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Introduction

Mencap, Mind and the National Autistic Society have been asked by Professor Harrington, head of the Independent Review of the Work Capability Assessment (WCA), to propose amendments to the WCA descriptors relating to mental health, autism and learning disabilities. The scope of this piece of work was defined by Professor Harrington as:
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Below is our response to this brief, prefixed with some notes on the terms of undertaking this work and an explanation of the reasoning behind the changes we are proposing.

Our involvement
We believe that Professor Harrington has presented us with a unique opportunity to reform the descriptors that underwrite the WCA, and we were keen to engage with this opportunity.  However, it should be understood that this work has taken place within a very short period of time. Because of the time restraints imposed on this piece of work, it has not been as extensive or comprehensive as it should have ideally been.

In the past all three of our organisations have experienced some difficulties engaging with the Department for Work and Pensions around welfare reform. At times, we have felt that our attempts to influence the process have been limited, with little evidence that our concerns and objections have been considered, and yet our involvement in consultation has been used by government as a source of legitimacy for reforms.
In light of these issues, we would like to premise this contribution to the Independent Review process on the understanding that:

· These recommendations are seen as just one of a large number of reforms that are required for improving the fairness and effectiveness of the WCA, many of which have been recognised by the report of the Independent Review, including:

· Better trained assessors

· Improvements to the LIMA system

· More effective DWP Decision-Makers

· A more humane and empathetic process

· Greater use of further medical evidence

· A ‘real world’ test of employability

· The right support from the Work Programme, Work Choice and Access to Work

· These recommendations are consulted on, including with disabled people, and piloted before being put into effect

· The Atos handbook and training reflects the shift of emphasis that we have recommended and that our comments regarding the content of the handbook are taken onboard. We should also be involved in the process of revising the handbook, should our proposals be accepted

· The amendments to the scoring mechanism for the descriptors are not used to tighten eligibility to ESA and that we are involved in the process of finalising the scoring

· The operation of the WCA and its outcomes are reviewed regularly by an independent evaluator and that the outcomes of appeals are reviewed to improve the operation of the system.

We hope that these parameters make clear the intent behind our involvement in this piece of work. We are pleased that the outcomes of the Independent Review and our discussions with Professor Harrington are conducive to these terms.

We welcome the iterative approach being suggested by Professor Harrington going forward in scrutinising the recommendations made in this paper. An open and on-going dialogue with the scrutiny group is a welcome and appropriate way forward and acknowledges the need for further analysis of the proposals (e.g. scoring thresholds) given the relatively short time-scale. At the end of this paper, we highlight some specific aspects of our proposals, where some further focused discussion would be useful.
General Approach

Our approach to amending the descriptors was founded on a number of concerns about the current functioning of the assessment:
· It is mechanistic, impersonal and inflexible

· It fails to take account of fluctuating and complex conditions

· Applicants do not feel able to relate their difficulties to the assessor due the confines of the assessment structure or as a result of poor to communication and questioning by the assessor (e.g. where it is assumed that the applicant has understood what is being asked of them)

· Applicants are being pre-judged based on factors like appearance and attendance rather than simply on the basis of the assessment

· A huge number of applicants with substantial difficulties are scoring zero points on the assessment

· Too many applicants who should be in the Work-Related Activity or Support groups are being declared ‘Fit for Work’

· The descriptors do not accurately reflect the realities of the workplace and, therefore, what constitutes limited capability for work in relation to that individual’s impairment.
· There has been a shift in emphasis: the assessment seems not to be assessing limited capability for work, but rather assessing only ‘capability for work’
However, on examination, it did not seem that these issues would be resolved simply by rewording some of the descriptors. We recognise that this is a hugely difficult assessment to get right and that the areas of impairment that the original descriptors were attempting to cover (e.g. learning and comprehension, coping with change etc) do seem to relate well to the types of impairments experienced by the people our organisations represent. But from this fairly sound basis a number of things were going wrong:

· The descriptors weren’t actually measuring what they set out to measure
· The descriptors were only measuring an aspect of the impairment rather than all of it

· The application of the descriptors through the Atos handbook and by the assessors were undermining the ability of the descriptors to measure the impairment by setting pre-conditions for scoring and prescribing questions that encourage unreasonable extrapolation.
In response to this, we went back to the fundamentals of each descriptor to look at what it should be measuring. In each case, we found that there were generally a number of factors that needed to be considered in order to actually assess the impact of that impairment and in order to take into account the range and spectrum of conditions/disability types being assessed. In contrast, most of the current (and Internal Review proposed) descriptors were either just measuring one of these variables or awkwardly trying to measure more than one variable on a linear scale. In short, it was obvious that the descriptors needed to be multi-dimensional in order to reflect the complexity of the impairments being assessed.

In looking to implement such a shift, we took our prompting from the Australian model for measuring ‘intermittent conditions’ within their equivalent assessment: looking at frequency, severity and duration, and producing a single score. We then tried to apply this model to every descriptor, identifying different variables to accommodate the particular focus of each one. The challenge then was to assign appropriate scoring to the different combinations of variables in order to conform to the 6/9/15 points structure currently used in the WCA.

We believe the descriptors we have produced are a vast improvement on both the original descriptors and those proposed by the Internal Review for a number of reasons:

· They take into account a number of relevant variables in assessing each impairment
· They account better for the fluctuation and complexity of the impairments they are trying to assess

· They require the assessor to ask a number of questions in order to assess the extent of an impairment

· They shift the assessments towards a more semi-structured interview style, which is the approach used when clinicians assess relevant conditions

· They maintain the standardised nature of the test but allow for more nuanced assessment of people’s impairments 

· They create a more realistic scale of impairment where low scoring across the variables is indicative of ‘normal’ levels of difficulty

· They are structured in such a way that they can be both used as the direct basis for questioning the applicant (unlike the current assessment which relies on proxy measures) and they can be understood by the applicant.
The Internal Review
In considering our proposals, we took account of the issues raised by the Internal Review of the WCA. We recognise the need to address these issues and feel that we have done so in a more effective manner than that proposed by the Internal Review:
The Review suggested that a number of descriptors overlapped and created the possibility of ‘double scoring’.
Firstly, we do not believe that this is a significant concern: we have heard very little evidence to suggest that it is too easy to be assessed as having limited capability for work through the WCA. It could well be that someone with a more moderate condition might score lower points across a range of descriptors but would nevertheless have issues with a number of separate aspects of ‘mental functioning’ which should be accounted for. This should be seen as recognition of the complexity of these sorts of conditions rather than a ‘loophole’ by which applicants can acquire points.

