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Building Our Futures

Executive Summary

About the BOF project

Building Our Futures (BOF) is an action research project carried out by Toosh Limited, funded by the Trust for London (formerly City Parochial Foundation) and managed by Disability Action in Islington, a borough based DPO.  It was supported by a steering group, made up of representatives of London DPOs and a senior manager from the PEACe Project at London Voluntary Service Council.

The research was based on the social model of disability, focusing mainly on the barriers faced by DPOs and disabled people in the work place. The research involved:

· Desktop research on employment and disabled people, in particular within the voluntary sector and DPOs;

· Approaches to key stakeholders about their experiences of DPOs or of disability and employment issues (e.g. Disability LIB,  a DPO capacity building project, funders and influencers such as London Council and the GLA, key government agencies, and third sector organisations;  

· A first stage contact with over 120 London-based DPOs and their staff to find out the views and experiences of DPO staff members, Chief Executives (CEOs), management committee members and others; 

· From that wider group in-depth needs analysis interviews with eight Deaf and disabled people’s organisations and 16 individual Deaf or disabled employees of DPOs;

· Development and piloting with DPOs of a range of solutions to address needs identified; 
· Developing a final set of recommendations to address the employment/HR needs of DPOs. 

Introduction

There are over 120 user-led Deaf and disabled people’s organisations (DPOs) in London, promoting the rights of disabled people and providing a wide range of essential projects and services. All are led by disabled or Deaf people. DPOs have a pioneering role in employing disabled people and finding imaginative solutions to the barriers experienced. As user-led organisations DPOs also have a major role in delivering the current national personalised social care and independent living agendas and peer, user-led services more generally.

What is a Disabled People’s Organisation?

DPOs are organisations run and controlled by Deaf and disabled people and are committed to human rights, inclusion and removing the barriers faced by Deaf and disabled people in society.  London’s DPOs are small voluntary organisations and most employ between 1 and 20 staff, mainly part-time.  They are a voice for the concerns of London’s one million Deaf and disabled people.

However, many DPOs face particular challenges relating to employment and human resource (HR) issues. This reflects the long-term impact of exclusion and discrimination faced by disabled people, such as high levels of poverty, poorer employment, educational and health outcomes than non-disabled people and higher levels of isolation and social exclusion. For example, few DPOs management committee members are in employment and many DPO staff have not previously been in paid work. DPOs work to tackle this exclusion at the same time as dealing with its consequences, such as the impact of disability on individual disabled staff and the lack of support from mainstream voluntary sector support organisations.

Building Our Futures, an action research project undertaken over a two-year period and managed by representatives of DPOs and HR experts, found a range of employment and HR issues undermining DPOs ability to survive and thrive and meet the needs of their disabled staff. A summary of these are outlined below.

Key Findings

· London’s DPOs provide employment and volunteering opportunities for significant numbers of disabled people. 

· The work of DPOs is significantly hampered by their limited managerial and human resource capacity and expertise.  

· Recruiting appropriately skilled disabled staff and meeting their access needs and costs can be difficult. 

· Managing performance issues, particularly related to access and impairment related issues, can be problematic.

· DPOs are often isolated from wider voluntary sector support networks.

· There is a lack of appropriate, tailored support and resources on employment and human resource issues for DPOs to access.

· The real costs of managing and running DPOs and accessible services are not recognised by funders.

Impairment or disability?

The social model of disability is a tool for understanding both impairment and disability. Impairment is an individual condition or difference, for example being blind, or having a learning difficulty. Disability is the social consequences of having an impairment. People are disabled by social attitudes and assumptions, laws, the physical environment and the way in which organisations operate, all of which create barriers for disabled people.  The social model argues that these barriers, unlike most impairments, can be changed: for example, assumptions by employers and practical barriers in the workplace can be challenged so that disabled people no longer face discrimination.

Detailed Findings

Staff in DPOs

· Working in a DPO is a positive experience for most disabled staff, who show a high level of personal and professional commitment to their work and their users.

· Opportunities for career development within DPOs are limited.

Recruitment

· Recruitment takes longer and can be more expensive due to difficulties recruiting skilled and experienced disabled staff. Where less experienced staff are recruited, induction and training takes more time and has implications for project outputs and outcomes. 

Part-time staff 

· DPOs employ a greater proportion of part-time workers; whilst this brings benefits, it also means more people to manage and more support to negotiate.

Meeting the access needs of disabled staff

· Though half of the disabled workers within DPOs said their access needs were met, an equal number said they were not and reported a lack of discussion about impairment, concern about disclosure, a perceived hierarchy of impairment within DPOs and limited understanding of others’ impairment and access needs. 

· There are fundamental problems within the Government’s Access to Work scheme.  These include: a lack of understanding and awareness of the scheme – both by disabled people and employers; policies and procedures which do not meet full access costs; the implementation of the scheme by local officers which can lead to delays and difficulties. 

· Staff in DPOs are more likely to use personal assistants (PAs) than in other organisations. There is a lack of clarity from Access to Work regarding the employment of PAs, including their employment status, responsibility, impact on physical space and funding.

Access to Work 

Access to Work is a programme funded by the Department of Work and Pensions and run by Job Centre Plus. It provides support to disabled people to help them “overcome work related obstacles resulting from their disability”, through financial support with costs such as the extra cost of travelling to work and help at work; e.g. equipment, personal assistants or support workers, adaptations and awareness training for colleagues. 

Job Centre Plus London and South East Contact Centre www.jobcentreplus.gov.uk
Telephone: 020 8426 3110  Textphone: 020 8426 3133

Sickness absence

· Sickness absence relating to impairment/disability is regarded within DPOs as a serious problem. Long-term sickness absence can seriously impact on a DPOs ability to deliver a project or service and puts pressure on other staff, particularly managers who provide cover for absent colleagues.

· Employing agency staff or consultants to cover staff sickness (or if a DPO is unable to recruit) can be useful but is a very expensive short-term solution that also requires significant management input. 

Managerial capacity and expertise

· Flat management structures, where Chief Executives (CEOs) supervise the majority of staff, are typical within DPOs and put huge pressures on them and severely limit the development of an organisation. 

· Chief Executives or sole workers are often isolated and are not obtaining the specialist support they need from their Board members or from second tier support organisations. 

· There can be tensions between being inclusive by supporting disabled staff and getting the best performance from staff.

· Many CEOs, most of whom are disabled themselves, reported a lack of confidence in managing performance, particularly related to access and impairment related issues. Many also have little time to update their knowledge and skills on these issues.

· Internal HR policies and procedures are in need of updating but disability specific resources are scarce.

· The real costs of managing and running DPOs and accessible services are not recognised by funders.

External support

· There is a lack of appropriate and accessible HR training and support that meets the specific needs of DPOs.  

· There is concern about a lack of understanding of the needs of DPOs amongst mainstream second tier support organisations, trade unions, the statutory sector and funders.

· DPOs try to get support from wherever they can, sometimes using expensive services that cannot fully meet their needs.

· Whilst networking opportunities through Disability LIB are increasing, there is insufficient networking or sharing of knowledge, information and experience by DPOs.

Summary of Recommendations  

Training and support 

· The setting up of two London networks to provide training, peer support and information sharing for Chief Executives and for DPO management Committees.

· The creation of a new, tailored and accessible HR training package specifically for DPOs.  This package of training should include, as well as more generic HR issues around employment good practice, courses on sickness/impairment/disability and performance; Access to Work issues; employing personal assistants and Disability Equality Training. 

· The development of a HR support service specifically for DPOs, modelled on LVSC’s PEACe HR project for Black and Ethnic Minority organisations. 

· The development of a pilot DPO mentoring scheme where established and effective DPOs are resourced to mentor and support newer DPOs to provide practical advice, guidance and support.

· Charitable Trust funders should explore with DPOs the feasibility and effectiveness of including participation in specific training as part of the Terms and Conditions of grants – in order to tackle low levels of take up of training by DPOs.

Access to Work

· Department of Work and Pensions should actively promote and publicise the scheme to employers, disabled people and others to increase awareness of the scheme and how it operates.

· ATW should ensure all ATW staff receive Disability Equality Training delivered by disabled trainers.

· ATW to undertake a review, involving ATW users and DPOs, of the scope and remit of what constitutes disability-related needs and costs.

· Produce clear advice on the options for employment of ATW support workers/PAs and develop and deliver training support programmes, delivered by disabled people, on how disabled workers can manage their support/PA staff effectively.

· ATW extends the scope of support provided to disabled people to address the personal impact of exclusion and discrimination on individual disabled workers. For example training on assertiveness and confidence building skills or on managing one’s impairment in the workplace.

Staff teams 

· Piloting a disabled staff network similar to the CEO and Management Committee networks proposed.

· Training for disabled staff on identifying, raising and managing impairment, disability and access related needs in the workplace.

· Research into identifying career development pathways for disabled staff in DPOs including qualification opportunities, mentoring schemes and secondment opportunities.

· The development of a pilot disabled volunteering project to resource DPOs to recruit and meet the access needs of disabled people.

External help and support

· Pan-London, regional and national DPOs are resourced to actively work with key second tier providers and policymakers in the voluntary sector to raise awareness and understanding of the needs of DPOs and ensure their services and work incorporates and reflects these needs.
· Key second tier mainstream voluntary sector providers including: NCVO, LVSC, Business Link carry out a Disability Equality Impact Assessment on their employment, training and information resources to ensure they are accessible and inclusive to disabled people and DPOs.

· Key second tier mainstream voluntary sector providers carry out targeted outreach work to increase awareness and take up of their services by DPOs.

Understanding the needs and costs of running DPOs

· The development of an agreed funding formula that could be used by DPOs and funders alike to identify the additional needs and costs relating to: recruitment and induction; managing large teams of part-time workers; access needs not met by ATW and for user involvement; training; and appropriate outputs and outcomes.

· This funding formula should also take into account the need to increase managerial capacity of larger DPOs.

· Research into the feasibility of regional DPO contingency funds that would enable DPOs to meet the costs of providing staff cover for long-term sickness absence and/or the inclusion of staff cover in the above need and cost funding formula. 

· The development of guidelines for commissioners and procurement officers on working with DPOs to increase understanding of the role DPOs play in tackling social exclusion, health inequality and the personalisation of social care and to ensure DPOs are not discriminated against within tendering processes. 
· The Association of Directors of Social Services (ADASSS) with Department of Health and National Centre for Independent Living continue to provide guidance to Local Authorities on working with and supporting the development of DPOs as local user led organisations delivering independent living services.  

Building Our Futures: Recommendations in Full 

Understanding the needs and costs of running a Deaf and Disabled People’s Organisation

Recommendation 1

That a full cost recovery model should be adopted by organisations and funders to reflect the full costs of running a DPO, including all access costs not met by Access to Work, access costs for volunteers and management committee members, training and development costs for staff, costs of access to non-managerial support and staff management costs, and costs of fully inclusive events.

Recommendation 2 

That funders and commissioners should fund and commission a piece of work to develop guidance on DPO costs to:

· Outline the additional access, employment, managerial and HR needs that a DPO or a specific project/service may incur, as identified in this report

· Also outline indicative access costs of running activities and events are acknowledged and budgeted for appropriately.  

· Develop a formula for allocating costs to these needs. 

This formula could then be used by funders and DPOs alike when budgeting.  

Recommendation 3

That funders and commissioners look to allocate a ‘contingency fund‘ that would cover variable costs, and in particular the costs of staff cover if a worker in a DPO is on long-term sickness absence/ or include the costs of staff cover in the above funding formula

Recommendation 4

That a staff cover resource (perhaps by developing a database of disabled freelance workers) be developed by Inclusion London or other second tier DPO.

Recommendation 5

That funders and commissioners acknowledge the longer set-up and lead-in times needed for DPOs to develop and deliver new projects and services and that they adjust contract requirements accordingly. 

Infrastructure support

Recommendation 6

Funders should recognise the additional management needs of DPOs using the guidance outlined in Recommendation 2 above.

Recommendation 7
DPOs with less than seven staff should be provided with access to back office support: employment advice and support and basic technical HR support (e.g. help with recruitment, development and implementation of policies). It is recommended that funders look to fund the development of the above in partnership with umbrella bodies such as Inclusion London, Disability LIB and LVSC.

Non-managerial supervision

Recommendation 8

DPOs should ensure that non-managerial support is provided to CEOs.

Recommendation 9

Funding awards, including those for specific projects, should recognise the need for non-managerial supervision for CEOs of DPOs.

Meetings training needs of DPOs

Recommendation 10

a. The creation of a new, tailored and accessible package of HR training specifically for DPOs 

· This should be a rolling programme of training with targeted outreach work carried out to ensure the active involvement of DPOs. 
· This training should be organised by a partnership of appropriate agencies – LVSC’s PEACe service and Inclusion London.
· BOF recommends that the basic package of training should cover the following four key areas of HR management, as set out overleaf:

	1. Starting employment
	Health and safety

Induction

Recruitment

Access to Work

Identifying access needs

	2. In employment
	Performance management

Managing sickness

Discipline and grievance

Capability

Dealing with mental health issues

	3.Termination and redundancy
	Ill health

Redundancy

Dismissal

	4. Finance/Funding employment
	Full cost recovery: identifying and recovering costs 


b) The tailored package of training needs to ensure:

1. Accessible and properly targeted publicity – ensuring publicity reaches its targets within DPOs.

2. Thorough and accessible organisation of events/courses – with adequate time set aside to do this and to communicate well with potential and actual participants.

3. Accessible venues – proper consideration of participants’ access needs.

4. Trainers sensitive, knowledgeable and experienced in subject and with understanding of DPOs’ needs.

5. Proper budgets allocated for fully meeting access demands.

6. Use of a variety of accessible venues, in accessible locations throughout London.
c) BOF also recommends that research is undertaken into systems that improve attendance at training courses, such as the deposit system noted.
One-to-one HR support for DPOs

Recommendation 11

The development of a 3-year DPO Human Resources service, using the PEACe service for Black and ethnic minority organisations as a model, to provide a range of direct HR support to DPOs. Development of such a project should also involve Inclusion London. 

· This DPO HR Support service and the recommended training should be linked, to encourage improvements in knowledge, understanding and HR practice. 

· This service will need to ensure co-ordination with other work and activities arising from these recommendations specifically around information resources and networking . 

· This package of support should include elements that enable DPOs to apply for the appropriate quality marks (e.g. Investors in People, PQASSO, ISO 9000) – a mark that can help demonstrate DPOs’ commitment to good HR practice, and improve DPOs’ position, within tendering and contractual procedures and requirements, particularly in relation to CILs. 
Networking of Chief Executives and Director of DPOs

Recommendation 12

a. The development of a DPO CEO network project. The network should be structured, focussed and both real and virtual 

b. Each CEO network event should be:

· Focussed around an issue with specific training/expertise/guests.

· Professionally facilitated by an independent person not identified with any DPO.

· Linked via a virtual network/internet space (e.g. a closed network for  Disabled People's Organisations, where they can interact, share information, upload and share documents etc, in confidence)
c. The network would require funded support for a paid member of staff to manage the virtual network and to administrate, organise and facilitate meetings.

Networking of staff in DPOs

Recommendation 13
Further research should be carried out into the need for, and the development of, a London disabled staff network, offering the opportunity for gaining peer support, sharing information and discussing access issues. BOF recommends this research is led by Inclusion London.

Networking of DPO Trustees

Recommendation 14

A management committee network should be a key element of the management committee development programme that BOF recommends is undertaken by Inclusion London (see below).

Supporting DPO Management Committees

Recommendation 15

The development of a London DPO Trustees’ project to provide tailored training, advice and support ‘in-house’ on the full range of management committee issues including responsibilities, skill development, recruitment and other issues.

This service should be linked with the development of management committee networking opportunities.

Information resources

Recommendation 16

Key second tier organisations (LVSC, NCVO, Business Link) should carry out a Disability Equality Impact assessment on their information resources to ensure they are accessible to disabled people and inclusive of the needs of DPOs. This must be done in partnership with DPOs. 

Recommendation 17

a. HR documents on LVSC’s and other websites (e.g. guidance published by Disability LIB and Employers’ Forum on Disability) should be made available through the DPO network portal.

b. The portal should act as a forum for sharing of model policies and procedures.

Outreach to DPOs

Recommendation 18

Pro-active networking should be carried out by Inclusion London and others to involve DPOs and to capacity build the sector, particularly on HR issues. 

Inclusion London should work with other second tier organisations and government bodies to ensure the active use of, and participation by, DPOs in wider networks and consultation forums.

Recommendation 19

A programme should be set up and funded to build the capacity of larger DPOs to mentor and support smaller DPOs, to spread good practice and deliver of appropriate advice and support.

Second tier organisations: addressing the barriers

Recommendation 20 

Second tier organisations must work proactively with DPOs as part of their work with voluntary sector groups, and meet their legal obligations to provide accessible services. For this to happen we recommended that:

· Contacts be encouraged by Inclusion London and other second tier London and national DPOs between disability networks and mainstream second tier organisations

· Key second tier mainstream voluntary sector providers carry out targeted outreach work to increase awareness and take-up of their services by DPOs

· Targets are set by funders for all second tier organisations to work with DPOs

· Second tier organisations build their capacity to work with DPOs by ensuring that their staff and Management Boards receive appropriate and in-depth training on Disability Equality and other issues related to DPOs, delivered by experienced disabled trainers. 

· Second tier organisations, including LVSC, NCVO and Business Link and local CVSs carry out a Disability Equality Impact Assessment of their employment, training and information resources to ensure they are accessible to disabled people and inclusive of DPOs. This should be done in partnership with relevant DPOs.

Recommendation 21

Pan-London, regional, and national DPOs should be resourced to work actively with key second tier providers and policy makers in the voluntary sector to raise awareness and understanding of the needs of DPOs and ensure their services and work address those needs.   

