau ‘Joulayul)
yoleas gol yno buiAiied Jo swis) u| °q

slamsuy

S92109 pue suonsand

sealy




45

:sojou adA} Jo SlIAN

:[en1@081 |IMm JUBID BY)
‘Aue J1 ‘uonesiylienb jeym pue sasinod allIp]

¢,S9SSEe|0
Buiuans ‘(1 |v1D 69) 8si1noo Jeyndwod e
Se yons ($8s4n0d |euojeooA Buipnjoul)

ON/SOA $9s1n092 Aue Bulop Ajjualind noA aly 60D 60
(souepinb 1o 198Ys payoene aas)
‘obes ¢,dney noA suoneolyiienb
Jaje| e 1e (G 0] () S|9A9|) @p0o pue suoleolljenb uoneonpa Jaybiy 1o abajj0o / Juswuiepe
suoneoljlienb jueasjal umop 8j0N ‘looyos Aue jnoge aw |18} NoA ued 8o [euoneonpy | 8D ‘S
sIamsuy S9210Y9 pue suolsand sealy

Appendix E

‘uaye] aAney noA Buluiesy Aue pue aaey noA suoneolyijenb Aue 1noge suonsenb awos noA yse 0} bulob mou wi |
Buiuieay pue uoinjeasnpsg



ENABLER report: Part One

ABojouyoa)
:Ja)ndwod e asn nok 0 :ZLO SS90y AR
[Juspyuod e jejou, si  pue
Juapiuod Alaa, si |} :Aiessaoau JI Jdwold]
¢Jdasn 1endw oo Juspiuod
(y—1) Jamsuy B 9q 0} J|9sInoA Japisuod noA oq :LL'D LLO
(,auoyd ajiqow,, Jnoge uonsanb 01 06 ‘ ou, J|
[31qissod i
:sajou Alojeue|dxs Aue ppy sojou Alojeue|dxa awos apinoud ‘ ou, ]
N ‘¢ ABojouyoa}
SOA 'L SS900E pue 0LD
ON/SOA ¢181ndwoo e asn JaAs oA oq QLD asn Jayndwo) ‘S
slamsuy S9210Y9 pue suonsand sealy

46

"S92IA8p J8Y)o Aue pue sieindwod Jo abpamouy| JnoA
1noge suonsanb awos noA yse 03 bulob w | ‘0g ‘Juepodwi aiow Buiwooaq si }JoMm Je siaindwod ash 0] a|ge buiag

s||1}s 19}ndwon



47

Appendix E

(y—1) Jamsuy

‘[p1OoAN HOsoUOI Buisn B3] Jossaoo.d
pJom e Buisn Juswnoop e BuljlLpA ‘e

Buissasold pJopn

(Juspyuod e je jou, SI { pue
Juapyuoo Aiaa, si |} :Auessaoau JI jJdwold)

180 NOA pjnoMm JuBpIUOI MOY

‘(pepoau JI ABojouyoa) ssaooe ajelidoidde
ay} buisn) sysey 1oindwod Buimol|oy

ay} 1no BulAleo Jnoge Buuiy| €LO

suolneoldde
Jandwo)

€L0

ON/S®A

(eanouladng ‘xajwo007 ‘SAVYT 69)
alem)os (Yyooaads) Buipeal usalids yym ‘p

ON/S®A

(Jeun ‘leH ‘xawoo07 ‘enousadng 69)
21em)jos Jaliubew usalds ylim o

ON/SOA

(40sIND JO IN0J0D pue BzISs ‘9ZIS JuUo)
aseaJoul 0] suondo AljIqIssadoe SMOPUIAA
Buisn 6a) sabueyd jeuonippe sawos Yim °q

ON/SOA

ABojouyos) ssaooe |euollippe Aue Jnoyim ‘e

slamsuy

S9210Y9 pue suonsand

sealy




ENABLER report: Part One

[.Juspluod [je je jou, SI { pue
Juapiuoo Aiaa, si | J| :Atessadau JI iJdwoud]