Where ‘double counting’ could plausibly occur it is as a result of the descriptors not clearly focusing on a certain type of impairment and this leading to some overlap between them. As such, we believe that our descriptors eliminate this problem through re-focusing them on the specific area of impairment. However, were it deemed to still be an issue, we would recommend retaining the range of descriptors but limiting scoring to those descriptors that are most relevant to the claimant (most likely those that they score highest on). This would ensure that all types of impairment are fully recognised while avoiding the possibility of someone scoring twice for the same impairment. This is greatly preferable to simply cutting down on descriptors where the principle motivation is avoiding the possibility of double-scoring, even if this means the assessment is less comprehensive and effective at picking up on impairments.
The Review suggested that the wording of some descriptors were focusing on the wrong things and made amendments to what it was that was being measured by the descriptor.

We agree with this point and have gone back to the basics of what should be being measured in order to compose our descriptors from relevant variables.

However, we believe that our proposals also fundamentally improve the descriptors in terms of how they measure impairments by making them multi-dimensional and therefore eliminating the problem of trying to measure the impact of complex impairment by looking at a single variable.
The Review suggested that a number of the descriptors were too complex in their wording and needed to be simplified.
We agree with this point but would suggest that, where it occurred, the complexity was generally a result of the descriptor attempting to incorporate a number of variables into a linear measure. The Internal Review’s proposals simplified the wording but also tightened eligibility by rendering the descriptors less comprehensive. We believe that our descriptors offer a more concise and accurate way of measuring the impact of a person’s impairment.
The Descriptors

In this section we will explain the rationale behind each of the descriptors we are proposing as well as suggesting how these should be interpreted within the Atos handbook. We have also produced an electronic spreadsheet which best demonstrates how each descriptor would work in practice in terms of translating the different variables into an overall score. Versions of each descriptor laid out in a more basic (and printable) format are included as an appendix to this document.
For every descriptor, we will describe what we feel it should be assessing, how our proposal will improve this, and how this should (or should not) be implemented through the Atos handbook. One of our key concerns with the current handbook is that it calls on the assessor to make assumptions about the applicant based on appearances. Statements such as the one below may be intended to indicate what outward symptoms would be sufficient for recognising a condition as part of a ‘Mental State Examination’ but seem to be taken by many assessors as being necessary for the presence of the condition.
“Those with anxiety or depression would be expected to have Mental State Examination findings consistent with a significant level of disability such as in severe anxiety where they may be extremely distracted or sweating.” 

We feel that these assumptions and extrapolations are indicative of a wider issue within the assessments: that there is often an assumption that the applicant is not as disabled as they are claiming. Our extensive contact with people going through the system is that, if anything, the opposite is true: they are more likely to underplay their impairments. In some cases this will be because they lack insight into their condition, in others it may be that they are ashamed or embarrassed, or it may just be that they want to come across as positive. In any case, the assessor should be focused on ensuring that they do not miss an impairment rather than expecting the applicant to exaggerate their condition. For those applicants attending the assessment, this is an event of huge importance and they are likely to make a particular effort to turn up on time, look presentable, and engage with the assessor. It should not be assumed from such behaviour that this is how the applicant behaves every day.
This shift in attitude is both vital for and aided by our proposed descriptors. In order to assess people fairly using the new descriptors, the assessor should be identifying where the applicant’s impairment is most acute. For example, in the case of ‘learning tasks’ it may be that the applicant has some difficulty with simple tasks but finds moderately complex tasks impossible and, since the latter combination results in a higher score in our system, the assessor should put the onus on this feature of the impairment. However, our system also aids this process as it requires the assessor to be more rigorous in their questioning than the linear scale of the current descriptors.

As suggested previously, our descriptors themselves provide a basis for questioning which essentially constitutes a formalised semi-structured interview. We would therefore expect instruction to the assessors through training and the handbook to be more straightforward than it currently is. We would expect this questioning to follow the path of an initial inquiry about the area of impairment (from which it may well be possible to decide if this is an area that needs investigation) followed by more detailed questioning around the variables that we have selected for each descriptor.

In proposing scoring thresholds for these descriptors, we are aware that we may have proposed eligibility that is less stringent than that currently in place. Although we do think that the current eligibility is too stringent, even if our proposed scoring thresholds are adjusted we believe that the adoption of our proposed structure would improve the assessment since the principles are more conducive to an accurate assessment than the current structure. 
We should stress that our organisations very much support a focus on employment and the importance and benefits of work for many of the people we represent. From this perspective, we have always supported the two-tiered approach to ESA which was supposed to be about recognising that some people face particular barriers to employment and may need additional support to get there – hence the existence of the Work-Related Activity group of ESA. However, as noted earlier, we believe there has been a shift in emphasis – that the assessment is looking only at capability for work and not effectively assessing limited capability for work. As a result, we believe that there are too few numbers of people receiving the extra support available to members of the WRAG group.
We have attempted to iron out some of the inconsistencies in language used across a number of the descriptors currently in use and in relation to those proposed as part of the Internal Review. For example, within the Internal Review proposals, one descriptor awards nine points for those who require the presence of another person for the ‘majority of time’ while this same level of supervision attracts 15 points under another descriptor. The issue of support/supervision is also something we sought to clarify. By removing references to level of support, we have aimed to avoid assumption that the support/adaptation will be provided without question in the workplace. While we appreciate this is used currently as a means of ascertaining severity of disability, we believe such references confuse the issue and intention of the assessment and are not necessary as a result of the changes we are suggesting here. 
1) Learning tasks 
Scope of descriptor

This descriptor is intended to assess difficulties the applicant may have with learning a new task and retaining information. This is vital since capability to work is dependent on an ability to learn how to carry out tasks and a number of learning disabilities can fundamentally limit a claimant’s capacity in this area.

The original descriptor for this impairment was very complicated and tried to look at how complex the task was, what sort of demonstration would be required, and whether further demonstrations would be required. Although these are legitimate variables to focus on, it is not possible to accurately measure them all on a linear scale.

The Internal Review correctly identified that this descriptor was too complicated, but in simplifying it to only look at the complexity of the task it has disregarded the importance of the other components that can constitute a difficulty with this area.

Our proposal

We believe that the most important variables when considering someone’s impairment in this area are:

· The complexity of tasks that causes difficulties for the applicant

· How much difficulty this causes the applicant

· How long the applicant retains the ability to perform the task for

As the two existing versions of this descriptor correctly identify, it is important to understand whether it is just complex tasks that cause the applicant problems or if they would find learning even a simple task difficult. It is also important to establish how difficult the applicant would find it to learn the task, since those who find it ‘very difficult’ rather than ‘impossible’ should also be recognised as impaired. If an applicant can learn a task but will have forgotten how to do it by the following day or even the following week, this also needs to be recognised.