Workforce development

Recommendation 22

Further research is recommended, to identify how best to create skills development pathways for disabled staff in DPOs, in partnership with other second tier organisations working in this sector, to include different ways of achieving qualifications, including accreditation of prior knowledge, tailored training and mentoring and other necessary measures.  

HR development

Recommendation 23

a. DPOs must be supported to develop their HR practices, where necessary with additional funding support.

b. DPO must be encouraged to adopt the following good practices:

a) Inclusion of training budgets and a staff-development policy 

b) Attendance at training for committees, staff and CEOS 

c) Exploitation of new networking opportunities 

d) Development of good internal communications policies that allow discussion of impairment, and how to meet access needs.

c. DPOs must be encouraged to use new services developed as a result of the recommendations of this report, perhaps by making this a condition of funding.

Access to Work: meeting the needs of staff and employers

Recommendation 24

The Department of Work and Pensions should actively promote and publicise the scheme to employers, disabled people, the voluntary sector and others to increase awareness of the scheme and how it operates.

· Specifically, briefings/workshops for DPOs on Access to Work and how to get the best out of the scheme, run by Access to Work and by appropriately experienced DPOs working together.

Recommendation 25

In order to ensure that DPOs and disabled staff receive the appropriate support to manage workplace Personal assistants/support workers, we recommended: 

· The production of clear advice on the options for employment of ATW and workplace personal assistant/support workers

· A training support programme, is developed and delivered by disabled people, on how disabled workers can manage their support/PA staff effectively.

· Agencies supplying support workers should be strongly encouraged to increase the availability and quality of work-based personal assistants/support workers and develop their understanding of the needs of DPOs.

Recommendation 26

In order to ensure that Access to Work delivers appropriate and fair services to all employees and employers, including DPOs: 

· ATW should ensure all ATW staff receive Disability Equality Training delivered by disabled trainers.

· ATW should undertake a review, involving ATW users and DPOs, of the scope and remit of what constitutes disability-related needs and costs.

· ATW should extend the scope of support provided to disabled people to address the personal impact of exclusion and discrimination on individual disabled workers - for example training on assertiveness, confidence building skills or on managing one’s impairment in the workplace.

· ATW should extend support to disabled people in volunteer positions, in recognition of the vital role of volunteering as a pathway to work and social inclusion

Recommendation 27

Funders must pro-actively promote Access to Work to groups that they fund.

Recommendation 28

Second tier DPOs, with the support of mainstream voluntary sector bodies should continue to lobby and work in partnership with Access to Work, to educate and inform with regard to the full access needs of DPOs and DPO employees. 

Policy development by stakeholders: government, decision makers and funders

Recommendation 29

Key stakeholders must engage and communicate directly with DPOs and their second tier support and policy organisations over issues of concern to the voluntary sector, employment issues and the development of key policies and practices, in particular over:  

· Policy development

· Contracting practices

· Consideration of access issues

· Employment and the voluntary sector 

· Funding strategies

Research report

A note about definitions and acronyms used in this report

In this document we use the language of ‘impairment’ and ‘disability’ as defined within the social model of disability, that people are disabled by the barriers which society places in their way. We use the terms ‘disabled staff’ and ‘disabled people’ to describe these very diverse people, rather than ‘people with disabilities’. We refer to ‘non-disabled people’ rather than ‘able-bodied people’ as the latter term can have pejorative implications for disabled people. We take the view that a positive approach to disability rights focuses not on an individual’s impairment but rather on the ways to remove barriers to equality and to inclusion in employment and other opportunities. 

DPOs: Deaf and Disabled People’s Organisations: voluntary/community groups run for and by Deaf and disabled people where at least 75% of management committee members, staff and volunteers are Deaf or disabled people.

We use the term ‘reasonable adjustments’ in the sense that it is used in disability discrimination legislation (See Appendix 17).
HR: Human Resource: personnel and employment issues and law, including a wide range of employment practices and procedures

VCS: Voluntary and Community Sector: to include all charities and groups with charitable aims, as well as community groups without charitable status.

VCOs: Voluntary and Community Organisations

CVS: Councils for Voluntary Service

The terms “management committees”, “management committee members” and “trustees” are used to broadly define the voluntary management boards of VCOs.

BOF: Building Our Futures: the name given to this project by DPOs

CILs: Centres for Independent Living

PAs: Personal Assistants - support workers, usually those employed by disabled people themselves or provided by Access to Work to assist disabled people in the workplace

CEOs: Chief Executive Officers or Directors
Section One

Framework and Perspective

1.1 
Purpose, Background and Context

Deaf and disabled people face many barriers to employment: lack of educational opportunities, lack of work experience, attitudinal, information, communication and physical barriers. This exclusion and disadvantage continues for many Deaf and disabled people once in employment and the demands of managing both impairment and disability issues can severely limit both the work potential and performance of disabled workers. Likewise, the chronic under-funding of DPOs, the lack of HR expertise and capacity and the additional demands of being user-led organisations, where the majority of staff are Deaf or disabled, combine to create significant problems for DPOs in recruiting appropriately skilled staff and retaining and managing their employment and skills/career development. 

Difficulties in addressing these interlinked and complex issues can in turn result in DPOs failing to deliver effective quality services and can generate a perception that DPOs are not able to deliver. Both of these facts undermine DPOs’ ability to compete in the open tendering and contractual market that is increasingly the main source of income generation for VCOs.

In recognition of the above, a group of London DPOs developed the BOF funding proposal for a piece of research to investigate and to report on the HR issues DPOs  face and to suggest solutions to the issues encountered. The project secured funding from the City Parochial Foundation (CPF) to carry out this work over an 18-month period.

The work was carried out in the context of the development of a new London-wide umbrella organisation for DPOs. Now called Inclusion London, at the start of the project the organisation had yet to be named, and its CEO to be recruited. The steering group, the funders of the project (Trust for London, formerly City Parochial) and other stakeholders were keen that the Building Our Futures project would feed into the development of the new organisation, and at the same time feed into the new Lottery-funded national capacity-building DPO, Disability LIB.

The research was also carried out during a time of change. DPOs, like other voluntary and community organisations, are facing new challenges in terms of local and national policy developments. For example, changing funding environments through the increasing ‘contract culture’ in the sector and the further development of Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) and Local Area Agreements (LAAs), the development and implementation of individual budgets and Centres for Independent Living (CILs), all of which impact upon DPOs.

To add to this, the research work was carried out during a period of major economic contraction and political and economic crises throughout the world were having (and will have) an impact on funding for all VCS groups.

1.2 
Methodology

A steering group made up of representatives of DPOs and others with expertise in HR was put together to steer the Building Our Futures (BOF) project. This comprised:

Tracey Lazard, Chief Executive, Disability Action in Islington and Chair of the BOF Steering Group

Ruth Bashall, Chair, Disability Action Waltham Forest 

Sarah Robinson, Information and Employment Manager, Hammersmith and Fulham Action on Disability

Penny Beschizza, Deaf Positive

Rahel Geffen, OSS Manager, London Voluntary Service Council

This steering group put together a brief for a consultancy “to gather evidence and identify solutions to the specific HR, employment and management support needs both DPOs and disabled employees have.” A specific programme was put together to include desk research, research into DPO HR needs and issues, a needs analysis and developing and testing HR solutions. Following an open recruitment process, the consultants chosen to carry out the project were Toosh Limited, led by David Abse.

Toosh is a voluntary sector training and consultancy company founded in and led by David Abse since 2005. David Abse is a former Chief Executive of Islington Voluntary Action Council, and set up PEACe, LVSC’s respected Personnel and Employment Advice Service. David Abse has over 25 years’ experience of working within the voluntary and community sector and also has experience as a trade union employee and officer. David has an MA in Industrial Relations and Human Resource Management, and authored several chapters (concerning employment issues) of the 4th Edition of “Voluntary But Not Amateur”, and was commissioned to write “The Essential Employment Menu”, an employment guide for BAMER groups published by LVSC. Toosh has worked with a wide range of voluntary sector groups throughout the UK. David defines himself as a disabled person.

1.3 
Background Research

The first section of the project involved background ‘desk’ research. In the first instance a study was undertaken into existing research and information on disability and employment issues, particularly (but not only) within DPOs. Some useful information was flagged up, but in general this work showed the lack of research in the particular area the study was concerned with -  employment and HR issues within DPOs. 

1.4 
Stakeholders
In addition to the research carried out with DPOs, it was decided to approach stakeholders to assess their experiences of DPOs, and to gauge policy developments within the sector.

These stakeholders included national disability organisations, (especially the newly founded Disability LIB), key London funders and influencers (Trust for London/City Parochial, London Councils, the Greater London Authority, trade unions (Unite and Unison), Government agencies (Office of the Third Sector, Department for Work and Pensions, JobCentre Plus) and employing organisations (Employers’ Forum on Disability).

The two key areas looked at were how funders and other statutory bodies relate to DPOs, and the use and implementation of the Access to Work scheme. 

Special emphasis was given to the Compact, as it was noted that no specific code exists to deal with DPO issues, and at the time of research, major alterations to the Compact and its future were being undertaken. On behalf of the steering group a submission was made to the Compact Commission with regard to DPOs.

Our early research also highlighted specific issues around access costs (especially those not met by Access to Work) that funders should consider if they want DPOs to succeed.

With regard to Access to Work contacts were made at a national level with the Access to Work policy team at JobCentre Plus.  Key issues raised by the steering group and the research were addressed, and a subsequent conference was arranged.

1.5 
Contacting Groups

Shortly into the research it became clear that no definitive list or database of London-based DPOs existed. Therefore the research was carried out by finding lists used in previous research, by contacting local umbrella groups and by checking and cross-checking various internet databases held by a number of organisations. The fact that this information was held in a wide variety of formats, including long paper lists, spreadsheet documents, internet databases and word-processing files did not make the process easy. After some time sorting the information available, cross-checking with the steering group, and by direct contact with groups by mail, email and telephone, a final list of 128 London-based DPOs was drawn up. A full list of current London DPOs is available at www.inclusionlondon.org.uk
At the start of the project all groups on this list were contacted by mail and by email, in large print and Easy Read formats, with information about the project and its stages and groups were asked if they wished to participate. (See Appendices 1 & 2)
1.6 
The Stages of Work with Groups
a. Stage One – Needs Analysis

In the first stage the project aimed to consult with eight Deaf and disabled people’s organisations, to find out in detail about the employment issues they face, and to discuss what interventions had been tried, what had worked, and what had not. This consultation was to be conducted using methods that suited individuals and their organisation: on the telephone, by email, face-to-face at a venue of their choice, or whatever they prescribed. Where there were access costs these were to be met by the project.

The aim was also to talk to 16 individual Deaf or disabled employees to ask them about the issues they face when working for Deaf and disabled people’s organisations, and what they thought could have been done, or what was done to help resolve these issues. 

b. Stage Two - Interventions

After gathering this information, the aim was to develop a range of employment interventions and interventions for organisations and staff, and then trial them as a programme of services and events, and evaluate their effectiveness. 

1.7 
Reporting and Consultation

The final stage was to be the writing up of the project, including a set of tested and evaluated recommendations to address the needs identified in Stage One. 

Section Two

Findings

2.1 
Desk Research

An investigation was made into existing research in the area of employment and HR issues within DPOs. In addition, detailed research was undertaken with regard to previous studies on employment and disability. The information gathered, and in some ways the lack of information, helped shape areas of the remaining research.

2.1.1 Key Facts

Research into disability and employment in the US, Canada and in the UK highlighted a number of key facts:

i) An adverse labour market disproportionately affects disabled people: research shows that whilst disabled people are not more likely to lose jobs in periods of high unemployment, they find it much harder to regain employment.
 

ii) Employing organisations have found the implementation of anti-discrimination legislation (in UK the Disability Discrimination Act) difficult, partly because of a failure of understanding of both what defines a disability and what constitutes a ‘reasonable adjustment’.

iii) Employers find managing absence a particular challenge in relation to disabled employees.

iv) Disabled people are twice as likely as non-disabled people to have no qualifications, yet unqualified non-disabled people are almost three times as likely to be in employment. The gap narrows for disabled people with higher levels of qualification but does not disappear.

v) Durations of employment are very similar for the two groups but unemployed disabled people who have had a job are likely to stay out of work for longer.

vi) The employment rate of the working-age disabled population in the UK has risen from 38.1% to 47.2% between 1998 and 2007. The gap between the employment rate of disabled people and the overall employment rate (74.9% in 2007) is 26.5%, which has fallen from 35% in the same period.

vii) Employment rates differ across impairments and are particularly poor for those with learning difficulties (less than 1 in 5) and mental health problems (just over 1 in 10). The highest employment rates of over 6 in 10 exist for those with diabetes, skin conditions or chest/breathing problems.

viii) Disabled people in work earn on average almost £1 less an hour than non-disabled people in work, and nearly half of disabled employees are dissatisfied with their pay.

ix) “Disabled people in Britain are still more likely than non-disabled people to experience disadvantage”

x) The UK has tended to take “a path of amicable cooperation and negotiation to establish the principle of “reasonable” adjustments to improve access to new and old buildings”, in contrast to the US and France, and without much success.

xi) Employers are “frightened of using the incorrect language” in terms of employing disabled people.

xii) “Redefining work and improving access to training will help disabled people to develop their careers and move into leadership roles” 

xiii) Canadian research has shown that individuals with disabilities are likely to be less satisfied with their jobs. Identified causes were discrimination, harassment, or other conditions at the workplace and lower relative incomes.

xiv) “The flexibility, effective line management and investment in reasonable adjustments that disabled people need in order to do the job, is shown to be increasingly necessary for the wider labour force to be able to work productively and to their capabilities.”

xv) “Disabled people are no less productive or reliable than non-disabled people.”

xvi) “Disabled people often stay longer with the employer and have less time off sick; most do not require adjustments.”

2.1.2 The Experience of Disabled Employees


From an employee’s perspective we found the 2003 Joseph Rowntree Foundation research into “Disabled People’s Employment Strategies” to be particularly useful.
This research shows the range of strategies that disabled workers use in the workplace to “get on better at work”. The report concludes that disabled workers “thrive and survive” by adopting a “planned but gradual” strategy in the workplace. The research defines the strategies used as “diverse and often complex”. Strategies most often used included assertively (but not aggressively) asking for support, and “being open about impairment, disability and barriers” but doing this in a gradual way. Without these strategies in place disabled workers could not cope. The support disabled workers receive varies from employee to employee, and employer to employer, and is often unstructured. A key finding of the report was that disabled workers “want more structured and formalised” support.
 The BOF research showed that the experiences of some disabled employees in DPOs in a number of cases were no different to those employed elsewhere in the economy, as we shall see later in this report.

Meanwhile other research carried out by the Leonard Cheshire Foundation
 showed that 40% of disabled employees experience discrimination at work, and 10% of disabled workers pay for their own adjustments to enable them to work.

Meanwhile in 2008 NIACE (National Institute of Adult Continuing Education) carried out specific research into the employment of disabled people in adult education institutions.

This research highlighted two key issues:

“Issue 1: Disclosure 
… widespread unease and anxiety about disclosing other-than-obvious impairments. Some respondents reported that fear of discrimination prevented them from disclosing. Others felt their impairments were simply irrelevant. While we found evidence of some comprehensive good disclosure practice in a number of organisations, it is not widespread…  

 Issue 2: Mental health 
There was evidence that some types of impairment were considered easier to disclose than others. Responses from staff working in the sector suggest there is prejudice regarding mental health difficulties and that fear of negative or discriminatory attitudes and practices can deter people from disclosing. Prejudice and poor practice in employment are underpinned by a lack of knowledge about mental health. Employers are often unsure how they can support employees with mental health difficulties and what reasonable adjustments can be put into place. This lack of knowledge also means employers and colleagues may make assumptions about mental health difficulties based on stereotypes. Fear of saying or doing the wrong thing, as well as a lack of awareness, may stop some employers even broaching the subject of mental health let alone discussing what can be done to support members of staff with mental health difficulties. 
Because of this, responsibility for gaining support often lies with the individual, not with the organisation” 

These issues were similarly noted in our research by a number of DPOs, with the experiences of DPO staff and managers sometimes echoing the points above.

The same NIACE report also noted issues and problems with the Access to Work scheme that respondents in the Building Our Futures survey also faced.
2.1.3 Employment in DPOs

Research carried out by the Greater London Authority (Mayor’s Office) in 2006, surveying DPOs in London, primarily in relation to the development of a new London-wide DPO umbrella body, gives some useful background information regarding employment in DPOs:

“The emerging picture around capacity is that most DDPOs
 operate with small staff teams often employed on a part-time basis, supplemented by volunteers. In relation to job roles, in the vast majority of organisations there is one full-time senior manager, supported by a small team of part-time project workers.

30% of organisations do not employ any full-time staff. A further 39% employ less than five full-time staff. 18% of organisations employ up to 10 staff full-time. Overall the average number of full-time staff employed is 5.52% of organisations employ up to five part-time staff and 15% between five and ten. 15% of organisations do not employ any part-time staff. 18% employ more than 10 part-time staff. Only 18% do not use volunteers. 27% of organisations employ up to five volunteers, 15% between six and 10 and 18% between 10 and 20. Only two organisations do not employ any staff. The average total of paid and volunteer staff was 24.

DDPOs employ a high percentage of disabled or Deaf staff. 36% of organisations’ staff teams are over 80% disabled or Deaf people. A further 21% employ over 50% disabled people.” 

Research carried out by LVSC and others in 2008 highlighted specific problems in terms of accessible premises:

“There is a dichotomy between accessible and affordable premises in London for DPOs. The insecurity of funding often means that DPOs/CILs cannot sign up to longer leases, which are cheaper and few funders understand the higher core costs needed to support DPOs/CILs - accessible premises are usually more expensive.”