(:2q NOA pjnom JuapIUOD MOH)

‘(sauua Alelp ‘Buljiews 69) s|eo
auoyd uey) Joylo sysej op 01 [Auagyoe|g

48

(p—1) Jamsuy | ‘@uoyd! ue se yons] suoyd sjiqow e buisn ‘6
(,s921A0p
ajlgow,, Jnoge uonsanb diys ‘. ou, J|)
ON/S9A ¢auoyd ajigow e 106 noA aneH '} sauoyd a|Iqo
91eM}Jos
aseqejep
(y—1) Jlamsuy ‘2JeM)Jos aseqejep 1sijeloads buisn o 1sljeroadg
(y—1) Jamsuy ‘sjeayspealds buisn p sjeayspealdg
(y—1) Jamsuy "19SMo.Iqg gom e Buisn jpulaiu| ayy buisn o Joulau|
(p—1) Jamsuy ‘llews buisn °q [lew3
slamsuy S9210Y9 pue suonsand sealy




49

Appendix E

:9)0N

¢9s|e bulyihuy p

ON/SOA

(e10N9||IRIg BB)
Jaye] 9]0u 3j|leld 21uoi09|3 0

ON/SOA

Jossoquia pue Jojndwoo e LDDO.:._._. q

ON/SBA

(yusjeainba 10)
J9||lelg sunjuad e buisn Ajjenuep ‘e

¢ollteldq
2onpoud/a1um noA op shkem 1eym uj ;L0 GLD

(y—1) Jamsuy

(uonseanb jxau diys a|jieiq peaJ Jou Sa0p §|)

a||telq ( peyenuo)) Z apeis ‘¢

ollledq (pejoesyuooun) | epels) ‘g
3||ledq Jou peas se0( ‘|
[paloesjuooun/paioeuod Jnoge

s|iejap J0oj 1dwoud ‘sjjielq spea. jual|o ] PLO
£3|lleaq peal nok oq LD a||lelg :Buipeay ‘S

slamsuy

S9210Y9 pue suonsanpd sealy

¢, uoljewJojul sseooe NOA Moy Jnoge suolsanb swos noA yse | uen
uoljew.ojul 0} SS92dy



ENABLER report: Part One

(uonsanb jxau diys ,ou, J|
anunuoo ‘, sak, J|)

(sse|b BulAjiubely 10 ‘@21An8(q UOISIA
MO B pa||ed sawiawos si Jalyiubew vy)

50

¢ buipeal
ON/SOA 1o} Jalubew e asn 1aAa noA oq :LLD .10
(yoq Jo
‘ss9008 |ensIA 10 A} noiyip Aoels)l| e 0}
pajejad SI SIy} Jayaym uonestaAuod ybnoay}
ysiigelse ‘[juud peal jou seop jualfo] ,ON, }I
‘uolsanb )xau 0] anow
‘[lulid peas saop jualo] SBA, J| isuononasul)
:S9]0U S)lUM ‘ON J| Juud peal noA ue)d 910
[iuiod siyy je snonBique 910
ON/S®A | SI )1 al ‘Auessaoau JI uonsanb sy} yse AjuQ] SS8208 Julld ‘S
slamsuy S9210Y9 pue suonsand sealy




51

Appendix E

ON/S@A

juLd Jadedsmau Aleuiplio peay ‘e

"aul|peay Jadedsmau 1o ¥ooq juld

abie| peal ued Aay) pawnsse aq ueo sI uay)
‘Julid Jededsmau Aseuipio peas ued uosiad
e JI Ba ‘suonsanb paisinbal yse AjuQ 80N

:noA ueod ‘(pie |ensiA Jo Jalyiubew e Jo pie ay}
noyym) juld Buipeas Jnoge Buuiyl :6L0