Case studies

Greg has a moderate learning disability and has recently started working in a post room. He needs to be shown how to use the franking machine on a daily basis, for several weeks, before he’s able to operate the machine independently. Even then, he sometimes has lapses of confidence which causes him to doubt his ability. In these instances he needs to seek support from his colleagues.

The new descriptor recognises that Greg has significant difficulty with quite simple tasks and that he needs to relearn the task regularly. In general, for people with a learning disability, their disability will mean that – to varying degrees – they will need support to learn new things and may have difficulty retaining knowledge. 
At college Susan, a person with autism, has to be shown several times how to make a cup of tea in order to learn how to do it. Once she has learnt how to do it she will be able to do it in the future in that kitchen. However she cannot generalise her learning to make a cup of tea in a different room with a different kettle.  She would need to be shown how to complete the task in every setting where this is required.
Although Susan could repeat this simple task a week later in one setting, she is unable to learn the task in such a way that she can apply her learning with any changes of circumstances.
Implementation in handbook

Currently, the handbook suggests that eligibility for this descriptor should be partially determined by: “general memory and concentration, general decision making ability at assessment, their ability to cope at interview, general intelligence, requirement for prompting.”

We do not believe this is appropriate, particularly as we are aware of how stringently statements like this can be interpreted by assessors. Learning a task is about cognitive capacity to do so but the aspects of impairment described in the handbook are generally tangential to this capacity rather than clearly indicative of it. We believe that it should be sufficient to assess the applicant on the terms of the descriptor itself.

We believe that a broad range of tasks need to be considered for assessing capability on this descriptor. The guidance uses the example of whether or not someone can brush their teeth, suggesting this as a demonstration of whether someone is capable of learning a new task. This is not an appropriate example given that most adults will have been brushing their teeth all their lives. It also seems highly irrelevant to the realities of the workplace. Assessors should ensure rigour by being careful not to assume that a professed ability to perform a familiar task is indicative of an ability to learn a new task.
As with subsequent descriptors, there also need to be clear definitions of what different levels of difficulty that the applicant may face mean in reality. These should take account of factors such as how long it takes to learn the task, whether this learning is transferable or limited to the specific circumstances, and how intensive the support required to learn the task is.
2) Awareness of hazards

Scope of descriptor

This descriptor is intended to cover individuals at risk from common hazards as a result of reduced understanding or ability to recognise potential danger. Clearly a reduced awareness of danger will impact on an individual’s ability to work and, indeed, to get safely to work in the first place. 

The original descriptor focused on frequency of instances of, or near-avoidance to, injury to self, others or damage to property or possessions. The review stated that “hazard awareness is binary in nature; individuals are unlikely to be occasionally aware, or occasionally unaware” and therefore removed any temporal measure of severity. We do not accept that this is always the case. For some, awareness of hazard may vary. The Internal Review also attempted to give consideration to severity of risk using level of supervision required as a proxy indicator for this. While we agree severity of risk to be important, using supervision as an indicator in the context of measuring limited capability for work, assumes that there will be some level of supervision in the workplace. In reality, the reliability of that support being there cannot be assumed and therefore cannot be incorporated into the assessment of someone’s capability for work.
Our proposal

We believe that the most important variables when considering someone’s impairment in this area are:
· The severity of the risk posed (i.e. level of danger)
· How often the individual is likely to be at risk 

We believe that the measure of this descriptor should be the frequency and significance of the risk, rather than the frequency of supervision needed. As noted above, it is important to understand the frequency of instances in parallel to the significance of the risk. Any level of risk should be recognised as having some impact on capability for work. 

Case studies

During the manic phases that Linda experiences because of her bipolar disorder, she can become quite reckless and take less account of the risks she poses or faces. Due to the fluctuation in her condition, for long periods of time this may not be an issue but when these phases occur, the risk posed is serious.

The reduced awareness of hazards that Linda experiences at certain times needs to be recognised by the assessment in the context of her ability to work.
Clare has a learning disability. She normally shows a reasonable awareness of hazards in the workplace, but at times of high emotion – either positive or negative – her level of awareness drops significantly. One afternoon at work, Clare was making herself a cup of tea and became particularly excited when she saw someone that she had not seen for sometime. As a result she ended up pouring boiling hot water on her hand and badly scalding herself. 
There is no doubt that Clare is a valued employee, but her fluctuation in awareness of hazards is something that her manager and colleagues have to take into account. While Clare can learn particular issues around health and safety, she would struggle to generalise what she has learnt in other settings.
Joshua has autism. He is very able and generally has excellent awareness of hazards.  However, he has a very strong interest in lorries, and if he sees one he will cross the road to stand by it and look at it, with no consideration of the dangers, meaning on some days his lack of awareness of this particular hazard places him at significant risk of injury.
The descriptor needs to recognise that, although Joshua is usually aware of hazards, there are certain circumstances that put him and others at great risk.
Implementation in handbook
The description and example tasks for this impairment in the handbook are broadly acceptable. However, the greater emphasis on variation in the risk posed within our proposed descriptor means that there needs to be more attention paid to this within the assessment. As our scoring suggests, constant moderate risks need to be recognised as an impairment, even if this is not as serious as a frequent very significant risk.

As with the subsequent descriptors, there also need to be clear definitions of what the terms relating to frequency mean in reality.

Note: Descriptors 3-5
The original descriptors for ‘memory and concentration’, ‘execution of tasks’, and initiating and sustaining personal action’ were the subject of much debate during the Internal Review of the WCA in 2009-2010. The key point of contention was whether these three descriptors overlapped and whether ‘double counting’ was occurring, where someone could score twice for the same impairment. As discussed above, we dispute the suggestion that this is a significant problem and, indeed, the very idea that someone scoring for different aspects of their condition should be seen as a flaw in the system. We would disagree with the statement that the amalgamation of the three activities identify the same disability – “the inability to complete a task”. There will be lots of instances where someone will be unable to complete a task but there may be a range of causes for this, connected to different aspects of their impairment. As each of these causes may affect work capability, they need to be addressed separately within the descriptors. It is also important to recognise that taking a long time to complete a task presents a significant barrier to working.