In addition this research highlighted a problem related to DPOs’ funding, which was to be echoed in the BOF research:

“Service Level Agreements with Local Authorities restrict the work of DPOs/CILs by only contracting for short periods of time - 1 year is the standard” 

Background Research Conclusions

Our research showed that there is a plethora of material on “how to manage disabled people”, and whilst this is interesting, and there are some useful conclusions and ideas, there is nothing specific in terms of DPOs themselves, nor, even more surprisingly, is there anything in existence in terms of guidance for disabled managers. All guidance assumes a manager with no impairment, who has little or no knowledge of the needs of a disabled person. 

Experiences of employees in non-DPOs echoed to some extent some of the experiences that were relayed to us during the research. Generally, however, we found DPOs and DPO staff to be facing unique issues not widely reported outside that context.

The experiences of disabled staff as reported in the Rowntree report provided a useful backdrop to our needs analysis research.

2.2 
Needs Analysis 
This section summarises the results of the needs analysis research carried out between July and November 2008. The researchers used specifically designed questionnaires.  (See Appendices 5 & 6)

2.2.1. Groups and Individuals Involved

Facts and figures

· 9 Deaf and disabled people’s organisations were interviewed. (Interviews were held with CEOs
)

· 17 members of staff within DPOs, with experience of working within 10 different DPOs interviewed.

· In addition email responses to requests for information (less detailed input) were received from 5 other people working in DPOs. 

· 100% of staff taking part in the needs analysis survey defined themselves as Deaf or disabled.

By their very nature DPOs employ a disproportionately large number of disabled people compared to non-disabled organisations. As noted earlier a DPO is defined as an organisation working on disability issues with at least 75% of their management committee comprising of disabled people. In most cases organisations employed a very large percentage of disabled people – 100% in a number of cases. The organisations ranged in size in terms of staffing from an organisation employing just one member of staff to one organisation employing 30 workers. 

2.2.2 Issues Identified Through the Needs Analysis Research

a. Part-Time Workers

A greater proportion of workers in DPOs work part-time than in other workplaces. This is largely due to the fact that many disabled people prefer to work part-time for reasons related to their impairment. 

The impact of this is that in terms of numbers of employees, more people are usually employed within a DPO than in other organisations. A non-DPO organisation, for example, might employ 5 Full-time Equivalent staff, which in reality translates into approximately 3 full-time and 4 part-time staff. In a DPO this is more likely to translate into approximately 1 full-time and 8 part-time staff. 

There are a number of implications for DPOs as a result of this:

1. Greater complexity in work organisation

2. Larger amount of time required to manage individuals – supervision, appraisal, general day-to-day support etc.

3. Greater need for physical space for more employees (including non-work space)

4. Greater need for various equipment in use (e.g. Computers, telephones etc)

5. More complex work arrangements (e.g. health and safety, industrial relations, general workplace organisation, internal communications).

b. Recruitment Processes

Some comments from CEOs 

 “When we recruit we concentrate on attitude. It’s important to employ people with good team working skills”

“The biggest issue we come across is people starting work who are not ready to take on the responsibility of a job”

“Employing disabled workers simply costs more money”

“Our recruitment processes are slow, and more expensive, but are accessible”

“Sometimes people we recruit are frightened of coming off benefits and going into work”.

“There are real skills shortage issues. There is actually a pretty small pool of workers to recruit from”

“Recruitment is a massive drain on my time”
Groups reported that recruitment in a DPO takes longer than average and is more expensive. Whilst a non-DPO might consider for example, ‘making materials available in large print or on tape’ if requested, a DPO will do this as a matter of course. More time will be put aside for interviews, other access needs will be met and paid for (e.g. sign language interpreters).

DPOs as a matter of course target the recruitment of disabled people, and therefore will be required to ensure their recruitment processes are accessible. This increases both the cost and the time devoted to the recruitment process.

c. Induction Processes

Some comments from CEOs

“In supervision I have to spend some time building staff’s self-esteem”


“Sometimes workers have developed life strategies for survival that are just inappropriate in a workplace”

“Workers find it hard sometimes to identify their own access needs”

The experience of the DPOs consulted is that many of the disabled people they recruit into new jobs require a longer and more intense induction process than newly recruited non-disabled workers might in other organisations.  This is the case because:

i) The worker may not have had a job beforehand and therefore needs induction to the whole new world of work, or is returning to work for the first time as a disabled person after acquiring an impairment. Some disabled people who have been institutionalised for much of their lives may find it harder to adjust to the world of work where they have to learn to take responsibility for their work and not have ‘things done for them’. Two organisations in particular reported this as being a major issue in terms of recruitment, with employees “not able to take on the responsibility of actually having a job” until they had been in post for many months.

ii) Access issues: when a disabled person is offered a job the employer is obliged to assess the new employee’s access needs and to make the necessary adjustments to ensure the new worker can carry out the job. This may take some time, in terms of getting an assessment from Access to Work (see section on Access to Work below), purchasing equipment, arranging support, arranging appropriate training etc. In a number of cases organisations reported that new workers started work without their access needs having been met, whilst they waited for funds from Access to Work to come through, and having to wait many weeks for the provision of the required support (whether support workers/PAs or equipment).

Without a full assessment of a worker's access needs, let alone implementation of them, there is an inevitable impact on an organisation’s ability to set out project plans and to carry out initial work at the start of a contract.

Key Findings: part-time staff, recruitment and induction

· Recruitment takes longer and can be more expensive due to difficulties recruiting skilled and experienced disabled staff. Where less experienced staff are recruited, induction and training take more time and this has implications for project outputs and outcomes. 

· DPOs employ a greater proportion of part-time workers, whilst this brings benefits, it also means more people to manage and more support to negotiate.
d. Reasonable Adjustment and the Access to Work Scheme

Some comments from CEOs 

“Access to Work are too slow. They lack understanding and don’t understand the impact of their processes”

“I don’t think Access to Work staff have had any equalities training”

“We have had so many arguments with Access to Work. They said ‘people with learning difficulties can’t do this job’. In one case we fought and produced our own assessment – it cost £1,000. “

“Managing Access to Work is too complicated and over-burdensome”

“In one case we waited 12 months before Access to Work paid. The best we’ve ever had was 6 weeks.”

“With Access to Work there’s just no information, and the sort of help you get is completely inconsistent”

“It’s really difficult to get Access to Work to review people’s access needs”

“Access to Work don’t understand the concept of disabled people holding management positions”.
Every employer who employs a disabled person is required by law to make ‘reasonable adjustments’ to enable that disabled person to carry out their job without barriers. Employers can receive help with the costs of making these adjustments through the Government’s
 Access to Work scheme managed nationally and locally by JobCentre Plus. However, there are often a number of access requirements that are not covered by the Access to Work scheme. In addition, there are limits to and problems with the implementation of Access to Work.

In practice the Access to Work scheme works in the following way: The employer and the employee approach Access to Work together, and explain the situation. An initial form is completed over the phone and once the employee receives a copy, signs it and returns it to ATW, an assessment officer comes to visit, makes an expert assessment of the work situation, and then makes a recommendation with regard to the access support needed, and how it will be provided and paid for. 
For a new employee this is supposed to meet 100% of the cost. In reality, however, this is not how it always works out. Groups involved in this research reported the following issues:

i) Using Access to Work: the research indicated widely differing experiences of the Access to Work scheme. In some cases the experience was extremely positive, with Access to Work providing an efficient and friendly assessor, making a prompt and useful assessment, and providing the appropriate support with minimal fuss and delay. On the opposite end of the scale organisations experienced:

· Assessors clearly unsuited to the role, making comments such as “you couldn’t possibly do this job with your disability”, 

· Assessors not taking the time to listen to people, 

· Assessors and JobCentre Plus staff arguing about the level of support needed,

· Delays in making payments. 

ii) It is a common experience that the Access to Work scheme copes well in terms of provision of funds for equipment, or for travel support, but often fails when access needs are complex, and require the employment of personal assistants (PAs) or anything else that seems difficult. Groups and individuals commonly reported delays in receiving payments: it is commonplace for employees to have to wait several weeks for their access assessments to be sorted out (causing delays in induction, see above), and in one case a delay of 9 months was reported, which had a negative impact on both employee and employer, in terms of both morale and finances, the two having to combine to meet access costs.

iii) The lack of clarity of the scope of Access to Work’s remit was an issue raised by participants, with different experiences reported. Varying attitudes of employers and Access to Work officers, contributed to this debate. 

iv) A number of groups felt strongly that Access to Work is not meeting their obligations by not meeting all the costs (including ‘indirect costs’) associated with access, such as:

· Extra paper needed because of everything taking up more space by being printed in large print.

· Coloured paper needed for people with sight problems

· Opportunity costs: office space used by PAs that as a result could not be used by others.

· Heat and light and other incidental costs associated with the cost of appointing a PA

· The 20% contribution employers are obliged to make towards Access to Work costs if a worker requests support after being in a job for more than 6 weeks.

If these costs are not met by Access to Work, then these are additional costs that the organisation has to find from somewhere else. For employees interviewed in this study, the key issue was the stress they faced, caused by employers putting pressure on them to contact Access to Work to sort these issues out. In all cases extra stresses upon the workplace caused by dealing with Access to Work were observed.
v) Volunteers: Access to Work will not pay towards access costs for volunteers. Like other voluntary and community organisations, most DPOs rely on volunteers to carry out some of their work. Unlike most voluntary and community organisations, however, most of the volunteers employed within DPOs are disabled people, and have their own access needs that have to be met by DPOs within existing budgets. 

vi) Knowledge: within approximately 50% of organisations participating in the research there was a lack of knowledge with regard to what support could be provided by Access to Work. For example in one small organisation with a single worker, no support from Access to Work was being received despite the obvious access needs of the employee – who had to take a taxi to work and had to have equipment specifically adapted. Another (larger) organisation was struggling to meet the access needs of one particular member of staff because of the costs of equipment that would almost certainly be met by Access to Work if they applied for it. 

Key Findings: reasonable adjustment and Access to Work

· There are fundamental problems with the Government’s Access to Work scheme and its policies, procedures and most of all its implementation by local officers. The scheme fails to fully meet the needs of DPO staff and in many cases there is a failure to acknowledge the full costs of access.

· Access to Work will not cover the access cost of volunteers.

· There is poor knowledge of what support for disabled staff is available through Access to Work and of how to go about getting it.

e. Training and Development

Some comments 

“We’ve run internal training on mental health awareness. There was some resistance, but it worked well”

“We only access training when it’s low cost or free”

“We do our own training internally using committee members. We’ve got no money to pay for training”

“We find the language used in some guides is inaccessible”
Voluntary and community organisations often have limited funds allocated for training and development of staff.  However, a number of specific issues that only apply to DPOs were identified by the research.

i) Accessibility of training: training within the sector is generally delivered in a traditional ‘classroom’ style. For some disabled people this is inappropriate: e.g. an impairment may make it unfeasible for someone to be trained for a full day. An impairment (e.g. hearing impairment) might make it impossible for someone to be trained in a room full of people all talking at the same time. On an even simpler level, a surprising number of people surveyed commented on simple access needs not being met by training organisations (e.g. no physical access, no accessible toilet facilities, no large print leaflets, no sign language interpreters offered etc).

ii) Appropriateness of training: the research indicated that there was a lack of appropriate training being made available that specifically deals with issues faced by disabled people, for example dealing with Access to Work, updates to DDA law etc. Participants felt that their experiences of training showed little understanding of the specific needs of DPOs.

iii) Inconsistent local training opportunities: due to the low cost (sometimes free), local training opportunities were seen by all as a good thing – often provided by the local CVS or other umbrella group. However, the lack of consistency of this provision was noticeable across London – with groups reporting on the opportunities available to them, or the lack of them. In addition the inconsistency of the quality of this training (when available) was also raised, leaving individuals unsure of whether it was worth making the effort to take advantage of the opportunities available.

iv) Groups reported that the training providers most used were LVSC (London Voluntary Service Council), DSC (Directory of Social Change), local CVS (Councils for Voluntary Service), MIND and local authorities. Unless delivered by a ‘sympathetic’ organisation (e.g. MIND), participants reported that training was ‘not particularly’ tailored to their needs.

Key Findings: training and development

· Training provision in the Voluntary and Community Sector is often not accessible to disabled workers, and does not meet the specific needs of DPOs.

· Training provision is inconsistent across London.

· There are major gaps in terms of training available for DPOs

f. Volunteers

The research showed different experiences of volunteer use within participating organisations. Within very small organisations volunteers were usually crucial to the success of the organisation, supporting paid staff to provide services.

In larger organisations (with 10 or more staff) volunteers were mainly used only where paid staff had time to support volunteers. Where budgets and space allowed, volunteers were supported to flourish, and many used the volunteering opportunities given to them to take steps to become paid staff – either within the organisation concerned, or elsewhere in the sector. However, this was particularly the case in organisations where budgets existed entirely for this purpose: with specific funding for volunteer projects provided from a variety of sources.

A number of organisations used some volunteers who were not disabled, and this included the use of student placements. These were found to be useful by the organisations, and the organisations concerned did not think this impeded their ethos as a DPO.

In general it was agreed in these larger organisations that volunteers were ‘work’ in themselves, and therefore additional resources were needed for organisations to take on volunteers.

Key Findings: volunteers

· Volunteering is a key pathway to work for disabled people in DPOs

· Volunteers are only used effectively in small DPOs or in DPOs with specific funded volunteer projects

g. Employment and Management Policies and Procedures

Some comments

“All our policies are years out of date”

“We make all our policies accessible. We use easy read, photographs and remove all jargon”

“To ensure work gets done efficiently, and to ensure a happy, healthy, smooth running work place, it is important to have good management systems in place. To help it is a good idea to have written policies that cover a lot of the situations that an employer is likely to come across on a daily basis.”

For DPOs, it is important that written policies and procedures reflect the needs of the disabled employees, as well as the organisation, and therefore have a practical use for both managers and staff.

The majority of organisations researched had a full range of management policies and procedures in place. However, in most cases organisations reported that these were ‘off the shelf’ policies, taken from other organisations, or from umbrella organisations such as a local CVS, or LVSC. Few had policies or procedures specifically developed to deal with issues that might impact particularly on deaf or disabled employees.

The exceptions to this were policies discovered on:

· Equal opportunities especially weighted towards various impairments experienced by staff

· Performance related pay policy related to sickness absence

· Recruitment 

· Access to Work assessment 

· Personal Assistants

· Bullying/Harassment

· Appraisal

Generally, it was unclear how up-to-date the policies organisations had in place were. It was reported by those that had experience of using policies that when policies or procedures were used, they were also reviewed. Otherwise in a majority of organisations the impression given was that many were just paper documents collected and filed, in order to meet with funders’ requirements. This situation is not specifically unique, however, to DPOs.
Key Findings: policies and procedures

· Written policies and procedures within DPOs are in need of updating, particularly in relation to disability specific issues 

h. Outside Information, Help and Support

Participating organisations had different experiences of outside help and support, but there were some consistent themes:

i) Councils for Voluntary Service: in two cases organisations reported receiving good support from their local CVS; however, the majority of organisations felt that their local CVS (not applicable to London-wide organisations interviewed) provided little or no support. 

ii) LVSC’s PEACe project: 50% of the organisations researched had at some point in their history approached PEACe for advice, information or support. All these organisations reported a positive experience, finding the advice helpful, the information useful etc. However, negative comments were made regarding the LVSC website: it was described as “too difficult” to navigate and to find the material needed. In all cases, there was a lack of awareness of the complete range of materials available free from the LVSC/PEACe website.

iii) Private sector insurance services: approximately 50% of organisations surveyed paid private insurance companies for legal insurance costs, or had done so in the past. Half of these found the services useful, having used them successfully to deal with complex personnel issues. The other half felt they were poor value for money (the average cost being several thousand pounds) and had not met their needs. Specifically organisations had experienced situations where the advice offered had not helped manage the problems they were facing, and felt that the service supplied was inappropriate for the type of organisation. Costs for legal insurance averaged around £4,000.

iv) Local authorities: two borough-based organisations reported getting advice and support from their local authorities. However, the remainder of locally based organisations reported that their local authorities were not very helpful, and in more than one case the feeling was that there was an adversarial relationship (or at least a ‘cool’ relationship) between the DPO and the local authority.

v) ACAS: two organisations reported having used ACAS for advice and support. One reported this as a positive experience, receiving the advice they needed, however the other reported this as an exceptionally bad experience, feeling totally let down, as ACAS stated they simply ‘could not help’.

vi) Other independent means: two organisations reported having trustees who were able to provide ‘expert’ advice and support on personnel issues, whilst a third reported paying consultants to help on these issues. These were all reported as being positive experiences. In the cases where trustees were offering advice, this was normally supplemented by external advice. 

vii) Voluntary sector legal advice service: one group reported having used a voluntary organisation’s legal advice service on an employment issue and did not feel this was a positive experience.

viii) Law centres: 0ne group reported having received advice from their local law centre in the past. However, they stated that this support was no longer available to them in their borough.

ix) Private counselling: 0ne group reported using an external counselling service for staff. Although it was felt that this was little used except in times of personal or organisational crisis, it was felt to be a positive, useful service. 

Key Findings: outside help, information and support

· Outside help and support on HR issues does not always meet DPOs needs, even when it is available.

· DPOs try and get support from wherever they can, sometimes using expensive services that cannot fully meet their needs.

i. Sickness Absence
i) Long term sickness: Nearly all groups taking part in the research reported that this had been an issue at some time or another, or that they felt certain it would be something they would have to deal with in the future. The issue had been dealt with in different ways by different organisations, but all organisations admitted it caused an enormous internal strain. 
In some cases agency staff had been brought in to provide cover for sick staff, in other cases, where no funds were available to pay for cover other employees had covered collectively. In one case, where a CEO was off on long-term sick leave, a consultant had been hired to cover. Whilst this is an issue that can affect any organisation, it disproportionately affects DPOs, and identifying a solution for this issue is important. 

ii) Repetitive short term sickness: In general participating DPOs reported that this issue had been well managed by making appropriate adjustments: 

· Staff have adjusted their hours to work part-time in order to be able to continue in work. 

· Flexible working policies mean that DPOs can cope with rearrangement of working hours to suit people’s access needs. 