(1oilUubEW
Jnoypm) juud
Buipeay

610

ON/SBA

aulpeay Jodedsmau y 0

ON/SOA

)ooq juud ablie| vy °'q

ON/SBA

juld Jadedsmau Aseuiplo peay ‘e

"aul|pesy Jadedsmau 10 yooq juld

abJe| peal ued Aay] pawnsse aq ued S| uay)
‘qulid Jededsmau Aseuipio peas ued uosiad
e JI Bo ‘suonsanb paJinbal yse AjuQ 910N

:noA ueod ‘(pie |ensiA 1o Jalyiubew e Jo pie
9y} yum) juid Buipeal Jnoge Buqulyl :8LO

(Joyiubew yum)
JuLd Buipeay

8L0

slamsuy

S9210Y9 pue suonsand

sealy




ENABLER report: Part One

52

‘pJeoqghay ay) e
00| 0} pasu ayj 1noyym buidAy si siyj ;810N

ON/S9A ¢1aindwod e uo adA yonoy, noA ue) |
aINSUM/ON/SBA ¢ bunumpuey 1noA peal sjdoad ue)
"‘Bunum
ON/SOA 1noge aJe suonsanb Buimolo) ay] L2 g Bunupa 12O
9ZIS Julld
:921S juld a)pAN £,9z1s Wd pauisjald e aney nok oq :0z20O :Buipeay 0zd
ON/S9A auljpeay Jodedsmau y ‘0
ON/SOA )00q juld abie| vy °q
slamsuy S9210Y9 pue suonsand sealy




53

Appendix E

(y—1) Jamsuy

[(euoje |anel al)

|oAeBJ]) JUBpUadapul Jnoge SI uoljsanb
SIY} :8J0N ‘{7 ©402S — Je|IWIS 10 SI8Y)0 JO
Hoddns ayj yum, sjaaed) Ajuo jualo ]

[ Juepiuo9 e je jou, SI { pue
Juapyuoo Alaa, si | §| :Auessadau Ji idwoud]

Juodsuen oiignd Buisn aoe|d
Jeljiweyun ue o) Ajjuapuadapul Buljjeaed)
1noge |98} NOA Op JUBPLUOD MOH £2D

Jodsuel)
alignd Aq Ajijiqo

€c0

(y—1) Jamsuy

[(auoje |anel al)

|oABJ) Juspuadapul Jnoge sI uolsanb
SIY} :8J0N {7 ©402S — JejIWIS 10 SI8Y)0 JO
Woddns ayy yum,, sjaaedy Ajuo jualo §]

[Juspyuod e jejou, si  pue
Juapyuod Aiaa, si | J :Alessaoau JI Jdwold]

"Jus|eAINba 10 100} Uo 8q 0}

AI9)1| SI SIY} ;810N ¢,S921A19S pue sdoys |eoQ|
0} sawoy JnoA wou} Apuspuadapul buljoae)
1noge |88} NOA Op JUBPLUOD MOH 22D

Ayjigow (2907

440

slamsuy

S9210Yd pue suoljsanpd

sealy

éMO0 s1eyl J ‘jeaed) pue Alljigow JnoA Jnoge suonsanb awos NoA yse 01 ayl| p,|
|oAeJ] Jusapuadapui




ENABLER report: Part One

(y—1) Jamsuy

[.Juspyuod |e je jou, SI 7 pue
Juapluod AJaa, si |} :Aiessaoau JI idwold]

¢diay siy

yym aoe|d Jeljiwejun ue oy buljjenen

1noQe |98} NOA Op JUBpLUOD MOH (SIXe) se
yons) ,sa9IAlI8s, Buisn 10 spually ‘Ajlwey Jo
uoddns ayj yum Buljaael) aiem noA §| :Gzo

Gco

(y—1) Jamsuy

[.Juepiuo9 e je jou, SI { pue
Juapyuoo Aiaa, si | J :Alessaoau JI Jdwold]