However, we do recognise that the wording of these three descriptors did suggest some overlap between them. We feel the solution to this issue is to refocus the descriptors on the three separate areas that they should cover: the first on the applicant’s ability to maintain focus on a task; the second on the additional time an applicant might need to complete tasks; and the third on the applicant’s ability to manage a daily schedule. As discussed above, if there is still a clear overlap between someone scoring in two areas, we would recommend limiting scoring to the descriptors that are most relevant to them (which would usually be signalled by the one on which they scored highest).

3) Maintaining focus 

(formerly ‘Memory and concentration’)
Scope of descriptor

This descriptor is supposed to look at the impact of poor memory and concentration. We believe that the principal impact that should be assessed by this descriptor is whether the applicant can maintain focus on the task they are dealing with.

The original descriptor for this area looked at managing “day to day life” in the context of memory and concentration, but we do not feel this is where this impairment would be most prominent. The Internal Review proposed a new descriptor to cover all three of the existing descriptors around carrying out tasks/actions. We feel that, by trying to cover all these areas with a generic descriptor, this fundamentally limits the possibility of significant impairments being recognised by the assessment where maintaining focus due to memory and/or concentration are central to how that particular impairment manifests itself.

Our proposal
We believe that the most important variables when considering someone’s impairment in this area are:
· The range of tasks that the applicant may struggle to maintain focus on

· How long the applicant can work on such tasks without losing focus

· How often the applicant has these sort of difficulties

It may well be the case that certain types of tasks cause the applicant more difficulty in terms of maintaining focus than others and so it is helpful to have an idea whether the impairment applies to all tasks (and hence is more severe) or just some (and hence is less severe). As recognised in the original descriptor, there needs to be a sense of how long the applicant can work on such tasks for without losing focus in order to gain an understanding of the severity of their impairment. Finally, in order to recognise fluctuation in the applicant’s condition, there needs to be a measure of how often the impairment affects them.

Case studies

On days when his anxiety is bad, Andy struggles to maintain focus on tasks that require constant concentration such as data entry. This may only be a problem for a few days a month but when the anxiety is acute he will struggle to work on almost any task for longer than about an hour.

Although Andy’s impairment is not constant, it would need to be recognised that his anxiety is a problem in terms of sustaining a job and this should be recognised by the allocation of some points on this descriptor.
Paul has a mild learning disability. He is very able but can over worry and get very anxious about relatively small things. To him, they can seem very problematic which causes Paul to get distracted and be unable to concentrate. At work, this can sometimes mean that Paul does not carry out his day to day tasks, which he can otherwise do with no prompting and with great efficiency. When Paul is like this, he usually needs to sit down with his line manager and talk it through with him before he can put it to one side and get on with his work. 

Under the proposed descriptors (Internal Review), Paul’s issue with his anxiety and the impact of this on his concentration would not be taken into account. Memory and concentration are key factors in how a learning disability manifests itself and must be accounted for. 

Gordon has Asperger syndrome, which results in obsessional interests. In Gordon’s case this is in modes of transport. While he generally has a good attention span, if anyone starts talking about transport he becomes distracted from whatever he is doing and is unable to focus on anything else for long periods of time. This may happen several times a week.
Although this does not mean that Gordon is unable to work, it needs to be recognised by the descriptor that his impairment presents barriers to employment.

Implementation in handbook

The handbook currently suggests that those who live alone or even attend the assessment alone would be unlikely to have “the level of disability reflected in these descriptors”. We fundamentally reject this assertion for two reasons. 
Firstly, it is simply wrong to extrapolate from, for example, attendance alone at the assessment, that an applicant is not impaired in this area. All of our contact with those who have been through this process suggests that applicants treat the assessment very seriously indeed due to its implications and will attend even if it causes them great distress. Their attendance may be extraordinary in relation to their usual capability and may well impact negatively on their subsequent condition. On the other hand, as the example above demonstrates, someone with a mild learning disability who is very able and can travel and live independently has no bearing on the ability to maintain concentration as a result of disproportionate anxiety. It is a deeply unfair basis on which to assess capability. 
Secondly, the inability to maintain focus on a task is clearly indicative of the need for additional support when in work. This impairment does not need to be either assessed by, or checked against, tangential factors such as the applicant’s attendance at the assessment.

Again, there is a need to have examples of relevant tasks in order to assess the range of tasks that might be affected by this impairment. Some of those currently listed in the handbook are adequate but this list would need to be expanded to incorporate a range of relevant activities.
4) Execution of tasks 

Scope of descriptor

This descriptor is supposed to asses the additional time needed by some applicants to complete tasks because of difficulty with processing information or delays caused by other factors such as obsessive behaviour or psychotic/dissociative states.

The original descriptor focused on the extent of the additional time needed but did so in a way that was difficult to assess due to the specificity of the time periods (for example “more than one and a half times but no more than twice the length of time”). The descriptor was essentially removed by the collapsing of the three descriptors discussed above. We believe it is important to retain a measure of this impairment.

Our proposal

We believe that the most important variables when considering someone’s impairment in this area are:

· The range of tasks that the applicant may take longer to complete

· How much longer they will take to complete the task

· How often the applicant has these sort of difficulties.
As with ‘maintaining focus’, it is important to know if this is an issue with only certain tasks or with all tasks as a means of measuring the severity of the impairment and ensuring that all relevant consequences are picked up on. Another necessary measure of severity, as used in the original descriptor, is how much longer such tasks might take the applicant to complete. As with other descriptors, there also needs to be a measure of how often the impairment affects the applicant.

Case studies

As a result of her Obsessive Compulsive Disorder, there are certain types of tasks that Hannah will take much longer to complete. Any sort of task involving physical contact with new objects or people can trigger periods of hand-washing that add considerable time to the completion of the task. Some days Hannah can cope better with her OCD than others.

Because the impact of Hannah’s impairment is quite specific in terms of what tasks trigger her behaviour, a more general descriptor might not pick up on it. However, the fact that on some tasks she would take much longer to complete the task and that this is true most days means that she experiences an impairment that needs to be recognised by the assessment.  

Sue has a learning disability. She can complete every day tasks with which she is familiar without any problem at all. However, she can take over half an hour to get dressed and may take twenty minutes to make a sandwich.

In this example, Sue demonstrates that she can learn a simple task and initiate personal action. However, the fact that she takes much longer to complete these tasks is a significant impairment (particularly in an employment context), which needs to be recognised by the assessment. 

Peter, who has autism, cannot cope with interruptions while carrying out an activity.  If a colleague speaks to him while he is reading a document for example, he has to restart the entire task from the beginning.