· One organisation reported that the introduction of a performance related pay system helped to deal with the problem of continual, repetitive short-term sickness.  

Key Findings: managing sickness absence

· Sickness absence relating to impairment/disability is regarded within DPOs as a serious problem. Long-term sickness absence can seriously impact on a DPO’s ability to deliver a project or service and puts pressure on other staff, particularly managers who provide cover for absent colleagues.

· Employing agency staff or consultants to cover staff sickness (or if a DPO is unable to recruit) can be useful but is a very expensive short-term solution that also requires significant management input. 

j. Management Committees/Trustees
i) The general experience of most DPOs surveyed was that the majority of their management committees did not have the competence or experience to deal with staff/management issues. However, nearly all organisations reported having “one or two” members of their committee with some appropriate (sometimes extensive and expert) experience. These members of the committee were felt to be under more pressure than other committee members, and CEOs were unanimous in their fears that without these specific members their committee would have little knowledge of management at all, and in some cases little understanding of their role as trustees. 

ii) Some organisations had, or were intending to, co-opt experts onto their committees to carry out specific functions, whether or not they were disabled. However, more than one group taking part in the research expressed the fear that non-disabled members of the committee might try and ‘take over’ if this were to happen.

iii) CEOs reported that overall management committees did not provide them with much useful support and were more demanding in their needs rather than helpful. However CEOs viewed work they carried out to capacity build their committees as valuable, regarding it as positive development of their volunteers’ skills and confidence.

iv) Most groups reported that there was a clear skills shortage within their committees, and although they would like to find ways to remedy this the resources necessary for carrying out this work did not exist within their organisations.

Key Findings: management committees and trustees

· DPO management committees lack experience of employment and have limited access to support, training and advice to assist with their development 

· Management committees of DPOs do not have enough skills, knowledge or experience to be able to offer effective HR support to their CEOs. 

k. Networking

Networking with other organisations – either locally or across the sector – was felt to be extremely important by participating groups, and yet it was clear from the research that the networking opportunities that existed for different organisations varied greatly. 

All the London-wide organisations and two borough-based organisations that took part in the research expressed the view that networking with other DPOs was something Inclusion London should be developing as a matter of urgency. In the majority of cases little regular networking of CEOs was taking place. However, in three cases CEOs felt they already had very strong networks with other CEOs in similar organisations (locality or within the sector), and this networking was extremely valuable, although they would welcome further opportunities. 

It was felt by all that good, structured networking was how good information and learning opportunities would be generated.

Key Finding: networking
· There is not enough networking of DPOs at any level, nor sharing of knowledge, information and experience

l. Personal Assistants

There are frequent occasions where it is necessary for a disabled person to have a personal assistant (PA) in order for them to be able to carry out their work. A number of organisations participating in the research reported employing staff with PAs (funded by Access to Work), and reported that this had caused problems in relation to a number of issues:

i) Employment status: on occasion there was confusion reported about the employment status of PAs: should they be employed by the employee of the DPO, should they be self-employed or should they be employed by the DPO itself? Or, as noted in some cases, by an outside agency? This confusing contractual situation has caused serious legal problems on more than one occasion, with one organisation reporting the experience of dealing with an expensive Employment Tribunal. It is a complex area of employment law and an example of where professional expert advice should be sought in each case.

ii) PAs use resources (heat, light, desk-space etc.) and groups often reported about being unclear on how (or by whom) these costs should be met. For example, whilst Access to Work might pay the employment costs of the worker, they might only make an 80% contribution and not meet any pay or terms and conditions of employment that go beyond statutory entitlements. In addition, other costs are unlikely to be met: Heat and light, materials used, etc. 

iii) Groups reported that they were expected to find funds to meet the opportunity costs of a PA, for example the costs of extra office space, which exacerbates premises issues as noted earlier.

iv) Managing the PA: organisations reported a number of concerns in this area. Usually this responsibility passes to the person they are assisting i.e. the disabled employee of the DPO. However, this can add significantly to their workplace responsibilities and take up significant amounts of their time. In more than one organisation it was reported that the lack of management experience of the worker managing the PA had caused serious problems. 
This in turn had a knock on effect on the disabled person’s manager, who had to deal with these issues and this again put extra pressure on the CEO and the workplace as a whole.

v) Relationships and responsibility: it was reported that whilst an organisation takes responsibility for the staff it employs, the recruitment of a PA (even if they are employed by the DPO) can often fall outside the organisation’s control as it seen as solely a worker/PA issue, and subsequent relationships between PAs and other DPO staff can be difficult to manage.

Key Finding: use of Personal Assistants

· Staff in DPOs are more likely to use Personal Assistants. There is a lack of clarity relating to the employment of Personal Assistants under the Access to Work scheme, in terms of responsibility for employment, employment status, impact upon physical space within organisations and full employment costs.

m. Workplace Culture

Some comments from CEOs and staff  

“Sometimes people hide behind their impairments, or don’t admit an issue is related to their impairment. It’s difficult to manage this”

“There are no conversations in our workplace about impairment” 

 “There are issues at work about self esteem. People are very defensive when it comes to discussing their impairments, even when it is affecting their performance”

“People just don’t talk about their impairments”

 “Some employees with visible disabilities find it hard dealing with outside agencies.”

The issue of ‘workplace culture’ was mentioned by CEOs and staff in a number of contexts. 

i) On the negative side it was mentioned that this could lead to a lack of professionalism: that staff prioritised their own needs over that of clients. 

ii) On the positive side, more commonly, it was felt that this positive culture contributed to work being ‘a great place’, where everyone worked together and contributed to the organisation’s success. The relationship between workplace culture and good leadership skills was widely identified.

iii) Most organisations reported that ‘disclosure’ could be an issue. In some organisations no time at all was spent discussing employees’ impairments and their access needs as a group, and problems were reported in more than one organisation regarding employees’ failure to understand colleagues’ impairments, and their access needs. This was particularly noticeable in one organisation where a number of problems were ongoing. In another organisation, failure to communicate personal issues and failure to understand access needs had caused serious internal conflict.

iv) Conversely it was noted that in two organisations regular discussions took place in staff meetings regarding colleagues’ impairments and access needs, but in one organisation it was reported that this had become a “moaning shop”.

v) Managers also reported that they lacked the confidence and knowledge to manage poor performance or behaviour problems, blamed on access issues by the worker concerned, for fear of being labelled discriminatory, or of being in breach of ‘the DPO workplace ethos’. 
Key Finding: workplace culture

· There is a specific ‘workplace culture’ within DPOs that can impact both positively and negatively upon service delivery. Staff impairments and their impact upon others are not generally discussed, and this can cause problems.

n. Agency Staff and Consultants

Most DPOs participating in the needs analysis reported that at some time they had hired agency staff or consultants to carry out work, because of the difficulty in employing people for a short term, or in recruiting for specific skills. This had caused some confusion and issues with regard to employment rights.  One organisation reported that it employed a network of freelance workers throughout the UK, but for them the system was extremely well set up, with employment status clearly defined by the contracts and systems used. However, whether the systems were in place or not, it was reported that there was an inevitable additional cost to DPOs in hiring staff in this way.
Key Finding: use of agency staff and consultants

· Employing agency staff or consultants can provide short-term solutions to staffing gaps but can be expensive and difficult to manage.
2.2.3
Issues identified in the needs analysis: Managers’ experiences and support

The needs analysis looked at the specific issues of managers who are themselves disabled, as this applied to all the organisations that participated in the research and was an issue flagged up by the earlier completed desk research. 

a. Managers’ experiences

i) Generally, most organisations participating employed experienced CEOs, many of who had worked in senior posts in other organisations before taking up their current post. Those who had not had ‘worked their way up’ within their own or other organisations, thus most had achieved their role through reasonably conventional career paths. Not all had worked within the disability sector in the past, and more than one (as with other DPO employees) had sought employment within a DPO partly as a result of their experiences as a person with an impairment elsewhere.

ii) Similar to employees in the voluntary and community sector in management positions, a mix of qualifications/education was reported, including many educated beyond degree level and some with specific management qualifications. A minority had no specific qualifications but had received ‘on the job’ training appropriate to their role.

iii) Most CEOs had experience serving on the management committee of another voluntary organisation and all had a good understanding of governance issues.

b. Support for Managers

Some comments from CEOs

“I haven’t had supervision for 8 years”

“Supervision? I’ve never had any. I chat occasionally to my chair.”

“My chair doesn’t think I need any supervision”

“I have one experienced management committee member. The rest don’t understand issues at all.”

“There’s an HR manager on the Board, but they gave us some advice that was not good and caused problems”

“My management committee are not very knowledgeable and not very experienced”
i) The level of support received by managers in DPOs was reported to be low. All reported receiving some kind of management from their committees, but half received no supervision, no appraisals, and substituted this for more ‘informal conversations’. Of those that did receive formal supervision, they reported it as being of a good quality. 

ii) All the CEOs taking part in the research agreed that the support they received was precarious, relying on a single management committee member. 

iii) CEOs as a result often felt isolated and vulnerable, with no obvious routes to turn to when faced with difficult and stressful problems. 

iv) CEOs’ personal stress was occasionally exacerbated by their own impairment, and in turn their impairments were affected by the stress, and the lack of support received.

v) Two managers reported that they received extremely good support from networks they were a part of, particularly from CEOs of other organisations. One CEO reported receiving informally arranged external non-line management supervision. A majority of the CEOs felt that they would benefit from some sort of non-line management supervision, coaching or mentoring.

vi) All CEOs reported being under intense pressure, working longer hours than they were paid for, and a feeling of being unable to cover every aspect of their work to their satisfaction.
c. Management Training and Development

Some comments from CEOs

 “Our management committee never have training. Training for them would be really good”

“We don’t have any funding for training”

“I went to a training event they advertised as accessible, but the toilets and the lunch were upstairs”

i) A majority of the CEOs participating in the study stated that their organisation did not have budgets for training, or insufficient budgets that were mainly allocated to junior workers. 

ii) A majority of CEOs felt that they were under such pressure that they did not have time to spend on training courses (unless they could be absolutely sure of their value).
d. Flat Management Structures

Some comments from CEOs

“There is too much demand on my time, networking, managing – I feel like I’m spinning plates”

“It’s hard as a manager actually having to manage your own energy levels”

“Internal changes can be very difficult to manage. We had one member of staff who just couldn’t cope at all when we moved our office”

“There aren’t enough management resources. I’m managing 10 people”

“Good leadership is vital”

“We need support with back office functions”

“Staff in DPOs need more support. One problem tends to cause another”

“There is a lack of time to give individual supervision and to concentrate on staff development”

“I get overloaded as a manager with the priority of just chasing funds. Meanwhile the demand for our services outstrips what we can provide.”
i) As noted, all CEOs participating felt under extreme work pressure. One of the key causes identified for this pressure was the existence of very flat management structures. Most CEOs were required to supervise an inordinately large number of staff (see earlier section on Part-time Workers).

ii) CEOs reported that the resources did not exist to assist the CEO with staff management to any significant extent. 

iii) CEOs reported spending a disproportionately large amount of time managing staff, because of the large number of (mainly part-time) workers employed, and because of the need to meet disabled staff’s demanding access support needs. In one organisation, it was reported that the pressures had recently got worse as funding reductions had caused the redundancy of an assistant CEO post. In the larger organisations (six or more staff) there was felt to be a vital need for an additional member of staff to spread the management load, whether this be a deputy, an operations manager, or something of that nature. 

iv) In smaller organisations pressures were still left particularly with managing ‘back office’ functions.

v) All CEOs reported a significant impact on other organisational responsibilities they have, such as developing management committees, dealing with governance issues, external networking, management training, service development, fundraising etc.
e. 
Long Term Sickness

i) With the pressures noted above it is no surprise that the research showed there have been incidents of long-term sickness affecting the CEOs of DPOs. This was particularly the case in one of the organisations taking part in the research, where the CEO had only recently returned after several months’ absence (in two spells). The committee, with support from funders, had employed a consultant to take on the management of the organisation, but the sickness had a long-term effect on the organisation itself, with not all the roles of the CEO (e.g. fundraising, networking) being taken on. This had a significant effect upon the viability of the organisation, and a significant impact upon staff whose security and confidence has been undermined.  The effect of the long-term absence of a CEO in a complex organisation, such as the DPOs participating in this project, cannot be underestimated.
Key Findings: disabled managers’ experience and support

· CEOs within DPOs are vastly overworked, because of their wide range of responsibilities and the disproportionate amount of time they have to spend managing a large number of particularly demanding staff.

· CEOs receive a poor level of management support themselves, especially given that most of them are disabled people. This can have a significant impact on their organisations.

· CEOs have little time to undertake personal development, or even carry out basic updating of their knowledge and skills.

2.2.4. Issues identified in the needs analysis: employees’ experiences and support

As part of the Needs Analysis, seventeen staff with experience of working within ten different DPOs in London were interviewed with regard to their experiences of working within a DPO. 

a. Long Term Sickness  

What employees said

 “My impairment doesn’t effect how I work, except in terms of limiting how many hours I can work”

 “I’m able to take time off when I’m not well.”

“My Director works too hard and has made themselves ill”
Positive and negative experiences were reported by participants. Positively, workers reported that things worked well when workers felt “no guilt”, where there was good teamwork and a strong supportive workplace culture that enabled collective solutions for arranging cover. However, it was notable that in the organisation where this was expressed most strongly, pressures were still felt by the CEO. The most negative report with regard to long-term sickness was about the long-term absence of a CEO, as noted earlier.
b. General Management Support

What employees said

“My organisation supports me 100%”

“Here’s just lovely”

“I wouldn’t be able to work without the support the organisation gives me”

Their boss

“My director is strategic, thoughtful, considerate, open and approachable”

“Our Director is superb – professional, understanding and flexible”

“I get an enormous amount of support”

“I keep things to myself”

 “Honesty is important. There needs to be trust. People should talk about their vulnerabilities, but there’s a fear of how others will respond”.

 “My manager gives empathy and has the ability to be supportive”

There were some contrasting experiences reported by workers. Most of the participating workers reported that in their DPOs they received good, clear management, that procedures were available, induction was good and that they felt supported – in contrast to their work experiences outside DPOs where they felt isolated, unable to talk about their impairment issues and faced bullying. 

However, this was not unanimous and in more than one organisation workers reported that it was ”difficult to talk” to their manager about their impairment issues, and there was little opportunity to gain support elsewhere within the organisation with regard to their impairment issues.
c. Workplace Culture

What employees said

 “The organisation’s philosophy is very positive. Our Director focuses on what people CAN do”

 “The organisation is reactive, not pro-active. Nothing changes”

“When the organisation shrank, workers were protected at the expense of the service”

“The values of the organisation around accessibility don’t match with how staff are treated”

Mostly participating workers described their workplace culture as being “good”, and vital to people’s working lives within a DPO, especially in terms of colleagues’ and managers’ commitments to the work being carried out by the organisation. 

The importance of good leadership skills was identified in this area as being vital, as was trust and confidence in the organisation’s management. Generally, workers liked working within a DPO as opposed to elsewhere, reporting problems in previous (non-DPO) workplaces (bullying, discrimination).

In DPOs, workers generally felt that their organisations were sympathetic and understanding of the issues faced. In one workplace in particular workers felt 100% supported, stating “here’s just lovely”. Staff reported experiences of working outside the DPO sector and “being treated like a child” in contrast to working within a DPO. 

d. Training

What employees said

“I don’t get training. There’s no budget”

“The courses aren’t suitable”

Participating staff reported a range of experiences within DPOs. In a minority of organisations opportunities for training were reported as being “good,” and accessible to workers (in-house training especially being organised and appreciated). The majority of DPOs, however, offered little training opportunities for staff, with a small or no training budget provided. Staff also reported being offered training that was inappropriate or inaccessible - as it was the only training made available (usually local training being offered free). For example, one member of staff with a sight impairment was unable to travel to training venues without taxis, but was not offered a budget to cover such costs. 

e. Supervision and Appraisal

“I get good, clear supervision and it is done in a discreet way.”

“There was no strategy, no strategic skills and they couldn’t recruit the expertise they needed. There was no management, and no direction”

“There’s no supervision. Recruitment processes are poor and there are no structures for support”

“I don’t get any support or supervision”

Participants’ responses showed that in those organisations where appraisal was carried out it was felt to be very useful by staff, as it allowed an opportunity for staff to set reasonable achievable targets with reference to their impairment. In most organisations supervision was being carried out regularly and felt to be useful, and in all bar one organisation, sensitive to employees’ needs and impairments.
f. Meeting Access Needs

What employees said

“I am expected to deal with my own access issues, and have to go to Access to Work for things myself. If they don’t supply it then I don’t get it”

“It’s very frustrating dealing with Access to Work”

“I explain to colleagues I have a hearing impairment and that I am lip reading.”

“The lack of physical space is a real problem for me. I have walked into doors, people and furniture”

“It’s not easy to talk about my access needs. It’s embarrassing and frustrating. I don’t like asking”

“Access to Work have been helpful. They have paid for taxis and equipment, but they did pay for a phone that wasn’t compatible with our system and there wasn’t anything I could do”

Again, participants’ experiences were not consistent. In approximately 50% of organisations staff felt their access needs were fully met, and raised no specific issues with regard to their needs (other than praise of the organisation employing them). 
It is particularly noticeable that in these organisations the access issues were so well managed as to be ‘not an issue’.

However, in the other 50% of organisations staff were not satisfied that their needs were fully met, and the following issues were raised:

· “No understanding or attempt to understand” 

· “No one talks about their impairments so nothing gets done”

· “It’s up to me to try and arrange my own access needs”

· “I keep having to tell people about my impairment so that I can get the help I need. It makes me feel terrible”

· “I feel isolated” 

· “There’s a league table of impairments” 

· “My access needs weren’t met, I was told they were too expensive”

In a number of organisations it was clear there was relatively little understanding of the support organisations could get from Access to Work for dealing with access issues, and in most cases the issues were exacerbated by old equipment and poor premises.

g. External Support

What employees said

“I had a problem at my last workplace (a national disability charity) – they didn’t understand my impairment and how I was suffering. Eventually I went to ACAS for advice. They were no good at all.”