¢diay siyy yum aoe|d Jeljiwey e o}

BuljjeAel) 1noge |98} NOA Op JUBPLUOD MOH
‘(s@o1AI8s Ajlunwwiod ‘Ajjiqowdoys ‘sixe) se
yons) ,S$a2IA18s, Buisn 10 spually ‘Ajlwey Jo
Joddns ayj yum Buljjoael) atam noA §| 420

|[oAel) pauoddng

1449

54

SIaMsuy

S9210Yd pue suoijsanpd

sealy




55

Appendix E

&9l Aep-01-Aep 1noA Bunoaye

SI 11 MOY JO eapl ue aw aAIb NoA pjno) ay|
JnoA uo Bunoedwi si1 juswiedwl [BNSIA JNOA SSO|
:S9]0U SIAA MOY JO 8suas e 196 0] 81| p|INOM | ;22D 1ybis Jo 10edw 120

paJa)sibal 10N ‘G
ainsun 'y
snjejs Jo ainsun 1ng ‘palalsibay ‘¢

(padiedwi
1ybis) payybis Ajjeiied se palsisibay ‘g

(pasredwi
1ybis Ajo1aA8s) pulig se palslsibay |

¢paybis Ajjensed Jo puiq se

‘UORELLIOUL SIU} S8Ieys Jusid paJajsibal NoA ale ‘mouy NoA se Jej sy 192D

8y} 1l 818y uonIpuod aka SAN

[uonsanb i1xau 03 anow pue snjels
(G—1) Jamsuy Jamsue ajou ‘umouy Apeale si jamsue J|] uoneJsiboy 9Z0
slamsuy S9210Yd pue suolsanp sealy

"9]0u e 9)ew asea|d suoljsanb Jamsue 0} jou siajaid Jual|o ay) J ;810N

"JNO WIBY] SSIW [|,9M pue Mmouy aw 38| isnf suonsanb uleuad Jamsue 0} Juem jJou op noA Jj

"gol e Buipuiy 0} uonejal ul pue ajl] Aep-01-Aep InoA uo sjoedwil UOISIA JO |[A3] JNOA moy puejsiapun aw djay Asy)

asneoaq jueuodwi ate suonsanb asay] ‘1ybis ahs JnoA 1noge suonsanb awos yse 03 bulob we | uonoss siyl u|
UOISIA




ENABLER report: Part One

56

2JNSUN/ON/SOA

¢ Aep 01 Aep woly abueyd uoisIA INOA sao(
[‘a1ow 1o uondaolad jybi| sey jualo §|] o

(y—1) Jamsuy

MOUY J.uoq ‘v
awes ayj Jnoqy ‘¢

obe JeaA e uey) sse 'z
obe Jeah e uey) Jsjeals °|

;obe Jeak e yum pasedwod mou ass 0} a|ge
aJe noA j1eym aquIsap noA pjnom MoH g

:(abe 10) sieak jo JaquinN

‘gol unoA Bulop ‘A1 Buiyoiem
‘buiddoys ‘Buipeas se yons sbuiyy AepAiona
pajoaye )l usym ‘sl jey] :papasu i Ajuen

Zuswiedwil
|[ensiA e pey noA aaey Buo| MoH ‘e

‘Buibueyo aq Aew UOISIA JINOA
MOY Jnoge aJe suonsanb Buimol|o) ay] 820

uoIsiA Builbuey)

8¢0

SIaMsuy

S9210Yd pue suoijsanpd

sealy




57

Appendix E

(y—1) Jamsuy

[Juspyuod e jejou, si  pue
Juapiyuoo Aiaa, si |} :Alessaoau JI Jdwold]

¢, SM3IA 8soy)] abua|leyo

yoiym aaey nok sjiqs ayj Jahojdwsas |enusiod
B YUM Buissnosip Juapiyuod |98} noA o
"Juswiedwi [ensIA JIay) JO 8sneodaq Syse)
awos wJopad jouued sjdoad swnsse