Because of the way Peter processes information, if he is interrupted, he has difficulty completing any task.  Any task will take him substantially longer than expected.

Implementation in handbook

The current handbook suggests that any scoring of impairment on this descriptor should be consistent with a Mental State Examination that demonstrates a “significant level of disability”. We believe that the descriptor and associated questioning should be used to establish the presence of impairment and that suggestions, for example, that an applicant claiming impairment in this area due to anxiety would be expected to be “extremely distracted or sweating” are very unhelpful in this endeavour. We have heard from applicants who have been told that because they are not displaying such symptoms they are not eligible for scoring on relevant descriptors.

The questioning around this descriptor needs to ensure that a range of tasks are considered. We agree with the current handbook that some routine, ‘every day’ tasks should be used, but also tasks with a clear relevance to the workplace.

Although it is a difficult variable to accurately assess, there need to be clear definitions of what sort of severity of impairment, in terms of additional time needed, would place the applicant in each of the categories for this variable.

The definitions around frequency should be consistent with other descriptors using this variable.
5) Managing self and schedule 

(formerly ‘Initiating and sustaining personal action’)
Scope of descriptor

The original focus of this descriptor was “the ability to initiate or sustain action without need for external prompting”. This is an important impairment to consider due to the difficulty many applicants will have with apathy or fatigue or with the ability to prioritise. However, due to the way we have refocused the other descriptors in this area, we also wanted this descriptor to cover the difficulties an applicant might face in planning and managing a schedule of tasks due to ability to organise oneself, distress or motivation, thereby distinguishing it from issues around memory and concentration.

Again, as with the other two descriptors in this area, this descriptor was collapsed into the new ‘sequential personal actions’ descriptor as part of the Internal Review. We feel that the type of impairments covered by our descriptor would simply not be picked up by the proposed version.

Our proposal

We believe that the most important variables when considering someone’s impairment in this area are:

· The extent of the difficulty the applicant has in managing themselves and their schedule

· The usual duration of these periods of difficulty

· How often the applicant has these sort of difficulties.
The original descriptor assessed difficulty in this area simply on the basis of the frequency of prompting required by the applicant. This is only a proxy measure of the impairment and is not necessarily a reliable indicator. Instead, we propose that questioning for this descriptor should look at how much difficulty the applicant faces in terms of coping with a daily schedule of tasks and managing themselves during this process. Another important measure of severity is whether these types of difficulty are relatively constant or just last for short periods. Finally, the usual measure of frequency is necessary since such difficulties may only occur on some days, or may be ever-present.

Case studies

When his depression is bad, Jamie’s motivation and energy levels are very low, particularly in the mornings. He struggles to get up and ready, to get started on any tasks, or to plan the day ahead. These problems mean that managing himself and his schedule during one of these periods is virtually impossible. These spells of depression tend to run for a number of weeks and affect him a few times a year.

Jamie’s impairment may only be significant on certain days, and only at its most acute for part of the day, but it still represents a significant barrier to sustaining employment and needs to be recognised by the assessment.
Due to her learning disability, when Tina has a series of tasks to complete at work, she finds it very difficult to judge when to move from one task to another. She finds it hard to prioritise and gets confused if she is asked to do lots of things at once. Tina needs support from her colleagues to manage her daily work activities. Her colleagues have found that visual aids really help Tina to do her job.

This is not about Tina’s ability to concentrate or remember tasks, nor is it about ability to learn or the length of time taken to complete a task. Tina can need some prompting in these circumstances because of a lack of initiative and confidence.
Because of Reece’s autism he finds it very difficult to plan his work and needs someone to break his work schedule down into small steps and write these down for him.  If he is given more than 10 written instructions to follow he gets overwhelmed. As a result, generally he needs to be given at least one set of instructions an hour to enable him to complete his work.

Reece finds it very difficult to organise his schedule into a series of tasks without significant help. The descriptor recognises these difficulties and the fact that the impairment is always present, even if it doesn’t constantly limit his ability to work.

Implementation in handbook

The types of ‘personal actions’ and ‘activities of daily living’ discussed in the handbook for the current descriptor would be largely translatable to our proposed version. Unlike with the two previous descriptors in this area, the issue is not the range of tasks that the applicant has difficulties with, but a range of tasks that need to be discussed in order to assess how the applicant would cope with a usual daily schedule.

The questioning for this descriptor needs to focus on identifying likely or common scenarios in which the applicant’s impairment may make it difficult for them to manage themselves within a daily schedule, and then establishing how severe these difficulties will be and how long they might last, as well as how often such difficulties might occur.
6) Coping with change

Scope of descriptor 

This descriptor aims to identify individuals who will have difficulty in coping with changes to their normal routine. 

The original descriptor looked at the degree of change as well as looking at whether the change is a planned or unforeseen change to the individual’s normal routine. However, it was difficult to measure both of these variables on a linear scale. The Internal Review sought to achieve greater clarity in relation to planned rather than unexpected change, but the issue of measuring two variables remained. Neither of these descriptors took account of the fact that someone’s impairment might change from day to day.
Our proposal

We believe that the most important variables when considering someone’s impairment in this area are:

· Whether the change is planned or unplanned

· How difficult this would be to cope with

· How often this is likely to be an issue.
We agree with the variables already identified in this descriptor. However, the linear nature of the current descriptor presents a challenge, attempting to account for too many possible combinations of variables – is a minor, unplanned change equal to a major, planned change? We do not believe it is necessary to consider whether the change is major or minor, taking simply the lower scoring of the two and considering how difficult this is for the person to cope with. This also removes some element of subjectivity. In addition, how often this presents itself as an issue is assessed. 

Coping with a minor, planned change would be a significant impairment, and our model therefore recognises this for an individual who would find this either difficult or very difficult, even if just for some of the time. If a minor, planned change is not an issue for a particular individual, the descriptor allows for an individual to score nothing against this but rather allows them to score against minor, unplanned change, which is certainly important in the context of work. In any workplace environment, people are commonly required to do new and different things (outside their ‘usual’ day to day job description) and this reality needs to be accounted for in this descriptor. 

Case studies

Cynthia has problems with anxiety and panic attacks. One day when she comes to work, her colleague is off sick unexpectedly. Cynthia usually talks to her colleague frequently and in her absence struggles to work all day and leaves the office on a number of occasions to try and calm down. 

Although Cynthia can usually work because of coping mechanisms, such as chatting with a colleague, on any given day an unexpected change can make work very difficult for her. This does not mean she cannot work but it needs to be recognised as a limit on her capability to do so.
May has been living in supported living for nearly ten years. She is very able and does lots of activities out and about in the community. May enjoys routine. She has set days for certain activities and set evenings for certain household chores, like doing her laundry. She can become very agitated and upset if there are any changes to her routine and will tend to need some time to get used to the idea. 