Workers were asked if they had ever made use of external support to deal with issues they might have faced within their DPO. One worker reported a negative experience of trying to gain support from ACAS, others reported getting help from expert ‘friends’, one reported a good experience of using a lawyer, one reported a negative experience of using a lawyer, and only one worker interviewed was a member of, and had ever used, a trade union (a positive experience in a previous job).

h. Management Committees/Trustees

Most workers reported little contact with their organisations’ management committees. Those that did reported meeting them at AGMs or of making presentations to meetings. In a number of cases workers had no idea who was on their management committee, nor what their function or thinking was. Generally management committees were not thought to be particularly sensitive to staff issues.

i. Workers’ Needs

All workers were asked what specific needs they felt they would like met, “given a magic wand”. Answers received included:

· Opportunities for career development – including appropriate training/qualifications. This was the most commonly mentioned issue.

· Opportunity to talk about access needs outside normal management structures

· Training

· Better premises

· Better equipment

· Organised sessions for staff to offload

· More money, more staff – to spread workload, develop new work

· Security of funding for their job/work

· Funders need training in understanding DPOs

It should be borne in mind that the interviews gave DPO staff a chance (in some cases unique) to offload, and whilst there were moans, the actual feelings of most staff were positive towards their organisation, and positive towards working in a DPO, after negative experiences of working within non-DPOs, including large national charities ‘for the disabled’.
Key Findings: staff in DPOs

· Working in a DPO is a positive experience for most disabled staff, who show a high level of personal and professional commitment to their work and their users.

· Though half of the disabled workers within DPOs said their access needs were met an equal number said they were not and reported a lack of discussion about impairment, concern about disclosure, a perceived hierarchy of impairment within DPOs and limited understanding of others impairment and access needs. 

· Opportunities for career development within DPOs are limited

· DPO premises and equipment are in need of modernising

2.2.5 External Pressures and Issues

a. Funders and Commissioners

Some comments from CEOs

We need open-minded flexible funding mechanisms. Funders need to understand that the term ‘disability’ doesn’t just apply to physical disabilities – things they can see.”

“Funders don’t understand how we work. They are scared of talking to people with learning disabilities”

“Funders don’t understand the overhead costs we have”

“There is a feeling we have to be better than non-DPOs. We have to prove ourselves to funders again and again”

“Our monitoring officer hasn’t visited us for five years”

“Funders have a different idea about what our organisation should be”

i) Generally, most participating organisations felt their funders were not sympathetic to their needs, particularly in times of difficulty, and that there was little understanding of the particular issues DPOs face. Many groups felt funders had allocated very little time getting to know the groups. One group, which was in the process of dealing with the impact of having funding withdrawn by a local authority, reported that their funding officer (who had written a report recommending the removal of their funding) had not visited their organisation for over three years.

ii) In particular it was reported that a number of funders and contractors (particularly at a local level) had very fixed ideas of what a ‘disability’ is: in a crude sense, the belief that a person if not in a wheelchair is not disabled. One organisation in particular felt this caused them problems in terms of bidding for and winning contracts.  Whilst in their bids for funding support they highlighted the specific needs of different disabled people with different impairments, their local authority only showed interest in supporting bids for work with the ‘visibly disabled’.

iii) It was reported by more than one organisation that funders were not sympathetic to organisations supporting people with learning disabilities, and nor to those with mental health issues, as these do not fit within a neat ‘pigeon hole’ of a definition of disability.

iv) CEOs reported that the large amount of time that was spent on staff management had a knock-on effect on other work within the organisation, and this was problematic. In addition to this, issues such as staff-absenteeism through long term sickness, long lead-in times for new staff because of lengthy induction periods and difficulties in meeting access needs for various reasons (including Access to Work delays) caused problems in meeting targeted outputs within commissioned contracts, service level agreements and grants. It was widely reported by participants that funders were not sensitive to these issues, and preferred instead to blame problems such as these on the overall functioning of the organisation, reinforcing attitudes that “DPOs can’t deliver”.

b. The Compact
It was noted that there is no specific area of the Compact that deals with disability or DPOs, at local or national level, and that this is something that should be addressed. A submission to the Compact Commission was made on behalf of the BOF steering group. 
c. Premises
A comment

 “We desperately need to move to bigger premises, but there just isn’t anything around that we can afford”

A key issue raised by a number of participating groups is that of premises. Accessibility is an issue, but groups generally work in physically accessible premises – however, the quality of premises occupied was an issue, as was the size. 

A number of organisations stated that they had no spare space, and this caused a number of difficult problems, not least with the employment of Personal Assistants (PAs) which are often necessary. The issue of poor unsuitable, small premises can actually prevent organisations from employing staff with a PA (in breach of the DDA), and prevents expansion of services. 

It is understood that LVSC are currently undertaking some research in this area.
d. Trade Unions

i) Officers from the two main trade unions in the sector (Unison and Unite) were contacted on a number of occasions to input into this research, but union officers (whilst interested and supportive) could not find the time to do so. 

ii) None of the organisations that took part in the research were unionised workplaces, although it was agreed by CEOs in three of the larger organisations that it would be helpful if they were. Only one of the staff members interviewed was a member of a trade union.

iii) Examining published union information on disability it is clear that unions are well-focussed on disability in the workplace issues, but not specifically on issues facing DPOs.

Key Findings: external pressures and issues

· There is concern amongst DPOs about the lack of understanding by funders and commissioners of the needs of DPOs, and that funders simply do not understand ‘disability’. This specifically related to mental health, learning difficulties and ‘invisible’ disabilities and impairments.

· DPO premises remain a problem, causing access problems for staff and organisations.

· Trade unions have no particular presence within DPOs despite having expertise of representing disabled staff in the wider workplace.

Section Three

Interventions

3.1 
Introduction

As a result of the desktop and needs analysis research from the first two stages of the Building Our Futures project, a programme of interventions to address the key needs identified was put together to test out over the summer of 2009. The aim of the programme was evaluate in a ‘real life’ situation whether these types of support interventions helped meet the needs identified. This programme consisted of:

· Direct support via an employment ‘health check’ for one DPO carried out by LVSC’s HR project (PEACe)

· Direct support via non-line management supervision/coaching for the CEO of one DPO provided by the lead consultants on the project (Toosh Limited)

· Two training events – ‘managing performance’ and ‘managing sickness’ provided jointly by Toosh and PEACe

· Three general networking events: for workers, CEOs and Chairs of DPOs

· A conference/training event on Access To Work

It was important to ensure that the entire programme was fully accessible to all.

3.2 
Consultation, Planning and Organisation of the Programme

Initial consultation took place with the organisations that took part in the needs analysis to help prioritise the programme. This was done by contacting participants by email, post and by telephone, and in addition an online questionnaire was created. Six organisations gave feedback and the BOF steering group used this information to prioritise the services to be provided.

Direct support (HR health check, non-line managerial support) was requested by four organisations, and two organisations were randomly chosen to receive this support.

Groups were given a number of training options to choose from, and the two preferred choices were ‘Managing Performance’ and ‘Managing Sickness” within DPOs. 

The structure of the events to be organised and delivered was influenced by the feedback given during the needs analysis stage of the research.

It was decided by the BOF Steering group to open up the programme of training and events to all 128 DPOs initially sent publicity about BOF.  

3.3 
Organisation and Administration of Events

It was agreed to allocate significant amounts of time to the organisation of the training and events programme, to be sure to meet all of the access requirements of participants. 

It was strongly fed back during the needs analysis that the main barriers to attending training are that training courses are often too long, access needs are not met well, and little consideration is given to the total access package necessary in terms of meeting participants’ needs. It was vital therefore to ensure the events BOF organised addressed all these issues. This was done by ensuring that:

· Publicity was sent out in enough ways and formats to be accessible to as wide a group as possible, giving those applying to attend the opportunities needed to state their access requirements.

· Booking methods were accessible

· Participants were asked open questions with regard to their access needs (not just asked for example if they needed an interpreter or used a wheelchair) and had the confidence that the event – organised by and for disabled people – would meet their needs

· Communication with attendees was clear and open

In practice this meant producing publicity in large format, and in easy read, emailing publicity to everyone on our database as well as posting hard copies of the publicity. People were able to book via email, text or by telephone although all confirmations were done by email. 

Enough time in advance had to be given to enable access needs to be met. This included organising sign language interpreters, special chairs, special diets, printing handouts on special paper, organising parking, ensuring enough space for PAs, organising a loop system at each venue and arranging seating to meet participants’ needs. 

In addition, programmes needed to be organised to fit into short timescales, and trainers and facilitators were used who were known to be sympathetic to users’ needs. 

It was also essential that the courses and events were tailored specifically to meet DPO requirements and thus provided groups a unique opportunity to attend training tailored to the needs of DPOs.

Because of the effort put in to organisation, demand for these events was perhaps higher than anticipated. Both training events were fully booked very quickly.

Of the networking events one was fully booked, and two not: the network event for workers in DPOs and the event for members of management committees of DPOs. 

The conclusion we draw from this is that communication within some DPOs is not as good as it could be, as our publicity was aimed at organisations in general, or specifically at Chief Executives or Directors – and it is clear the information did not seem to make it through as we had hoped to other staff and management committee members, despite specific telephone calls to groups to encourage  participation. The evidence of the needs analysis research however, demonstrated that the demand for these events is there.

3.4 
Venues

One of the comments made during the research was that events and training were not always held in accessible venues. For example one worker, who was a wheelchair user, reported turning up to a training course at a venue where the event was taking place on the first floor of a building without a lift. Another reported that an often-used venue for voluntary sector training had a very poor loop system that was not compatible with their hearing aid.

We therefore spent some time ensuring we could use venues that were accessible in all ways – that had the space, for example, to allow workers to bring PAs if they needed to, that were close enough to transport systems to be accessible, that were able to offer parking facilities etc. 

However, despite many claims of buildings to be accessible, we discovered that available accessible venues meeting our needs were not as easy to find as we had imagined, and when we did find accessible venues they were usually expensive. 

The venues we used in the end were NCVO – an excellent venue except in terms of distance from the tube, and the meeting rooms of London Councils, provided free of charge by London Councils, which were good rooms in many ways, except in terms of their shape and size, as the room lacked enough breadth for easy movement.  

3.5 
Costs

Costs for the events were high. Venues that met our needs inevitably cost over £300 per day (although as noted London Councils kindly provided us with some free space). Costs of refreshments contributed approximately a further £150 per event, and costs of meeting access needs on average another £300. In addition there were the costs of hiring appropriately qualified, sympathetic and experienced trainers, handouts and other incidental costs that added another £600 per day, plus publicity costs. 

On average each event cost close to £1500, and BOF would not have been able to organise these events without the extra support gratefully received from Inclusion London and London Councils. 

3.6 
Attendance Issues

One of the key issues we noted was that despite solid bookings for 4 of the 6 events, attendance was disappointing on the day. This was especially frustrating in that we had to bear the cost of sign language interpreters who were booked and not ultimately needed, and that people had been refused a place because events were ostensibly ‘full’.

Part of the issue, we have determined, was that the events were free. Whilst this was intended to encourage groups to attend, it also seemed to cause a rather cavalier attitude from a small number of people. The issue is one of the  “perceived value”
 of the training.  

3.7 
Training

As noted earlier the training delivered was specifically tailored to meet DPOs’ needs. Not just in terms of access issues, but in terms of content. At each training event participants were encouraged to contribute their own views and experiences of working within a DPO, that enabled the training to be ‘live’. Trainers were hired with excellent knowledge of both HR, employment law and DPO issues.

The content of the course referred to standard HR policies and employment law, but the emphasis of the courses was on the specific needs of DPOs. For example, in the ‘Managing Sickness’ course, emphasis was placed on managing long-term and recurring sickness in relation to a disability, and emphasis on utilising Access to Work, and with greater reference to the DDA than might happen in a course for non-DPOs. In addition, participants were encouraged to contribute, and discovered that the events were a unique opportunity to discuss with their peers the issues they had faced within their DPOs, within a learning context. 

All participants found this especially useful, with a general consensus that without high-quality and DPO-specific employment and management advice CEOs / managers felt a lack of knowledge and confidence in knowing what they can and cannot do as managers and what they can and cannot ask for from their employees.

3.8 
Events

a.  Access to Work event
The Access to Work event combined a specific theme with an opportunity for DPOs to meet and share experiences. Participants found the opportunity to interface with policy makers and administrators, to ask questions and to discuss specific issues to be extremely useful and popular as anticipated. The event also allowed focussed sharing of experiences from DPOs on specific related concerns – employing personal assistants (PAs) and applying Access to Work to mental health issues.

Feedback from participants was very positive, as the event combined rare opportunities for people from DPOs to meet with Government officers as well as each other. The event was educational and informative, and the venue – NCVO – very much appreciated by those attending. 
b. DPO Workers’ Networking Event

As noted above, attendance at the workers and management committee events was poor. Indeed, as only two people booked on the workers’ network event it was decided to cancel it. This contrasted with what was stated by a number of workers during the needs analysis. Further work needs to be done to understand how to make such an event successful.

c. Chairs/Committee Members’ Networking Event
Only three people attended, which was disappointing. Two of the three participants were Chairs of organisations, one of an established and funded borough organisation, the other of a national unfunded network. The third was a board member. 

Key issues noted were:

· A desire for more networking opportunities for chairs (possibly of similar organisations i.e. borough groups, rather than an open forum) on line and face-to-face (with meetings on a sub-regional basis?)

· A need for policy information to be distributed to Chairs in a digestible format so they can represent their organisations effectively

· A need to capacity build DPOs to ensure they can be more effective and access resources they cannot at present, whilst keeping their ethos intact

· A need for better publicity for the LVSC PEACe HR helpline and support, and ensuring that Chairs know they can use it as well as CEOs

· A desire for development of existing and new Board members of DPOs

· A clarification of the terms for Access to Work funding for Board members under either Permitted Earnings or if they are paid Board members of a Community Interest Company (CIC) or social enterprise

· Funding from Access to Work for volunteers and interns

· Information about use of internships and volunteering to develop disabled people’s skills

· Any future meetings might be best held in the evening or at weekends.

d. CEOs’ Networking Event

Conversely the event for DPO CEOs was the first to ‘sell out’, and it is clear there is a long-term need for events like this. Again, attendance on the day was not as high as booked (12 attended, 17 booked), but the event was lively and covered a range of issues. Specifically, issues raised by earlier stages of research were fed back to the CEOs, and the response of CEOs was gauged. 

Discussions ranged across a wide number of HR-related areas, such as access to HR support and advice, networking, training, DPO capacity issues etc., and broad endorsement was given for many of the issues raised by BOF. There was a strong consensus that there is a need for specialised, sympathetic HR support for DPOs, and a need for training tailored specifically for DPOs, and for networking. It was agreed that further discussions needed to take place at other levels (Disability LIB, LVSC, Inclusion London) around taking forward this area of work.

3.9 
Training and Event Participants’ Evaluation 

Participants were asked to evaluate each event, and were given forms to complete. Participants were asked to evaluate the training content, the organisation of the events, the venues, and how their access needs were met.

In general the responses were very positive. 

a. Venues

NCVO was especially liked as a venue – the sole criticism being the distance from the tube station. The room at London Councils was universally loathed due to its shape, size and overactive air-conditioning. However, it was generally though to be an easy venue to get to (despite criticisms of the London Councils provided map).

b. Access 

Participants were generally very happy with the way access issues were dealt with at both venues (especially NCVO).

c. Organisation

Most participants were very happy with organisation, except one participant who complained that their confirmation was only sent by email. 

d. Content

The content of events was welcomed because it was appropriately targeted and tailored. It was appreciated that events were interactive and allowed a lot of time and space for relevant discussion and comparison of experiences within DPOs, whilst being focussed on specific issues (managing sickness, managing performance). 

There were issues about fitting in enough content in the short time allocated to the courses. Conversely the short length of the courses was appreciated. 

Many participants believed that the events/courses would positively affect the way they managed. Nearly all participants valued highly the time spent at the courses/events, and all appreciated the opportunity to network and share experiences, whilst being able to receive professional input.

e. Summary

In summary, the BOF events were a success. This rare opportunity to receive tailored training amongst peers was very much appreciated.  Comments made by participants:

· “I feel this has given me more confidence within certain issues that I can take back and use in my organisation, not just for myself but with trustees.”

· “The handouts were good and accessible and the training was well conducted and inclusive”

· “This was very good and informative and has given me lots to take back and use.”

· “Preparation was obviously excellent”

· “Very relevant as topics discussed were focussed on DPOs unique position in the market.”

· “I feel that I will be more confident to confront these issues in my organisation”

· “I have a greater understanding and feel confident to then go back and use this”

· “Good opportunity to reflect on what we do, how we do, and compare this to guidance offered by course tutors”

· “It got me thinking about what we do and how we do it”.

3.10 
Non-line Management Supervision 

The programme developed was a time-limited offer of non-line management supervision to one participating group. This was provided by a qualified Personal Coach supplied by Toosh.  The experiences of the coach and the client are reported in their own words below. 

a. Client

· Helped to put context to the day to day work of the client

· Helped to see issues from a different perspective

· Enabled new ideas and ways of approaching development issues to be broached and discussed

· Provided a place in which to discuss senior level issues with somebody completely independent who could help drill down to the issues and ask “new” questions 

· Holistic process which helped to view some areas as joined-up rather than separate 

· Helped to set priorities and work through new ideas and implementation plans and to approach existing work areas with a new perspective

· “An enjoyable and useful experience”.