Aew siahojdwsae |enusjod swos 62D

uoIsIA Buluie|dx3

620

(y—1) Jamsuy

alnsun ‘v
awes ay} Aeig ‘¢

[uoiSIA ss9|] @jelolIBeq 7
[uoisiA alow] anoudw °|

:01 A|9Y1] SI UOISIA
InoA Jaylaym jnoge uoneuwrojul Aue uaalb
usaqg noA aAey ‘aininy ay) Jnoge buuiyy p

slamsuy

S92109 pue suoisanp

sealy




ENABLER report: Part One

ON/SOA

& (oAN 01 Ss800y B9) JuswAoldwe
ul ajdoad pajybis Ajjenued pue puljq 0}
a|gejieAe poddns ay) JO aleme NOA aly : LSO

L€EO

(y—1) Jamsuy

[ Juepiuo9 e je jou, SI { pue
Juapiuoo Aiaa, si | J| :Atessadau JI jJdwoud]

suswaiedw |ensia

JnoA 0] payul|] @oe|d yiom ay) ul alinbal Aew
noA syjuswjsnipe Aue JaAojdwse jenuajod e
yum Buissnasip jJuspiuod |8a4 noA oq :0£D

sjuawishlpe
Bunsenbay

0€0

58

SIaMsuy

S9210Yd pue suoijsanpd

sealy




59

Appendix E

JUSI0 3y} yum paleys

a7 JShw alay apew sajou Aue ‘JaAeMoH
‘'spaau uoddns jeuonippe 1noge aney Asy)
SUJBOU0D }NOge JUBWIWOD OS|e ued HJ :8J0N

"uonew.ojul
JUBAS|S. [BUONIPPE SION

¢MJoMm Joy yoieas
JnoA 10111881 10 10BdWI ABW )Y} UOIIPUOD

INSUM/ON/SOA yjjeay wia) buo| Aue aney nok oq :£€D ceD
‘uoljew.ojul ¢YHOM 104
JUBAS|SJ [RUOIIIPPE 9}ON yoJeas unoA jousal Jo joedwl Aew jeyy
(yuawiedw [ensiA InoA uey) Jayio) Aljigesip
INSUM/ON/SOA w.e) buoj Jayjo Aue aney nok oq :zed | senligesip Jayio FAN®)
slamsuy S9210Y9 pue suonsand sealy

sanssl| pajejal yjjesH




60 ENABLER report: Part One

Qualifications key for Screen Tool

Entry level of no qualifications — Level 0

Functional Skills at entry level (English, maths and ICT)

Entry level certificates and Diplomas

English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL)

Foundation Learning Tier pathways at entry level
Skills for Life

Qualifications at NVQ 1 (or equivalent) — Level 1

* GCSEs grades D-G

* BTEC Introductory Diplomas and

* Certificates level 1

* OCR Nationals

* Foundation Learning Tier pathways
* Key Skills at level 1

* NVQs at level 1

* Skills for Life

Qualifications at GCSE (A*-C) / NVQ 2 (or equivalent) — Level 2

* GCSEs grades A*-C

* BTEC First Awards, Diplomas and Certificates at level 2
* OCR Nationals

* Key Skills level 2

* NVQs at level 2

¢ Skills for Life

Qualifications at A-level (or equivalent) — Level 3

* A-levels

* GCE in applied subjects

* International Baccalaureate
* Key Skills level 3

* NVQs at level 3
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* BTEC Diplomas, Certificates and Awards at level 3
* BTEC Nationals
* OCR Nationals

Qualifications below degree level — Level 4

* NVQs at levels 4 and 5

* BTEC Professional Diplomas, Certificates and Awards levels 4 and 5
* HNCs and HNDs