May is very able. The fact that she finds change so difficult does not mean that she can’t work but it would need to be recognised as certainly limiting her capability to do so. 

James, who has autism, came into work one day to find the main door had been painted a different colour over the weekend.  He became so stressed because of the change he became unable to cope and had to take the rest of the week off with stress.
James copes well with planned changes, but if he is not alerted to even relatively minor changes this can cause him extreme distress. The descriptor fully recognises these nuances of his impairment.

Implementation in handbook

The current advice for this descriptor in the handbook is simply unacceptable. As discussed above, applicants will go to great lengths (such as enduring distress) to attend the assessment due to its great importance. To assume that their presence represents a total absence of impairment in areas such as this is unfair and inaccurate. Attendance is not a highly relevant factor for this area of impairment, since the applicant will have had time to plan for the day of the assessment. 

The types of tasks presented in the handbook for assessing this impairment are acceptable, but need to be framed in the context of a change in routine in order to accurately gauge the applicant’s response to such a scenario.
7) Getting about

Scope of descriptor 

This descriptor is aimed at identifying individuals who are unable to travel without supervision and support from another person.

The original descriptor looked at the familiarity of destination for an individual and the level of support needed to get there. It also looked at the frequency with which someone cannot get somewhere. 

The Internal Review removed the frequency variable and attempted to emphasise familiarity as the most telling indicator. However, the descriptor excludes those from scoring who might experience difficulties in getting about on some occasions – as a result of anxiety, for example. We agree with the review document’s statement that ‘the need for constant provision and reliability of that accompaniment presents a risk in relation to attendance at work’, but do not believe this is reflected in the current descriptor. Additionally, there is a lack of consistency across each scoring descriptor in relation to the extent of supervision. 

Our proposal

We believe that the most important variables when considering someone’s impairment in this area are:

· The level of difficulty travelling alone causes the individual

· The familiarity of the destination

· How often it is an issue for someone.

As the current descriptor identifies, it is important to take into account the issue of familiarity, but our descriptor would also allow for those where familiarity is not an issue but where travelling somewhere would cause stress and anxiety – whether that’s all of the time or some of the time. It allows for an individual to score against one of these, without picking up points against the other, therefore allowing for a number of potential variables impacting on ability to ‘get about’. 

It is also important to ensure that the issue of supervision take into account both fear and anxiety about travelling without someone to accompany them, as well as ability to learn, understand or retain information to enable an individual to travel unaccompanied – for example, in relation to someone with a learning disability.  

Case studies

Phillip has quite severe agoraphobia such that he finds it very difficult to leave the house, even if he is travelling somewhere familiar. There are some days where he manages to keep his condition under control, but on most days this would present a significant problem.

The level of distress that Phillip experiences is recognised by the descriptor (it is very difficult, but not impossible to cope with), but also the familiarity of the destination and whether this is always the case.

John has a severe learning disability. He received travel training to learn his route to work. One morning, John turned up for work 3 hours late. When his manager talked to him about why he was late, John said that he had missed his bus stop. He got off the bus at the next stop but then was unsure about what to do. He stayed there until someone offered to help him get to work.
John can learn certain routes but could not travel to an unfamiliar place alone. John worked with his travel trainer to learn what to do if he misses his stop. However, his travel training cannot allow for every eventuality. Any ‘new’ unexpected situations are likely to confuse John and cause him uncertainty. 
Simon, who has autism, can travel independently to places he has travelled to many times before, but is unable to travel to unfamiliar places without practising the route several times beforehand at the times of day he is likely to be travelling.  If Simon gets stuck in his journey he will just stay where he is.  He will remain there until someone gets worried and sets out to find him, in some cases taking several hours.

Simon cannot travel to somewhere unfamiliar alone without significant support. He does not get anxious about the travelling, but is not able to make judgments about what to do in unexpected circumstances (such as alerting someone about a difficulty).  
Implementation in handbook

Currently, the handbook suggests that “it would be expected that evidence of severe anxiety would be apparent to support the level of functional restriction in this area”. We believe this is too narrow a definition – anxiety may play no factor in relation to whether or not someone is able to travel independently. It is also wrong to assume that anxiety would always be readily apparent to an observer or to extrapolate from the applicant’s presence at the assessment that this area of impairment is not an issue for them.
It will be important to consider a number of different scenarios and how these might impact on the applicant.
8) Social engagement

(formerly ‘Coping with social situations’)
Scope of descriptor

This descriptor covers difficulties with social engagement due to levels of anxiety or distress or due to difficulties in relating to others. It is about ability to engage rather than the potential outcomes of such engagement, which are covered by the subsequent descriptors.
The original descriptor for this area started from the assumption that the impairment would ‘preclude’ social engagement and then tried to measure how often this would be the case. The Internal Review proposed instead looking at whether the social engagement was with someone familiar or unfamiliar. These are both legitimate variables but neither by itself allows for full consideration of this area of impairment. 
Our proposal

We believe that the most important variables when considering someone’s impairment in this area are:

· How difficult social engagement can be
· How this is affected by the familiarity of those being engaged with
· How often this is likely to be an issue

Our proposal makes use of the two variables used by the previous descriptors (frequency and familiarity) but also looks at how difficult this engagement would be. We do not believe that only those applicants whose impairment completely precludes social engagement should score on this descriptor. Those who find such engagement difficult should also have their impairment recognised if this is often the case and is not only restricted to engagement with those unknown to the applicant. We therefore believe that all three of these variables are necessary to recognise the variation and fluctuation in such impairments.
Case studies

Richard has Asperger syndrome.  He has had training in social skills and is able to manage during working hours to present himself “normally”.  However the stress of constantly having to try to fit in to other’s expectations and norms places significant demands of him and means he is only able to work limited hours.
The descriptor recognises that on a daily basis Richard finds social engagement very difficult, whether people are known to him or not.

Sanjay is always shy, but when his anxiety is severe he finds it immensely distressing to deal with social interaction with anyone who is not very close to him and will tend to avoid it at all costs. These periods of more severe anxiety are present about half of the time.

The descriptor recognises that Sanjay’s condition fluctuates and that when it is bad it can preclude social interaction with even those familiar to him. As such, he is allocated a score that is higher than if the descriptor just focused on the support he requires.