· The coaching could have a positive impact on work-life balance if the process continued

· It was very useful to be able to discuss a particular issue that happened as the coach was outside of the situation.  Sometimes difficult situations arise which could create an emotional reaction but it is not always possible to discuss things like this with colleagues as it is inappropriate and can influence their own reactions

· “The impact has been very positive to date in relation to the time spent” 

· The coaching process is useful as a work planning tool and for measuring progress at work between sessions

· The models used by the coach can be used by the client to sustain the process and measure change 

· “I would consider looking at a possible long term arrangement of some kind, and would recommend that other voluntary sector CEOs may like to try something like this to see how useful it would be to them.”

b. Coach

This coaching process was undertaken mainly over the telephone. This is an extremely time and cost-efficient way of providing coaching. It reduces the costs of the coach and does not require a meeting room, just a telephone in a private place. The client had sessions before going to work. There were no extra travel or time costs for the client apart from the sessions themselves and optional “thinking” time that eventually becomes part of the working process.

This method seems particularly suitable for leaders in DPOs since space and privacy are often at a premium and work hours can be flexible.

The main learning points were around working with executives who do not have managerial supervision as a matter of routine. 

Further, the intervention indicated that work-life balance is likely to be a critical element of the coaching process, along with setting priorities and enabling the client to pick out issues from a huge portfolio of projects and responsibilities. The ability of the intervention to assist the client to plan, take action and to see progress in a short period of time seems important in this sector also.

Coaching as a non-line management supervision intervention seems particularly suited to this sector in its cost-effective, time-effective and space-effective model. It also provides direct support to senior managers without attempting to line manage or teach, which the usual management support interventions would do. The process respected the knowledge and expertise of the client and used executive coaching models to support and enhance their organisational performance.

The process is client-led, the client identifies six or eight topics for discussion according to which are the most important to them at that time (e.g. work-life balance, particular projects, fundraising, staff management etc). The client gives each topic a grade between 1 and 10, according to how positive they feel about it or according to how well they feel it is progressing or succeeding. This is used as the benchmark for the work between client and coach. 
The client picks the topic to start working on, sets action targets and is regularly asked to re-measure progress against the original benchmark so progress is assessed  regularly by the client themselves.

3.11 HR Health Check

The final element of the interventions’ testing programme was an ‘HR Health Check’ delivered by LVSC’s PEACe service. This was offered to one participating organisation and the results are summarised below:

The HR health check provides a proven framework to explore and review an organisation's HR practice and procedures. The CEO of the organisation is met with and documentation gathered. A health check report is prepared and recommendations for areas of improvement are made. 

Priorities and action plans are then agreed. This can include revision of policies and procedures, a review of processes and a variety of internal development processes led by the CEO of the organisation. Other members of staff and management committee should be involved in the development process. “The most direct way for an employer to identify policies and practices that need their attention is to ask its disabled workers.”

For groups to fully take part, a health check requires some blocks of time to be allocated by the organisation and a full commitment to the process. This includes commitment of time for meetings, preparation, organisation and consultation.

The DPO undertaking the Health Check found it difficult to fully commit the required time to complete the process within the timescales allocated, despite an undoubted eagerness to take part. As a result a full health check was not finished. 

The experience echoed the problem raised by managers reported in the needs analysis research: the time pressures on managers in DPOs are enormous. However, the DPO reported that the Health Check enabled the organisation to update and amend its key HR policies which will be crucial to the organisation going forward.

3.12  Conclusion

The interventions which were trialled during the summer of 2009 were those prioritised by the steering group and participants who were consulted with. 

The programme was held over a six-week period, with a great amount of effort put into the organisation and publicity of the programme to ensure all interventions and events were accessible as possible. This highlighted the challenges faced: the extra time and costs required to ensure full accessibility, and the importance of advance consultation in ensuring participants’ access needs are fully met.

Costs of accessible venues were also noted to be high: as one participant noted, it would be easy to organise fully accessible venues with an unlimited budget. 

It was also learned that there are issues about attendance on the day at events offered free. Our feeling that a deposit for events would have improved attendance is reinforced by others’ experiences (notably training organisers at CVSs), and by Value Theory, but there is no evidence of any research into this, which in itself would be valuable.

The effort put into organising the programme was however, without doubt, worthwhile. The feedback from participants in all areas of the programme was excellent, and highlighted the lack of existing accessible support for DPOs, and the need for such accessible interventions and services.

Key Findings: interventions

· Planning and organising events for DPO staff, ensuring access needs are fully met is time consuming and expensive, but vital.

· Consultation with participants prior to events to ensure their access needs are met is crucial.

· Accessible venues exist – but are expensive.

· Free events encourage people to book, but might not encourage attendance.

· Training tailored specifically to the needs of DPOs is in demand, popular and appreciated.

· Training gives much-needed confidence to CEOs in managing difficult situations

· There is a great demand and need for organisations to be networked.

· Professional non-line management supervision/coaching offers a viable positive alternative solution for supporting CEOs.

· Direct one-to-one support with a DPO can address a wide range of HR issues effectively.
Section Four

Conclusions and Recommendations
This section details a range of recommendations arising from the needs analysis research and the evaluated programme of support interventions. The BOF project believes that implementation of these recommendations is key to meeting the HR/ and management needs of DPOs and thereby the future effectiveness and sustainability of the DPO sector. 

Some recommendations are specifically aimed at funding organisations (e.g. the London Funders’ group), others at contracting organisations (e.g. local Councils within London who contract for CILs) others at national Government level (e.g. Access to Work/JobCentre Plus). Other recommendations focus on DPO umbrella groups (e.g. Inclusion London, Disability LIB) and others at DPOs themselves. 

4.1  Meeting the additional management and core costs of DPOs

A number of issues were raised related to specific costs faced by DPOs, including the following.

a. More part-time workers, therefore: 

· Greater costs 

· Greater number of workers

· More pressure on managers

· More complex work arrangements

· More need for equipment

· More need for space

b. Recruitment is more frequent and takes longer as a result of access issues, therefore:

· Longer run in times needed for projects

· Costs higher

c. Induction takes longer and requires more human resources, therefore:

· Longer run in / set up times needed for projects

· Management/supervision costs are higher

d. Access to Work does not meet all the access needs and costs of DPOs. For example, it will not pay 100% access costs in all cases, and will not pay for indirect costs (e.g. desk space for support workers). With the large number of disabled workers employed within DPOs this means greater costs have to be borne by the organisation.

e. Access costs for disabled volunteers or management committee members are not met by Access to Work, increasing costs more for DPOs.

f. The disproportionate number of support workers in DPOs has an impact on DPO costs, policies, space usage, training and management.

g. Activities and events for DPOs, including staff training events, incur greater access costs and may take longer to organise. 

Understanding the needs and costs of running a Deaf and Disabled People’s Organisation

Recommendation 1

That a full cost recovery model should be adopted by organisations and funders to reflect the full costs of running a DPO, including all access costs not met by Access to Work, access costs for volunteers and management committee members, training and development costs for staff, costs of access to non-managerial support and staff management costs, and costs of fully inclusive events.

Recommendation 2 

That funders and commissioners should fund and commission a piece of work to develop guidance on DPO costs to:

· Outline the additional access, employment, managerial and HR needs that a DPO or a specific project/service may incur, as identified in this report

· Also outline indicative access costs of running activities and events are acknowledged and budgeted for appropriately.  (See Appendix 11)
· Develop a formula for allocating costs to these needs. 

This formula could then be used by funders and DPOs alike when budgeting.  

Recommendation 3

That funders and commissioners look to allocate a ‘contingency fund‘ that would cover variable costs, and in particular the costs of staff cover if a worker in a DPO is on long-term sickness absence/ or include the costs of staff cover in the above funding formula.

Recommendation 4

That a staff cover resource (perhaps by developing a database of disabled freelance workers) be developed by Inclusion London or other second tier DPO.

Recommendation 5

That funders and commissioners acknowledge the longer set-up and lead-in times needed for DPOs to develop and deliver new projects or services, and that they adjust contract requirements accordingly. 

4.2 
Infrastructure support and management structures

The research showed that flat structures within DPOs were causing a specific problem and severely limiting capacity to improve HR practice and working. Often DPOs’ senior managers were obliged to manage large demanding staff teams leaving little time for other areas of work. This was generally caused by the disproportionately large number of part-time workers employed within DPOs.

Infrastructure support

Recommendation 6

Funders should recognise the additional management needs of DPOs through the cost formula outlined in Recommendation 2 above.

Recommendation 7

DPOs with less than seven staff should be provided with access to back office support: employment advice and support, basic technical HR support (e.g. help with recruitment, development and implementation of policies). It is recommended that funders look to fund the development of the above in partnership with umbrella bodies such as Inclusion London, Disability LIB and LVSC.

4.3 Non-Managerial Support

Provision of non-managerial support during BOF’s interventions testing phase was an extremely useful and successful experiment. Our research shows the need and desire on behalf of CEOs to benefit from non-managerial support, especially given the poor management support they generally receive.

There are a number of delivery models and related costs. The minimum costs for such services we have identified are around £35 per hour
. The minimum cost of 12 supervisions a year, assuming one-hour sessions, would therefore be £420 per organisation. However, we believe a more realistic costing to be double this, so approximately £840 per annum per organisation. These costs need to be included within DPOs’ full cost recovery budgeting models. 
Non-managerial supervision

Recommendation 8

DPOs should ensure that non-managerial support is provided to CEOs.

Recommendation 9

Funding awards, including those for specific projects, should recognise the need for non-managerial supervision for CEOs of DPOs.

4.4 Meeting the Training Needs of DPOs

The research showed that very little appropriate, tailored, accessible training opportunities currently exist for DPOs, and that when such opportunities are developed and offered they are taken up and appreciated. When tailored appropriately the feedback we received indicated a positive impact upon HR practices within organisations.

The research showed that offering appropriate training is resource-intensive. The unit costs of delivering training for DPO staff/committees/volunteers are higher than the costs of organising training for non-disabled organisations.
Meetings training needs of DPOs

Recommendation 10

a. The creation of a new, tailored and accessible package of Human Resources training specifically for DPOs 

· This should be a rolling programme of training with targeted outreach work carried out to ensure the active involvement of DPOs. 

· This training should be organised by a partnership of appropriate agencies – LVSC’s PEACe service and Inclusion London.
BOF recommends that the basic package of training should cover the following four key areas of HR management, as set out overleaf:
	1. Starting employment
	Health and safety

Induction

Recruitment

Access to Work

Identifying access needs

	2. In employment
	Performance management

Managing sickness

Discipline and grievance

Capability

Dealing with mental health Issues

	3.Termination and redundancy
	Ill health

Redundancy

Dismissal

	4. Finance/Funding employment
	Full cost recovery: identifying and recovering costs 


b. The tailored package of training needs to ensure:

i) Accessible and properly targeted publicity – ensuring publicity reaches its targets within DPOs.

ii) Thorough and accessible organisation of events/courses – with adequate time set aside to do this, and to communicate well with potential and actual participants.

iii) Accessible venues – proper consideration of participants’ access needs.

iv) Trainers sensitive, knowledgeable and experienced in subject and with understanding of DPOs’ needs.

v) Proper budgets allocated for fully meeting access demands.

vi) Use of a variety of accessible venues, in accessible locations throughout London.
c.  BOF also recommends that research is undertaken into systems that improve attendance at training courses, such as the deposit system noted.

4.5  Direct ‘One-to-One’ HR Support

Our provision of the HR Health Check during the testing process was felt to be a useful experiment. Our research has shown that there is a need for the service, but that pressures of time on CEOs could cause problems with uptake and commitment. 

A proven successful model for delivering tailored specialist HR services to groups is the London Voluntary Service Council PEACe Black, Asian, minority ethnic and refugee (BAMER) HR project. In its first two years of operating (2007 and 2008) this service supported 255 people from 129 BAMER organisations, received 163 employment/HR enquiries from BAMER groups, gave intensive support to 49 groups and training on HR issues to 78 people. 15 articles for BAMER groups were published and distributed, guidance was written and translated into Somali and French and over 1,000 copies were distributed; more than 11 second tier advisers were supported in London giving specific HR help to BAMER groups, 22 organisations were supported through the ‘Health Check’ process, over 1000 documents were downloaded and an increase in groups supported by PEACe was recorded of 7%
. The project finished in December 2009. Details can be found at www.lvsc.org.uk
This type of service could be replicated and tailored to the needs of DPOs.

One to one HR support for DPOs

Recommendation 11

The development of a 3-year DPO Human Resources service, using the PEACe service for Black and ethnic minority organisations as a model, to provide a range of direct HR support to DPOs. Development of such a project should also involve Inclusion London. 

· This DPO HR Support service and the recommended training should be linked, to encourage improvements in knowledge, understanding and HR practice. 

· This service will need to ensure co-ordination with other work and activities arising from these recommendations specifically around information resources and networking. 

· This package of support should include elements that enable DPOs to apply for the appropriate quality marks (e.g. Investors in People, PQASSO, ISO 9000) – a mark that can help demonstrate DPOs commitment to good HR practice, and improve DPOs position within tendering and contractual procedures and requirements, particularly in relation to CILs. 

4.6 Bringing DPOs Together 

The research showed that there was a lack of networking opportunities for DPOs at a local and London-wide level. This lack of networking hinders sharing of information and knowledge and impacts upon practices within organisations. For example, the lack of shared knowledge and experience of using Access to Work was just one area of work that surprised us. The lack of awareness of like-experiences of similar groups in managing issues peculiar to DPOs causes increase in isolation and gaps in learning.

a. CEO Network
Our research demonstrated a real need for a CEO network in order to improve and share knowledge and experience. It is our belief that such a network would provide CEOs with much-needed informal support, enable better sharing of knowledge and access to information, and personal and professional development. 

There is also a lack of ‘virtual networking’, using internet technology that might aid communication and give better access to information. For example ‘Ning’, a web model adopted by NAVCA for their ‘Navcaboodle’ service, and one being adopted by the Cascade second tier network run by LVSC.

Networking of Chief Executives and Director of DPOs

Recommendation 12

a. The development of a DPO CEO network project. This network should be:

· structured 

· focussed

· both real and virtual 

b. Each CEO network event should be:

· Focussed around an issue with specific training/expertise/guests.

· Professionally facilitated by an independent person not identified with any DPO.

· Linked via a virtual network/internet space (e.g. a closed network of Disabled People's Organisations, where they can interact, share information, upload and share documents etc.)
c. The network would require funded support for a paid member of staff to manage the virtual network and to administrate, organise and facilitate meetings.
b. Staff Network
Whilst the BOF needs analysis research showed a desire and need for a DPO staff network, our attempt to take this forward during the testing stage did not succeed due to lack of interest, lack of habit, or lack of communication. 

It is essential that such a network offers participants a positive experience, and achieves positive outcomes for those who attend, but it is clear that further engagement with London’s hundreds of workers in DPOs is a task that needs to be taken forward. 

Networking of staff in DPOs

Recommendation 13

Further research should be carried out into the need for, and the development of, a London disabled staff network, offering the opportunity for gaining peer support, sharing information and discussing access issues. BOF recommends this research be led by Inclusion London.

c. Management Committee/Trustee Network
Further development of a management committee network also needs to be taken forward. Our research showed general support, and positive desire on the part of CEOs to ensure management committees engage with each other and undergo useful learning and networking experiences. It was felt that management committees “did not know what they did not know” causing a barrier with regard to engagement in networking. 
Networking of DPO Trustees

Recommendation 14
A management committee network should be a key element of the management committee development programme that BOF recommends is undertaken by Inclusion London (see below).

4.7 DPO Management Committees

The research showed that generally DPO management committees had poor knowledge of their employment and management responsibilities, and the legal obligations of acting as a trustee. A lack of networking of committee opportunities locally and across London was also noted. All this impacts upon DPOs, and we believe that the development of management committees’ knowledge and capabilities is vital for the future development of DPOs, to ensure that they are ‘fit for purpose’.

Supporting DPO Management Committees

Recommendation 15

The development of a London DPO Trustees’ project to provide tailored training, advice and support ‘in-house’ on the full range of management committee issues including responsibilities, skill development, recruitment and other issues, 

This service should be linked with the development of management committee networking opportunities.

4.8  Information Resources

LVSC’s PEACe service produces a range of HR documents that organisations would find useful. These are produced in an accessible format and placed on LVSC’s website. This guidance includes, for example, specific HR advice tailored for BAMER groups. 

However, as noted in the needs analysis, some groups reported that LVSC’s website was difficult to navigate, and documents hard to find. 

A brief assessment of PEACe’s guidance documents shows that most HR guidance on the site is appropriate to DPOs, whilst some requires adjustment. Other information resources are produced by agencies such as the Employers’ Forum on Disability (EDF), but these are not generally available to groups without subscription.

Information resources

Recommendation 16

Key second tier organisations (LVSC, NCVO, Business Link) should carry out a Disability Equality Impact assessment on their information resources to ensure they are accessible to disabled people and inclusive of the needs of DPOs. This must be done in partnership with DPOs. 

Recommendation 17

a. HR documents on LVSC’s and websites (e.g. guidance published by Disability LIB and Employers’ Forum on Disability) should be made available through the DPO network portal (as recommended above). 

b. The portal should act as a forum for sharing of model policies and procedures.

4.9 Outreach by Second Tier DPOs

A key issue noted in the research, and by the steering group, is the isolation of many DPO groups, particularly small ones. Lack of resources over a number of years, combined with the pressures of gaining funding to survive under difficult circumstances, and the lack of an effective umbrella organisation in London for several years, have causes many groups to (at least) ‘be out of the habit’ of networking. 

This results in a number of groups being ‘out of the loop’, and having a shortage of information on numerous important policy developments. For example, lack of knowledge of the Access to Work scheme; lack of knowledge about the development of Inclusion London etc. 

We note the success of the outreach work carried out by the BAMER Project at PEACe, which has improved knowledge and information on HR issues throughout the BAMER sector in London.

Outreach to DPOs

Recommendation 18

Pro-active networking should be carried out by Inclusion London and others to involve DPOs and to capacity build the sector, particularly on HR issues. 