¢ Certs of Higher Education

* Higher national certificates/diplomas

* Diplomas of higher education

* Foundation degrees

Degree (or equivalent) or higher — Level 5

* National Diploma in Professional Production Skills

* BTEC Advanced Professional Diplomas, Certificates and Awards
(levels 6 and 7)

* Diploma in Translation

* Bachelors degrees (with and without hours)

* Graduate certificates and diplomas

* Professional Graduate Certificate in Education

* Award, Certificate and Diploma in strategic direction
* Masters degrees

* Integrated Masters degrees

* Postgraduate certificates and diplomas

* Doctoral degrees
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Prototype screening tool summary sheet

This sheet is used to help Employment Coordinators to use some of the
information collected through the questions to give a rapid indication of a client’s
“distance from the labour market”. In this first prototype clients are assigned into
one of four levels based on the RNIB Segmentation Model:

* Level 1 — Work entry
* Level 2 — Transitional
* Level 3 — Long term
* Level 4 — Potential

The ENABLER research project aims to make this screening procedure more
accurate, but this prototype method involves three simple steps.

Three steps:

a) Summarising the screening questions based on employment experience,
education and training, computer skills, access to information, independent
travel, and explaining vision

b) Adding up the “scores” and assign clients to Levels 14

c) Interpreting summary (considering context variables: client age, vision, and
disabilities other than visual impairment).
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a) Summarising the screening questions

Employment experience

Question

Score

Q1. Time not working (1-5)

Q4. Worked with a visual impairment (1-2)

Total score (2—-7):

“Closer to work” or “Further from work”:

If the total score is between 2 and 4 (inclusive), then “Closer to work” (C)

or

If the total score is between 5 and 7 (inclusive), then “Further from work” (F)

Education and training

Question

Score

Q8 Educational attainment (0-5)

“Closer” to work’ or “Further from work”:

If the score is between 4 and 5 (inclusive), then “Closer to work” (C)

or

If the score is between 0 and 3 (inclusive), then “Further from work” (F)
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Computer skills

Question Score

Q10 Computer use (1-2)

“Closer to work” or “Further from work”:

If the score is 1, then “Closer to work” (C)
or
If the score is 2, then “Further from work” (F)

Access to information

Drawing upon Q14 (Read braille) and Q16 (Read print)

“Closer to work” or “Further from work”:

If the client can read print and/or braille, then “Closer to work” (C)
or
If the client cannot read either print or braille, then “further from work” (F)

Independent travel

Question Score

Q22 Local mobility (1—4)

Q23 Mobility by public transport (1-4)

Total score (2-8):

“Closer to work” or “Further from work”:

If the total score is between 2 and 4 (inclusive), then “Closer to work” (C)
or
If the total score is between 5 and 8 (inclusive), then “Further from work” (F)
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Explaining vision

Question Score

Q29 Requesting adjustment (1-4)

Q30 Explaining vision to employer (1-4)

Total score (2-8):

“Closer to work” or “Further from work”:

If the total score is between 2 and 4 (inclusive), then “Closer to work” (C)
or
If the total score is between 5 and 8 (inclusive), then “Further from work” (F)

b) Adding up the scores

Applying final six scores to the segmentation model:

Level 1: if 6 categories are “Closer to work”
Level 2: if 4 or 5 are “Closer to work”
Level 3: if 2 or 3 are “Closer to work”
Level 4: if 1 or O are “Closer to work”

Client level is:
Interpreting scores — your professional judgement

The method described above will generate a “level” for a given client.
Importantly, your professional judgement is important in the process of
interpreting this assessment. For example, evidence suggests that other
variables are important predictors of likelihood of employment as well. Three
important variables are client age, vision, and disabilities other than visual
impairment. These variables in particular should be considered when discussing
with the client the most appropriate interventions for them.

Revised client level is:

Considering (1) calculation above, (2) other evidence | have gathered, and
(3) discussion with the client.
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