Chris has a learning disability. He is very shy and unconfident. If Chris meets someone new, he will avoid contact for several days until he gets to know them. However, if you were to see Chris with someone he is familiar with he appears very open and confident. 
The descriptor allows for the specific features of Chris’ impairment and would recognise that his difficulties represent a barrier to employment.
Implementation in handbook

Currently the handbook seems to focus on the level of fear rather than on the functional impact of distress. It suggests that anxiety in the descriptor would result in physical symptoms, a racing pulse or feelings of impending death. Although this may be the presentation in some cases, not everyone will experience anxiety or stress in these ways, and the guidance should avoid an implication of prescription of the manifestation of distress and emphasise the impact in relation to work capability.

9) Appropriateness of behaviour

(formerly ‘Propriety of behaviour with other people’)
Scope of descriptor

This descriptor addresses whether a claimant has behaviour which may be considered inappropriate in a work environment. This includes physical or verbal behaviour directed at another person, as well as disinhibited behaviour more generally. It is also important that this descriptor take into account inappropriateness of behaviour stemming from a lack of awareness. This can often be quite subtle – for example, a lack of awareness of personal space or someone talking loudly about an inappropriate personal matter. 

The original descriptor for this area of impairment was very confusing as it tried to incorporate a number of measures of severity as well as a measure of frequency into a linear scale. The Internal Review proposed a descriptor that was greatly simplified but only took account of the frequency of the inappropriate behaviour. 
Our proposal

We believe that the most important variables when considering someone’s impairment in this area are:

· How severe the behaviour is likely to be
· How often this is likely to be an issue.
The severity of behaviour is critical to its impact on the workplace and needs to be assessed in order to recognise that even moderately inappropriate behaviour also presents a barrier to employment. The descriptor also recognises the frequency of the behaviour as this is vital for understanding how much of an issue such behaviour would be in the work place and it qualifies the severity of the behaviour. Someone who displays disinhibited behaviour on a daily basis which may be disruptive although not unmanageable in a work setting, will have their impairment recognised by this descriptor. 

Case studies

Rachel has autism, and when she is anxious she starts to hum and flap her hands. This happens up to several times a day, and at least one day a week.  Her colleagues find this extremely disruptive.

This is quite low level behaviour but its regularity causes considerable disruption in the workplace and needs to be recognised by the descriptor.
During psychotic episodes, Mandy can display behaviour that is inappropriate or even threatening due to reduced awareness of those around her. Recently, these episodes have been longer in duration to the extent that they are present more than half the time.

By measuring the severity of her behaviour and the frequency of such behaviour separately, the descriptor leads to a more accurate representation of Mandy’s impairment than the previous version.

Tim has a mild learning disability and is very able and efficient. At work, Tim sometimes stands very close to people when he is talking to them and he can sometimes ask inappropriate questions. This can make his colleagues feel uncomfortable.

Tim can learn what is ‘acceptable’ if he is told. However, he often needs to be told a number of times and may need further prompting. He would need to be told for each separate incident. As such, the descriptor needs to recognise that she may need additional support in order to work.
Implementation in handbook

Guidance in the handbook will need to ensure it covers the range of behaviour encapsulated by this descriptor, including the less severe behaviours, which may lead to considerable disruption in the workplace. Questioning should also cover the possibility of disproportionate responses that would be deemed socially inappropriate such as overreacting to criticism.
10) Communicating with others

(formerly within ‘Dealing with other people’)
Scope of descriptor

Understanding and being understood is fundamental to any workplace.  However, following the Internal Review of descriptors, all reference to communication issues within the mental and cognitive impairment descriptors were lost. This was previously included as one part of the ‘Dealing with other people’ descriptor, but only in relation to communication which causes distress. The original descriptor also only measured this impairment in terms of frequency.
Our proposal

We believe that the most important variables when considering someone’s impairment in this area are:

· How significant the misunderstandings are likely to be
· How much communication this impacts on
· How often this is likely to be an issue.
We believe that an assessment of communication must be a part of the Work Capability Assessment in relation to mental, cognitive and intellectual impairment. The severity of misunderstanding will be important to note, as well as whether it affects all or just some communications. Given the breadth of considerations in understanding and being understood by others this will be multifactorial, covering comprehension and expression, and a variety of communication mechanisms, as well as who it is that is being communicated with and how familiar they are to the applicant. Due to the fluctuation in some relevant conditions, it is also important to consider how often such problems arise.
Case studies
Due to paranoid and delusional thoughts, Darren finds that most communication results in misunderstandings which create feelings of being under threat. This doesn’t always mean that he can’t make himself clear, but it does cause significant distress to Darren.

The descriptor recognises that in most cases Darren will misunderstand what is said to him or the way that it is said.

Aisha has a learning disability. She’ll normally attempt to answer questions by providing the answer she thinks the questioner will want to hear. Thus, depending on how a question is asked (including tonally), this can often result in conflicting answers.

Aisha can work, but her line manager has had to learn how to communicate with her, taking in to account her particular communication needs. She now knows not to assume that Aisha has understood what has been asked of her. This represents a relatively moderate barrier to work but needs to be recognised by the descriptor.
Sanjit has Asperger syndrome.  He finds it very difficult to know how to contribute to a conversation. He doesn’t know how to signal that he wants to speak, or find a gap in the discussion.  He also finds it very difficult to know when to stop speaking once he has made his point. As a result he is frequently unable to make himself understood clearly, which he finds extremely frustrating.

Sanjit’s difficulties with social understanding mean that he is not able to communicate effectively with others, and this descriptor reflects this.
Implementation in handbook

In some cases where people have limited understanding of communication, they may not have insight into when they have not understood something.  

The questioning for this descriptor will need to explore the level of difficulty in understanding created. It will also need to explore the types of communication affected. This will include different communication mechanisms, including spoken, written, non-verbal communication as well as the familiarity of those being communicated with. It will also include understanding and interpreting others’ communication as well as expressing oneself. Consideration should be given to ability to understand non-literal language, such as metaphors, and abstract concepts.

Key points for scrutiny/input

We greatly welcome the opportunity to have a panel of experts consider, scrutinise and improve the proposals we have come up with. We believe that what we have produced is an innovative improvement on the current model. However, we also recognise that we have undertaken this work in a short period of time meaning that, in a number of areas, there is scope for improvement and refinement. As stated previously, versions of each descriptor laid out in a more basic (and printable) format are included as an appendix to this document. We do not see this as the finished product and believe that the proposals will benefit greatly from further work and discussion before being presented to Ministers. Therefore, there are a number of areas on which we would particularly welcome comment and input:

· The principles and scoring mechanism of the descriptors

· How our descriptors compare to the intention of the original versions

· The descriptors we have used and how we have framed them

· The variables we have used for each descriptor

· The terms we have used to measure the variables

· The consistency of terms across the descriptors

· The scoring on each descriptor in - both how they relate to the variables that are inputted and how they relate to other outcomes (e.g. how should someone who finds it impossible to get to an unfamiliar place score compared to someone who finds it difficult to get to a familiar place?)