Inclusion London should work with other second tier organisations and government bodies to ensure the active use of, and participation by, DPOs in wider networks and consultation forums.

Recommendation 19

A programme should be set up and funded to build the capacity of larger DPOs to mentor and support smaller DPOs, to spread good practice and deliver of appropriate advice and support.

4.10 Second Tier Organisations: addressing the barriers

Our research showed inconsistent and sometimes very poor services for DPOs from London-wide and borough-based second tier organisations, including CVS, LVSC and others.  Generally some DPOs felt that existing second tier organisations were not sensitive to the access needs of DPOs, communicated poorly with them, and failed to provide services that were accessible to them. 
In some cases the support DPOs received was inadequate and not appropriate: for example one group felt very well supported, yet had no knowledge at all of the Access to Work scheme, and nor did the second tier organisation that was supporting them.

Second tier organisations: addressing the barriers

Recommendation 20 

Second tier organisations must work proactively with DPOs as part of their work with voluntary sector groups, and meet their legal obligations to provide accessible services. For this to happen we recommended that:

· Contacts be encouraged by Inclusion London and other second tier London and national DPOs between disability networks and mainstream second tier organisations

· Key second tier mainstream voluntary sector providers carry out targeted outreach work to increase awareness and take-up of their services by DPOs

· Targets are set by funders for all second tier organisations to work with DPOs

· Second tier organisations build their capacity to work with DPOs by ensuring that their staff and Management Boards receive appropriate and in-depth training on Disability Equality and other issues related to DPOs, delivered by experienced disabled trainers. 

· Second tier organisations, including LVSC, NCVO and Business Link and local CVSs carry out a Disability Equality Impact Assessment of their employment, training and information resources to ensure they are accessible to disabled people and inclusive of DPOs. This should be done in partnership with relevant DPOs.

Recommendation 21

Pan-London, regional, and national DPOs should be resourced to work actively with key second tier providers and policy makers in the voluntary sector to raise awareness and understanding of the needs of DPOs and ensure their services and work address those needs.    

4.11 Workforce Development

Our research has shown a skills shortage within the DPO sector, and thus a difficulty in recruiting skilled disabled staff, combined with a lack of tailored training, and of training leading to qualifications for staff within DPOs. 

This situation is exacerbated by poor career development routes within DPOs, and a recorded exodus of experienced staff to become consultants, or to work outside the DPO sector. 

Effective workforce development and career pathways will help attract more experienced staff back into the sector who have chosen alternative career development routes, as well as recognising skills of existing staff, and will contribute greatly to the overall organisational health of DPOs.

Workforce development

Recommendation 22

Further research is recommended, to identify how best to create skills development pathways for disabled staff in DPOs, in partnership with other second tier organisations working in this sector, to include different ways of achieving qualifications, including accreditation of prior knowledge, tailored training and mentoring and other necessary measures.  

4.12 HR Development in DPOs  

Whilst acknowledging the huge pressures upon CEOs of DPOs, we believe it is important for DPOs to be encouraged to recognise the importance of allocating time and resources to the development of staff, understanding of HR issues, and the development of HR policies and procedures.
HR development

Recommendation 23

DPOs must be supported to develop their HR practices, where necessary with additional funding support.

DPO must be encouraged to adopt the following good practices:

a) Inclusion of training budgets and a staff-development policy 

b) Attendance at provided training for committees, staff and CEOS 

c) Exploitation of new networking opportunities 

d) Development of good internal communications policies that allow discussion of impairment, and how to meet access needs.
DPOs be encouraged to use new services developed as a result of the recommendations of this report, perhaps by making this a condition of funding.

4.13 Access to Work

Much work has been done during the project with regard to Access to Work, at both group level and national level. The research showed a consistent range of problems and issues. DPO knowledge of the Access to Work systems was not as good as we might have expected, but most issues raised related to Access to Work themselves, with DPOs time-after-time reporting problems relating to JobCentre Plus staff’s failure to understand or to be helpful to DPOs and DPO staff, and as a result DPOs facing a range of internal problems.  

The Access to Work scheme must be to be more relevant and sympathetic to the needs of DPOs and of disabled staff. This issue reaches far beyond the needs of DPOs to those of all employers, and is key to getting disabled people into work and keeping them in work.  

We therefore have made a series of recommendations in this area.

Access to Work: meeting the needs of staff and employers

Recommendation 24

The Department of Work and Pensions should actively promote and publicise the scheme to employers, disabled people, the voluntary sector and others to increase awareness of the scheme and how it operates.

· Specifically, briefings/workshops for DPOs on Access to Work and how to get the best out of the scheme, run by Access to Work and by appropriately experienced DPOs working together.

Recommendation 25

In order to ensure that DPOs and disabled staff receive the appropriate support to manage workplace personal assistants/support workers, we recommended: 

· The production of clear advice on the options for employment of ATW and workplace personal assistant/support workers

· A training support programme, is developed and delivered by disabled people, on how disabled workers can manage their support/PA staff effectively.

Agencies supplying support workers should be strongly encouraged to increase the availability and quality of work-based personal assistants/support workers and develop their understanding of the needs of DPOs.
Recommendation 26
In order to ensure that Access to Work delivers appropriate and fair services to all employees and employers, including DPOs: 

· ATW should ensure all ATW staff receive Disability Equality Training delivered by disabled trainers.

· ATW should undertake a review, involving ATW users and DPOs, of the scope and remit of what constitutes disability-related needs and costs.

· ATW should extend the scope of support provided to disabled people to address the personal impact of exclusion and discrimination on individual disabled workers - for example training on assertiveness, confidence building skills or on managing one’s impairment in the workplace.

· ATW should extend support to disabled people in volunteer positions, in recognition of the vital role of volunteering as a pathway to work and social inclusion

Recommendation 27

Funders must pro-actively promote Access to Work to groups that they fund.

Recommendation 28

Second tier DPOs, with the support of mainstream voluntary sector bodies should continue to lobby and work in partnership with Access to Work, to educate and inform with regard to the full access needs of DPOs and DPO employees. 
4.14 Stakeholder Policy Development

There is evidence of poor understanding and appreciation of the issues faced by DPOs by stakeholders, including Government, funders, and others. This is reflected in DPOs experiences in a number of ways: 

· In the failure, for example, of the Compact to take account of DPO issues,

· In the difficulties DPOs have in bidding competitively for contracts

· And even in how funders and contractors define the term ‘disability’. 

The evidence is that DPOs’ engagement in partnership structures needs improvement, especially given the increasing importance of Local Strategic Partnerships, Local Area Agreements, development of CILs etc. DPOs are not, currently, included in these partnerships as a matter of course.

Policy development by stakeholders: government, decision makers and funders

Recommendation 29

Key stakeholders must engage and communicate directly with DPOs and their second tier support and policy organisations over issues of concern to the voluntary sector, employment issues and the development of key policies and practices, in particular over:  

· Policy development

· Contracting practices

· Consideration of access issues

· Employment and the voluntary sector 

· Funding strategies

David Abse, Toosh Limited, Building Our Futures

December 2010
Appendices

Appendix 1: Opening Letter To Groups

Appendix 2: Opening Letter - Easy Read

Appendix 3: Publicity Leaflet

Appendix 4: Publicity Leaflet- Staff

Appendix 5: Questionnaire - Organisations 

Appendix 6: Questionnaire - Staff

Appendix 7: Questionnaire - Staff: Easy Read

Appendix 8: Events Publicity 

Appendix 9: Stage 2 Letter And Survey

Appendix 10: Stage 2 Letter Easy Read

Appendix 11: Examples Of Access Costs For DPO Events 

Appendix 12: Bibliography And Websites

Appendix 1: Opening Letter to Groups

Partners include:

Disability Action in Islington

Disability Action Waltham Forest



Hammersmith and Fulham Action on Disability

London Voluntary Service Council












With the support of:

Dear

I am writing to you about regarding Building Our Futures, a project developed by some London Deaf and disabled people’s organisations (DPOs).  We know it has been recognised that DPOs often have difficult and sometimes unique problems with managing employment situations. The purpose of this project is to look at those situations, and to develop better ways of doing things, that will make a real difference to DPOs.

The project is funded by the City Parochial Foundation, and is aimed at specifically DPOs in London. The research and development work is being carried out by Toosh Limited, an experienced voluntary sector consultancy, led by David Abse. 

To help us carry out the research we are looking for DPOs and individual disabled employees to take part in the different stages of the project.

Stage One

In the first stage we want to talk to 8 Deaf and disabled people’s organisations, to find out in detail about the employment issues they face, and to discuss what solutions have been tried, what has worked, and what has not. We will do this in ways that suit you and your organisation – whether on the telephone, by email, face-to-face at a venue of your choice, or whatever. If there are access costs associated with access needs we will meet these.

We would also like to talk to 16 individual Deaf or disabled employees and ask them about what issues they have faced when working for Deaf and disabled people’s organisations, and what they think could have been done, or what was done to help solve these issues that arose.

Stage Two

After gathering this information, we want will be looking to develop some employment solutions for organisations and staff, and will be running a trial programme. 

For this we will need Deaf and Disabled People’s Organisations and disabled members of staff to volunteer to participate for a trial period.  
We will work with DPOs to develop tailor-made solutions for their organisation and their disabled staff. During that time organisations and the people who work in them will get tailor-made solutions for their organisation and their staff. This may include free training, development of new policies and procedures, direct advice and support – but obviously this depends on what happens during the first stage.

We have put aside some funds for organisations and individuals in order to help fund their participation. 

We will then evaluate the trials alongside other research into the area. We will consult with participants at all stages of the project.  

Stage Three

At the end of the project, we will produce a report making recommendations of how to go forward. We will recommend practical solutions to the issues faced by Deaf and disabled people organisations employing Deaf and disabled staff. 

The report will be launched at a conference attended by key decision makers. Copies of the report will be sent to influential people. Our aim is that this project will have a significant impact on the capacity and ability of DPOs to manage the employment needs of disabled people .

What Happens Next?

Over the next few weeks we will be contacting you in order to arrange (if possible) an interview around the above issues. Please let us know how you would like us to communicate with you by completing the attached form and emailing it back to us at bof@toosh.co.uk.

If you want to contact us before then, or are keen to let us know how you would like to participate, whether as an organisation or as an individual worker, feel free to email us at bof@toosh.co.uk.

We will be also putting information up on our website as we go along at www.toosh.co.uk/bof.htm
One way or another, we hope to be in contact soon, and we hope you will take advantage of this opportunity to participate in this important project.

Best wishes

David Abse

Toosh Limited
Appendix 2: Opening Letter, Easy Read

Our partners are:

Disability Action in Islington

Disability Action Waltham Forest



Hammersmith and Fulham Action on Disability

London Voluntary Service Council


With the support of:

Dear

	I am writing to tell you about a new project. 

It is called Building Our Futures.


	Deaf and disabled people’s organisations in London started this project. 

	The project will look at what employment problems these organisations have. 

	These problems could be about:

· Disabled staff not getting the right support;

· Managers not knowing what to do if staff are not working well.

	This project will help Deaf and disabled people’s organisations to find better ways of doing things.

	My name is David Abse. I work for a company called Toosh Limited. I will be in charge of this project. 

	I am looking for disabled people’s organisations and disabled employees who would like to take part in this project.

	The project has 3 parts:

	We will talk to 8 Deaf and disabled people’s organisations. 

	We will talk about:

· employment problems these organisations have;

· what has been done to sort out these problems;
· what worked and what didn’t.

	We also need 16 Deaf or disabled employees. 



	We will talk about:

· what problems they have at work;

· how their problems are dealt with;
· what could be done better.

	We will talk to people on the phone, by email or meet face to face. You tell us what’s best for you.


	We will look at your answers and write a plan about how to deal with different employment problems. 

We will then test this plan. This is called a trial.

	We will ask organisations and disabled employees to take part in this trial. 

We will pay them to do this.


	Or fax:

0203 137 1714


Best wishes,

David Abse

Appendix 3: BOF Publicity Leaflet
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Appendix 4: BOF Publicity Leaflet – Staff
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Appendix 5: Questionnaire – organisations:

A. Questions for Organisations

1. Questions about your Organisation

Name of organisation: 
Size of organisation (£ turnover):

i) How many people do you employ? 

ii) How many of these are Deaf/ disabled people?

iii) How many of those work part time/full time?

iv) Does your organisation use volunteers?

v) How many of these are Deaf/disabled people?

vi) Are you Deaf/disabled yourself?

2. Questions about you as manager of your organisation

i) How long have you been manager of the organisation?

ii) Tell us about how you became to be a manager? 

· Previous experience? 

· Volunteer/activist/management committee experience?

· Internal promotion?

· Training – short term/long term?

· Qualifications?

iii) How has your previous experience and training helped you in your role as the manager in a DPO? 

iv) What was missing/what do you think you need?

3. Recruitment of Deaf/disabled people

i) Do you target any posts at disabled people? Specific posts?
ii) Have you had any specific issues arise with the recruitment of Deaf and disabled people? 

iii) Access issues?

iv) Recruitment costs?

v) Training and support?


vi) Access to Work problems?

vii) Skills shortages?

4. Employing and managing Deaf/disabled people


i) Tell me about your general experiences related to employment/management in a DPO
ii) Tell me about successes you have had with regard to the management of disabled staff

· Why do you think you have been successful?

· What did you do as a manager to make this a success?

· What did the worker/workers do to make this a success, and how did you help the worker do this?

· Did the organisation get any support to make this a success?
iii) Tell me about barriers you have faced in employing and/or managing Deaf/disabled staff

· Have there been issues about meeting staff access or support needs?

· How difficult has it been to make the reasonable adjustments necessary to support staff?

· Have you had issues about any staff having difficulties with their job or parts of their job because of their impairment? (e.g. sickness)

· How did you deal with this? 

· In terms of staff access needs, have there been any particular high levels of adaptation or support you have had to meet?

· Do more of your Deaf/disabled staff work part time, and does this cause any specific problems/issues for you?
iv) How useful/not useful has the Access To Work scheme been for your organisation and your staff?
v) It has been identified by DPOs that lack of skills and work experience can be a specific problem in employing disabled people. 

· Has this been an issue for your organisation? 

· If so, how have you dealt with this issue? 

· Has your organisation the capacity to train/skill up staff? 

vi) Another issue identified is that of the confidence/self-esteem of disabled people in the workplace. Has this issue adversely affected your organisation?  


For example: 

· people who are afraid to say they don’t understand 

· or people who are afraid to say to say no – ever! 

· Or the opposite - people who say no  too often, sticking rigidly to their JD or list of tasks for fear of moving out of their comfort zone. 

· People in denial about the impact of their impairment

5. Volunteers

ii) How are deaf/disabled volunteers used in your organisation? 

iii) How does this work in relation to paid employees?

iv) Can this volunteering lead to paid employment – with you/others?

v) Does this all work, or are there problems between volunteers and paid workers?

vi) Why use volunteers for some areas of work and not paid employees?

6. Policies and Procedures

vii) What policies and procedures are in place for managing staff? (e.g. staff handbook, flexitime, absence policies) 

· Are they (any of them) specifically designed for managing disabled staff?

· What policies are these?

(Can we have examples please?)

ii) To what extent do they meet your needs as a manager?
· Have they been used in practice?

iii) Can you tell me from your experience what worked/didn’t work?

iv) Have you changed policies/procedures as a result of practical experience of managing Disabled people?

7. Outside Help and Support


i) What outside support have you had with regard to managing and employing disabled and non-disabled staff 
· What has been good?

· What has been bad?

ii) How much has your organisation spent on the following employment-related things?:

· External HR Consultants 



· Lawyers and other legal costs (which lawyers?)

· Insurance 

· Training 

· Publications/subscriptions 
· Other

iii) To what extent were these effective/do you think enough has been spent/do you think too much has been spent?

iv) If you needed advice/support on an employment-related issue, where would you go? 

· Why there?

· Experience?
8. External Pressures

i) Given the barriers that your organisation has faced in employing Deaf/disabled people, and recognising that there are barriers and difficulties that can exist to meet staff access needs to ensure the successful functioning of your organisation, how have these issues affected your organisation. For example:

· Has it used up valuable resources/time?

· Has it affected staff morale, or caused stresses within the organisation?

· Has it had an effect on meeting funders’ requirements?

· Has it affected the ability of your organisation to deliver services? 

· Has it affected your organisation’s capacity to support all its staff?

ii) What action did you take to deal with the issues raised above. (e.g. sought outside help, hired agency staff, borrowed money, relied more on volunteers…) 
· What worked?

· What didn’t work?

9. Management Committees

i) How helpful/knowledgeable is your management committee on employment/management issues? 

ii) Are any of your management committee experienced in management or employment?

iii) Do you feel your committee have the experience/expertise to support you in employment/management issues?

iv) Do your management committee take up training opportunities on these issues? Is it offered?

v) If your committee are not helpful in regard to these issues, what solution to that would you put into place? (Recruitment of new members, training, co-optees?)

vi) Are your Management Committee able to support you as a disabled manager? 

· Do you get supervision?

· Advice/support?

· Non-managerial supervision (internal or external)? 

· Training?

· Links/networking with other managers (Managers in other DPOs?)

· CVS?

· Other
10. General Questions


i) What are the biggest issues for you as a manager in a DPO that you think need addressing in relation to managing/employing Deaf and disabled staff?
ii)  …. and being managed? 

iii) What do you think would make the biggest difference in improving the day-to-day management of Deaf and disabled people in your/any DPO?

· Specific resources?

· Policies/procedures?

· Different working practices/arrangements at work?

· Different 

· Training?

· Non-managerial supervision?

· Expert support?

iv) What  employment/management achievements that you are proud of would you like to share? 

Appendix 6: Questionnaire – Staff 

Questions for Individual Employees
Name:

Name of Employing Organisation:

Past Organisations (if relevant):

1. As a Deaf/disabled employee within a DPO, have you experienced any specific issues related to employment and your management that you would like to share?

(a) How (if at all) does your impairment impact upon your work?

(b) How does this make you feel? Does it affect your confidence/self-esteem?

(c) What barriers have you faced that have had an impact on your employment? 

Such as: 

· exclusion from education or poor education, 

· lack of early work experience (Saturday job, PT time work while studying, work experience from school)

· low confidence, 

· low aspirations of your parents/teachers. 

(d) How easy is it to raise issues in work with regard to your access and support needs?

(e) How does your workplace help you to get the access and support you need?

(f) Do they try?

(g) Do they have the expertise to be able to help you?

(h) Do you have experience (good or bad) with Access to Work?

(i) What would/does really help you minimise the impact of your impairment in carrying out your work?

(j) Do you need to work part time as a result of your impairment? 

(k) How does this affect the support/management you receive?

(l) Do you have skills/development needs?

(m) Does your organisation support you in meeting them?

2. Have you received a good level of management support sensitive to your personal needs?

3. Are there any incidents of good management practice you can share?

4. Are there any incidents of poor practice you can share?

5. Have you ever sought outside advice or support, e.g. from a trade union or a citizen’s advice bureau? If so can you tell us about that support?

6. To what extent do you feel your line manager, and other managers (if they exist in your organisation) have enough knowledge/experience to manage staff?

a. Do your managers keep up to date?

b. Do they receive outside support/advice?

c. Do they attend training?

7. How aware are you of your organisation’s policies and procedures for supporting you at work? Do you think your organisation’s policies and procedures meet your needs as a Deaf/disabled employee? 

8. Can you give examples?

9. If you needed internal or external advice or support as an employee, where would you go (in each case)?

10. Are you aware of your management committee’s involvement with managing staff? If so, can you give examples, good and  bad?

11. As a member of staff, what are the biggest management/employment issues for you within your organisation?

12. Give an example of something in your organisation regarding management of staff that you think was done well?

What changes would you like to see in the way that disabled staff are managed in your organisation?
Appendix 7: Staff Questionnaire – Easy Read
Building Our Futures summary of questions for individuals

	1
	Questions about your experiences as a Deaf / disabled employee.

	
	Questions about problems you may have had.

Questions about how things at work have affected you.

	
	Questions about Access to Work.

Questions about training and development.

	
	Questions about support from your manager.

	3
	Questions about your experience of good and bad treatment at work

	4
	Questions about any outside help that you have had.

	5
	Questions about your managers. 

For example, how much experience they have

	6
	Questions about rules or policies in your organisation.

	7
	Questions about the management committee.


Appendix 8: Publicity – Events
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Appendix 9: Stage 2 Letter and Survey

Working together with:

	Disability Action in Islington

	Disability Action Waltham Forest

	Hammersmith and Fulham Action on Disability

	London Voluntary Service Council

	City Parochial Foundation


18 February 2009

Dear Building Our Futures Participant

Before Christmas I wrote to you with information with regard to the first stage of the project, and the results of the research. This found a range of issues that Deaf and Disabled People’s Organisations face with regard to employment and management.

We have discussed the findings and have consulted. After consideration and consultation, we are now going ahead with the second stage of the BOF project, and carrying out some action research. This means there will be opportunities for you and your organisation (including workers and committee members in your organisation as appropriate) to gain from support, training, networking and/or model policies, procedures and guidance.

In return, we are asking you to help us evaluate the support received – but as with the earlier stage of the project, you will be able to claim back costs for your time involved in this stage. 

Don’t forget though, you and your organisation will also benefit from the support offered.

Please ensure that copies of this letter are shown to colleagues, workers and committee members who may be keen to take part.

At this moment what we would like from you is to tell us what support you would like, in what specific area, on the attached form. Please let us have this within the next two weeks – by Friday 6 March.
All the support offered will be delivered in a three month trial period between April and July. Please note that our resources are limited and we will not be able to do everything within that time period. Therefore we want you to help us decide which areas of work we should prioritise.

So please look at the details below, and see which area of support interests you, and tell us your support preferences. Then email the completed table to bof@toosh.co.uk. 

If you prefer you can complete the table on line at the following web address:

http://tinyurl.com/bofstage2
Don’t forget this is for you, all staff and management committees, as appropriate.

What is important is that WE HAVE YOUR VIEWS to help us prioritise our actions over the next three months.

As soon as we have your views we will be setting up the three month trial, and we will let you know what we can offer

In addition to the support being indicated in the survey, BOF will be:

· signposting guidance on all issues to groups

· organising a network event for ALL staff who work in DPOs.

Also all groups can get help receive support via the PEACe helpline, a free telephone and email advice on HR and employment law issues for employers, management committee members and managers. The PEACe Helpline is open Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, 9.30am to 5pm (telephone 020 7700 8147 or email peace@lvsc.org.uk). PEACe are eager to help you, so if you have access needs to enable you to access their service, please let them know.
Thanks

Best wishes and many thanks for your continued support

David Abse, Building Our Futures

Now complete the questionnaire on the following pages or at http://tinyurl.com/bofstage2
!

	BOF support solutions menu



	1. Access to Work (ATW) issues


	Support solution menu: Click on the box with your mouse in the left-hand column if this support interests you 

	
	 Direct support to make an ATW application or deal with a live ATW issue.

	
	Training event for managers on ‘top tips’ / do’s and don’ts’ to get the best out of ATW

	
	Training event for managers on DDA employment duties including concept of reasonable adjustment.  

	
	 Training event for employees on ‘Managing your ATW support worker’

	2. Managing sickness and disability related absence in the workplace

	Support solution menu: Click on the box with your mouse in the left-hand column if this support interests you

	
	Direct support with managing a live sickness / disability related absence issue

	
	Training event for managers on best practice and implementing it within your organization

	
	Network event for managers to share experiences & learning


	3. Getting real staffing costs of running a DPO funded

	Support solution menu: Click on the box with your mouse in the left-hand column if this support interests you

	
	A three part training event for managers on:

      identifying full costs

	
	      incorporating full costs into budgets and fund-raising proposals

	
	      putting your case for full costs


	4. Managing /getting the best work performance in a DPO

	Support solution menu: Click on the box with your mouse in the left-hand column if this support interests you



	
	Direct support with managing a live work performance issue

	
	Network event for managers to share experiences & learning

	
	Training event for managers on best practice and ‘tops tips’ for managing poor performance.

	
	Training event for managers on using supervision & appraisal tools

	5. Recruitment and induction issues

	Support solution menu: Click on the box with your mouse in the left-hand column if this support interests you



	
	Training event for managers on developing effective job descriptions and person specifications

	
	Training event for managers on effective induction

	
	Training event for managers on raising access /impairment issues with your new member of staff

	
	Training event for employees on ‘How to confidently raise your access needs and get them met’. 

	6. Management Committee issues

	Support solution menu: Click on the box with your mouse in the left-hand column if this support interests you



	
	Training for Chairs on ‘Being an Effective Chair of a DPO’

	
	Training for Chairs on 'Supervising Your CEO'

	
	Network event for CEOs and Chairs to share experiences and issues


	7. Management and Organisational issues

	Support solution menu: Click on the box with your mouse in the left-hand column if this support interests you



	
	HR health check – looks at your organisation’s practices, policies and procedures and makes sure you are carrying out things using good practice and within the law

	
	Organisational review – looks at your organisation’s management structures, to check whether they are meeting your organisation’s needs


	8. Support for Chief Executives and Directors

	Support solution menu: Click on the box with your mouse in the left-hand column if this support interests you

	
	Network event for CEOs to share experiences 

	
	Direct external non line management supervision for 8 weeks


	Please write in the box indicate below which of the solutions you have indicated an interest you would prioritise most

	1
	

	2
	

	3
	


Now please give us your contact details:
	Your name:
	

	Organisation name:
	

	Organisation address:
	

	Email address:
	

	Telephone no:
	


Once you have completed the form please email it back to us at email the completed table to bof@toosh.co.uk. 

Don’t forget, if you prefer you can fill out the form on line at http://tinyurl.com/bofstage2
In addition to the support being indicated in the survey, BOF will be signposting guidance on all issues to groups, and will be organizing a network event for ALL staff who work in DPOs.

Also all groups can receive support via the PEACe helpline, a free telephone and email advice on HR and employment law issues for employers, management committee members and managers - Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, 9.30am to 5pm, telephone  020 7700 8147, email peace@lvsc.org.uk .
David Abse

Toosh Limited

Building Our Futures

Telephone: 0844 23 23 23 7

Mobile: 07956 324614

Text: 0203 137 1713

Fax: 0203 137 1714

Email: bof@toosh.co.uk 

Web: www.toosh.co.uk/bof.htm

____________________

Registered Company No: 5706410

_____________________

Appendix 10: Stage 2 Letter Easy Read

Building Our Futures project

Working together with:

	Disability Action in Islington

	Disability Action Waltham Forest

	Hammersmith and Fulham Action on Disability

	London Voluntary Service Council

	City Parochial Foundation


18 February 2009 

Dear participant

I sent a letter to you before Christmas. It was about problems that Deaf and disabled people’s organisations have. We talked to disabled workers from different organisations. That was the 1st part of the project.

Now I am writing to tell you about the 2nd part of the project. We will offer direct support, training and networking to you and your organisation. 

Direct support means help with solving a real problem in your organisation. 

Networking means meeting people from other organisations and sharing experience.

Please fill in the attached form. Tell us what support you would like. We will offer support between April and July. But we will not be able to do everything you want. Please look on page 6 and tell us the 3 most important things for you.

You should send the form back to us by Friday 6 March. 

Please show this letter to your colleagues and committee members. They could also take part in this

project.

After we have worked with you we will ask you some questions. The questions will be about our support, training and networking. This is called feedback. 

You will also be able to claim back costs for your time.

	You can get support right now from the PEACe helpline. They offer free phone and email advice about different work issues.

	
	0 2 0   7 7 0 0  8 1 4 7

	
	peace@lvsc.org.uk 


Thanks

David Abse, Building Our Futures

Building Our Futures project

Please tell us what support you would like. 

You can tick as many boxes as apply.

There are 3 different pictures:

Direct support

Training

Networking

1.

	Access to Work issues:

	Direct support to deal with Access to Work problem
	

	Training for managers about Access to Work
	

	Training for managers about Disability Discrimination Act and work
	

	Training for staff about how to manage their Access to Work support worker
	


2.

	How to deal with sick leave and disability related leave at work:

	Direct support to deal with sick leave / disability related problem
	

	Training for managers about how best to deal with sick leave / disability related problem
	

	Network event for managers to learn and share experience
	


3.

	How to get the money you need to run your organisation

	Training for managers about how to work out full costs and fundraise
	


4.

	How to support your staff to do well at work:

	Direct support to deal with staff who struggle at work
	

	Training for managers about how best to support staff
	

	Training for managers about supervision and appraisal
	

	Network event for managers to learn and share experience
	


5.

	Finding and supporting new staff 

	Training for managers about how to write a good job description 
	

	Training for managers about how to induct new staff
	

	Training for managers about how to talk about access issues and disability
	

	Training for staff about how to tell the manager about their access needs
	


6.

	Management committee issues:

	Training for Chairs about how to run a disabled people’s organisation
	

	Training for Chairs about how to supervise their chief executive
	

	Network event for chief executives and chairs to learn and share experiences
	


7.

	Management issues:

	Direct support with your organisation’s policies and practice
	

	Direct support with your organisation’s management 
	


8.

	Support for chief executives and directors:

	Direct supervision for 8 weeks
	

	Network event for chief executives to share experiences
	


Now please pick from this list your 3 most important things. It will help us to decide what we should do first:

1  
 …………………………………………………………………

2
 …………………………………………………………………

3
 …………………………………………………………………

Please fill in your contact details here:

	Your name:
	

	Where do you work?

Please write down the address:


	

	Phone number:
	

	Email:
	


Please send this form to:

bof@toosh.co.uk
Appendix 11: 

Examples of access costs of DPO events 

The following three examples detail the access costs typically incurred by DPOs when running projects, activities or events. They show the additional costs DPOs face ensuring access to events, services etc.  

These costs do not include additional costs, as outlined in the report, relating to additional management costs of running a DPO. 

Example 1: A user-involvement group project

Below are the additional access costs over a year incurred when running a user involvement group that meets for 3 hrs each month and has a membership of 14 disabled people: 2 people from every impairment group including Deaf people and people with learning difficulties:

	BSL interpreters

	3,600

	£300 (2 interpreters) x 12 meetings

	Pre-meeting support



	1,200

	£100 (1 interpreter) x 12 meetings for Deaf people

	Pre- meeting support


	480
	£20 per hr x 2 x12 meetings for people with learning difficulties

	Travel





	2,352

	£14 x 14 members x 12 return trips

	Transcription 




	2,400

	Easy Read and audio tape transcription of docs

	Total
	£ 10,032
	


Example 2: Individual Budgets peer training project

Below are the additional access costs incurred in running a peer training project for 6 disabled people from across impairment groups.

The training project consists of recruitment and selection of the peer trainers, attendance at a 5 day ‘Training the Trainers’ course and then 6 peer training sessions (from 10-3pm) delivered by each of the 6 peer trainers 
	BSL interpreters






	4,200

	£600 (2 interpreters) x 7days (1 day recruitment; 6 days training)

	Pre-training support for Deaf trainer
	300

	£300 (1 interpreter) 2 half day sessions

	Pre-training support for PWLDs
	280
	£20 per hr x 2 x 7

	Transcription

	400
	Easy Read and audio tape transcription of training materials

	Travel
	504
	£14 x 6 trainers x 6 return trips

	Total
	£ 5, 684
	


Example 3: A half-day event
Below are the average access costs for a half-day event for up to 25 people, from 10am to 1.30pm.

	Accessible venue
	300


	

	BSL interpreters

	350

	2 interpreters @ £150 per interpreter plus travel

	Palantypist


	200

	1 palantypist only required

	2 personal assistants

	200
	£20 x 2 x5 hrs

	Transcription
	200
	Easy Read / audio tape transcription costs of event information

	Travel costs
	210
	£14 x 15 attendees

	Total
	£ 1,460
	


These costs echo the actual costs BOF incurred in organising events in the summer of 2009. 

N.B. These costs do not include community language interpreters or lunch and refreshments.  
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Websites

	Website Details
	Website URL

	Leeds University – Disability Studies
	www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/

	Employers’ Forum on Disability
	www.efd.org.uk/

	Disability LIB 
	www.disabilitylib.org.uk/

	Unison
	www.unison.org.uk/

	London Mayor’s Office
	www.london.gov.uk/mayor/equalities/disability_equality_scheme.jsp

	Strathclyde Centre For Disability Research
	www.gla.ac.uk/centres/thestrathclydecentrefordisabilityresearch/

	London Voluntary Service Council PEACe Service
	www.lvsc.org.uk/peace

	Inclusion London
	www.inclusionlondon.org.uk

	Office for Disability Issues
	www.odi.gov.uk/index.php

	Personnel Today
	www.personneltoday.com/

	People Management
	www.peoplemanagement.co.uk/

	Joseph Rowntree Foundation
	www.jrf.org.uk/

	JSTOR Academic Digital Archive
	www.jstor.org/

	NIACE: National Institute of Adult Continuing Education 
	www.niace.org.uk/

	EDF Building Blocks
	www.realising-potential.org/six-building-blocks/commercial/better-people-management.html

	Disabled Workers’ Co-op
	www.disabledworkers.org.uk/default.asp

	Breakthrough UK
	www.breakthrough-uk.com/

	Workplace Law- Disability
	www.workplacelaw.net/topic/show/list/Disability

	Disability Now
	www.disabilitynow.org.uk/

	Disability and Employment in Scotland
	www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2005/01/20511/49764





































































































































































































� Stapleton, Wittenberg, Maag 2005. For Bibliography, see Appendix 12. 


� Bruyere, Ericskon, VanLooy, 2004


� MetLife 2002


� Thornton 2003


� Ibid


� Labour Force Survey 1998-2007


� Labour Force Survey 2007


� Workplace Employee Relations Survey 2004


� ODI 2008


� Prideaux, S. and Roulstone, A. (2009)


� Berry 2007


� Phillips 2008


� Uppal 2005


� EFD: http://www.realising-potential.org/six-building-blocks/commercial/better-people-management.html


� TUC 2006


� TUC 2006


� Roulstone, Gradwell, Price and Child 2003


� Berry 2007


� NIACE 2008 


� Note: the term DDPO used in the Greater London Authority report is used to mean the same as the term DPO used in this report


� Morris 2006


� Flood T,  Caulfield K, Brogden T, and Blackwood A, (2008)


� Ibid.


� CEOs: Chief Executive Officers, including those who manage organisations with a wide variety of actual job titles e.g. Chief Executive, Director, Chief Officer etc.


� For more information on the Access to Work scheme, 


see � HYPERLINK "http://www.Direct.gov.uk/disability" ��www.Direct.gov.uk/disability�


 


� Abse 2007


� See Appendices 5, 6 and 7 for survey questionnaires, including Easy Read


� See Appendix 11


� There is much research into the area of “perceived value” which shows how in many different markets there are things that determine customers’ perceptions of value of goods. For example KE Homa (2009) writes in Relative Perceived Value: “Customer perceptions are critically important” and Edward de Bono (2006) writes in his article Perceived Value: When considering value, perception can be as important as reality,: “Wine makers know that screw cap bottles are better and cheaper than the traditional cork. Yet it is impossible to change to such caps… because buyers would equate screw caps with inferior wine.”


� See Appendix 16 for course outlines


� TUC 2008


� Costs at Spring 2010


� Murphy, 2009: 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://about.ning.com/product.php" ��http://about.ning.com/product.php� 


� Murphy, 2009


� Venues with good quality access may be more expensive than this, especially those in a central location. 


� This includes travel costs, and interpreting over lunch, to allow networking. Costs for a conference running from 10am to 4pm would be a minimum of £300, and 3 interpreters would be required, to allow for interpreter breaks and to cover lunchtime.     
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