· The distinction between Work-Related Activity and Support groups within the structure we have proposed

· How the descriptors should be implemented through the handbook.
We look forward to engaging with the scrutiny panel on these proposals to ensure that the eventual recommendations to Ministers are robust as possible.

Appendix:

1) Learning Tasks:






       simple (3)
a) Has difficulty learning tasks that are
       moderately complex (2)






       complex (1)







  
    impossible (3)
b) To the extent that learning such a task is  
    very difficult (2)






  
    difficult (1)











              a day later (3)

c) After learning the task, they would be able to repeat it no more than
   a week later (2)










              a month later (1)

Descriptor scoring:

If axbxc is less than 4 = 0 points
If axbxc is between 4 and 8 = 6 points

If axbxc is between 9 and 12 = 9 points

If axbxc is more than 12 = 15 points
2) Awareness of hazards:






       
  very significant (4)
a) Reduced awareness of hazards leads to  
  significant (3)






      
  moderate (2)

risk of injury to self or others; or damage to property or possessions

                 the majority of the time (3)
b) This is an issue  
      frequently (2)


                 occasionally (1)

Descriptor scoring:

If axb is less than 3 = 0 points
If axb is between 3 and 5 = 6 points

If axb is between 6 and 7 = 9 points

If axb is more than 7 = 15 points
3) Maintaining focus:






       





all tasks (3)
a) Due to poor memory or concentration, has difficulty maintaining focus on
most tasks (2)






       





some tasks (1)

       an hour or less (3)
b) When working on it for  
       a few hours (2)




       most of the day (1)

                 the majority of the time (3)
c) This is an issue  
      frequently (2)


                 occasionally (1)

Descriptor scoring:

If axbxc is less than 4 = 0 points
If axbxc is between 4 and 8 = 6 points

If axbxc is between 9 and 12 = 9 points

If axbxc is more than 12 = 15 points
4) Execution of tasks:






       simple (3)
a) Has difficulty learning tasks that are
       moderately complex (2)






       complex (1)







  
    impossible (3)
b) To the extent that learning such a task is  
    very difficult (2)






  
    difficult (1)

                 the majority of the time (3)
c) This is an issue  
      frequently (2)


                 occasionally (1)

Descriptor scoring:

If axbxc is less than 4 = 0 points
If axbxc is between 4 and 8 = 6 points

If axbxc is between 9 and 12 = 9 points

If axbxc is more than 12 = 15 points
5) Managing self and schedule:






      








    impossible (3)
a) As a result of issues of motivation, organisation or distress, managing self and schedule can be
    very difficult (2)






      








    difficult (1)

         all of the day (3)
b) For          much of the day (2)

         short periods (1)

                 the majority of the time (3)
c) This is an issue  
      frequently (2)


                 occasionally (1)

Descriptor scoring:

If axbxc is less than 4 = 0 points
If axbxc is between 4 and 8 = 6 points

If axbxc is between 9 and 12 = 9 points

If axbxc is more than 12 = 15 points
6) Coping with change:
a) 
                      impossible (5)
i) Coping with minor, planned change to schedule would be
       very difficult (4)
     difficult (3)
Or





  
    


  impossible (4)
ii) Coping with minor, unplanned change to schedule would be
  very difficult (3)






  
    


  difficult (2)

                 the majority of the time (3)
b) This is an issue  
      frequently (2)


                 occasionally (1)

Descriptor scoring:

If axb is less than 5 = 0 points
If axb is between 5 and 8 = 6 points

If axb is between 8 and 14 = 9 points

If axb is more than 14 = 15 points
7) Getting about:






       







  impossible (3)
a) Due to distress or disorientation, the claimant can find getting to a specified place alone
  very difficult (2)    





       










  difficult (1)




familiar (3)
b) when the place is  
unfamiliar (2)
                 the majority of the time (3)
c) This is an issue  
      frequently (2)


                 occasionally (1)

Descriptor scoring:

If axbxc is less than 4 = 0 points
If axbxc is between 4 and 8 = 6 points

If axbxc is between 9 and 12 = 9 points

If axbxc is more than 12 = 15 points
8) Social engagement:






      






         impossible (3)
a) Difficulties relating to others and/or anxiety and distress can make social engagement
         very difficult (2)






     






         difficult (1)







  
      
 familiar to the claimant (3)
b) This is a problem when interacting with people  
 known to the claimant (2)






  
   
 unknown to the claimant (1)

                 the majority of the time (3)
c) This is an issue  
      frequently (2)


                 occasionally (1)

Descriptor scoring:

If axbxc is less than 4 = 0 points
If axbxc is between 4 and 8 = 6 points

If axbxc is between 9 and 12 = 9 points

If axbxc is more than 12 = 15 points
9) Appropriateness of behaviour:






       








     Extremely severe (3)
a) May display physically aggressive, verbally aggressive or socially inappropriate behaviour that is
     moderately severe (2)






      








     mildly severe (1)

                 

       the majority of the time (3)
b) This type of behaviour occurs  
       frequently (2)


                

       occasionally (1)

Descriptor scoring:

If axb is less than 3 = 0 points
If axb is between 3 and 5 = 6 points

If axb is between 6 and 7 = 9 points

If axb is more than 7 = 15 points
10) Communicating with others:






       





very significant  (3)
a) Has difficulties with communication and social understanding that lead to
significant (2)






      




           moderate (1)

misunderstanding on the part of the claimant or others






     all communication (3)
b) This is likely to occur during
     most communication (2)





     some communication (1)

                 the majority of the time (3)
c) This is an issue  
      frequently (2)


                 occasionally (1)

Descriptor scoring:

If axbxc is less than 4 = 0 points
If axbxc is between 4 and 8 = 6 points

If axbxc is between 9 and 12 = 9 points

If axbxc is more than 12 = 15 points
� ‘Training & Development ESA Handbook’, DWP, August 2008, P100


� All the case studies included in this report are hypothetical, but are based on the experiences of people who contact our organisations about the WCA and the difficulties they face in having their impairments recognised by the current assessment.


� DWP, August 2008, P96
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