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 FABS-Mv2: 7 Areas of Environmental Usability
67 Questions
1. Home Environment Features 
   Home Environment—Built
Stairs
Ramps
Doors 
Carpets
Hardwood floors
Handrails
    Home Environment—Appliances
Specialized bathroom equipment 
Specialized kitchen equipment 
Specialized exercise equipment 
Adapted telephone
Adapted computer
Room temperatures
2. Community Environment—Built Features
Curb cuts
Ramps
Automatic doors
Escalators
Elevators
Paved surfaces
Specialized exercise equipment
3. Community Environment—Natural 
Features

Flat terrain

Gravel surfaces

Weather during summer months

Weather during winter months

Rain

Noise

Crowds

4. Usability of Community Building Sites
Grocery store
Doctor’s office

Public library

Religious institution/place of worship

Fast-food restaurants

Other restaurants

Movie theaters

Sports arenas

Shopping malls

Clothing stores

Public parks and recreation areas

Hotels

Airports

5. Usability of Public Restrooms

Public library

Fast-food restaurants

Non–fast-food restaurants

Movie theaters

Sports arenas

Shopping malls

Hotels

Airports

Public restrooms in general

6. Usability of Personal and Community 
    Transportation
Own car/van (not adapted)

Own adapted car/van

Buses

Taxis

Airlines

Light rail/subway

Paratransit

7. Community Environments—Support, Services, and Attitudes
Doctor’s office

Therapist’s office

Paid personal attendants

Family members

Friends

Peers

Store clerks

Strangers

Special equipment repair services

Supplemental Security Income

Social Security Disability Insurance

Worker’s Compensation

Vocational Rehabilitation

The FABS-Mv2 and the ICF 

The reason we developed this survey was to examine a part of the person–environment interaction. To understand what people do in their natural or lived environments, one needs to know the capacity of the person to act and the nature of the environment when and where the person’s actions take place—in other words, participation of people at specific places. As a part of this equation, one needs to have the individual’s personal evaluation of participation and to know the person’s capacity to act, the period of his or her life span, and the history of his or her interactions with environmental situations. The International Classification of Function, Disability and Health (ICF) provides us with a scheme for classifying many of the factors that contribute to the study of participation (see ICF diagram below). To assess some these factors, several subjective surveys have been developed. Our measures cover a limited portion of the categories included in the ICF.

International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health—ICF
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World Health Organization. (2001). International classification of functioning, disability and health. Geneva: WHO.
Personal Factors
Our investigations of participation did not address all of the person factors that we know influence participation. We developed a survey to describe basic demographics and some personal capacity to act with and without help from others or function with and without assistive technologies. The answers to these questions help to describe the study sample and to sort data by different personal characteristics. This 22-item survey is called the Characteristics of the Respondent Survey, or CORE, Survey (see page 7). The CORE Survey is included with the FABS-Mv2 document; we encourage investigators who choose to use the FABS-Mv2 to also use the CORE Survey. 

Additional individual factors of all humans have long been studied by subjective and objective reports. We did not include these types of items in the CORE Survey. However, we did include some well-known measures of personal factors when we developed our surveys. These measures include the following:

For health: 

SF-36 Health Survey
Ware, J. E., Snow, K. K., Kosinski, M., & Gandek, B. (1993). SF-36 health survey: Manual and interpretation guide. Boston: The Health Institute, New England Medical Center.
For independence: 

Personal Independence Profile

Nosek, M. A., Fuhrer, M. J., & Howland, C. A. (1992). Independence among people with disabilities: II. Personal independence profile. Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin, 36, 21–36.

For reintegration to normal living:
Reintegration to Normal Living Index 

Wood-Dauphine, S. L., Opzoomer, M. A., Williams, J. L., Marchland, B., & Spitzer, W. O. (1998). Assessment of global function: The reintegration to normal living index. Archives of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation, 69, 583–590.

Many other person factor measures are available for use. We encourage investigators who use our surveys to consider including person factor measures that most directly relate to the specific topics they are investigating when they use our measures.
Measures of environmental factors exist for many uses, but relatively few of these measures focus on features that influence community participation. Of the measures that consider participation, most rely on subjective reports to survey environmental factors thought to have some influence on participation. We encourage investigators who use our facilitators and barriers survey (i.e., FABS-Mv2) to consider including measures of participatory factors that most directly relate to their reason for studying the interactions of people with impairments in their environments. A companion measure for use with the FABS-Mv2 is the Participation Survey for People with Mobility Limitations and Impairments (PARTS-Mv2; Gray, Hollingsworth, Stark, and Morgan, 2006). 
Some subjective measures of environmental factors include the following: 

MQE

Fougeyrollas, P., Noreau, L., St-Michel, G., & Boschen, K. (1999). Measure of the quality of the environment (MQE)—Version 2. Lac St-Charles, Quebec, Canada: INDCP.

PARTS-M

Gray, D. B., Hollingsworth, H. H., Stark, S., & Morgan, K. A. (2006). Participation survey/mobility: 

Psychometric properties of a measure of participation for people with mobility impairments and limitations. Archives of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation, 87, 189–197.

HACE

Keysor, J. J., Jette, A. M., & Haley, S. M. (2005). Development of the home and community environment (HACE) instrument. Journal of Rehabilitation Medicine, 37, 37–44.

CHIEF

Whiteneck, G. G., Harrison-Felix, C. L., Mellick, D. C., Brooks, C. A., Charlifue, S. B., & Gerhard, K. A. (2004). Quantifying environmental factors: A measure of physical, attitudinal, service, productivity, and policy barriers. Archives of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation, 85, 1324–1335.

For a review of these and other measures of environmental factors, please see the following:
Reinhardt, J. D., Miller, J., Stucki, G., Skyes, C., & Gray, D. B. (2011). Measuring impact of environmental factors on human functioning and disability: A review of various scientific approaches. Disability and Rehabilitation, 33, 1–15.

Characteristics of Respondents (CORE) Survey
Before filling out the FABS-Mv2, participants should complete the Characteristics of Respondents (CORE) Survey in order to provide information on basic demographics, health status, primary and secondary impairments, type (if any) of personal assistance received, and primary personal mobility device used.

The purpose of collecting the information in the CORE Survey is to enable researchers to run statistical analyses for different groups of people. These analyses may indicate differences in the environmental barriers and facilitators as perceived by those who use mobility devices. For individuals with mobility impairments, their families, and therapists, the information in the CORE Survey can be used to discover what others with similar impairments do in their lived environments and what environmental features are likely to be facilitators or barriers to participation.
Some of the questions on the CORE Survey include response options that are specific to the United States (e.g., the question assessing education features response options specific to the U.S. education system; salary response options are in U.S. dollars). Researchers outside the U.S. may need to make adjustments to these response options according to the systems of the countries in which the survey is administered.

Facilitators and Barriers Survey for Mobility Device Users Version 2 (FABS-Mv2)
Identifying Information

The FABS-Mv2 investigates the effect of environmental facilitators and barriers on participation for individuals with mobility limitations or impairments. The pages that follow will include excerpts from the actual survey and instructions for survey administration. 
This survey relates to the environment and includes the following sections:
1. Home Environment Features
· Home Environment—Built

· Home Environment—Appliances
2. Community Environments—Built Features
3. Community Environments—Natural Features
4. Usability of Community Building Sites

5. Usability of Public Restrooms

6. Usability of Personal and Community Transportation

7. Community Environments—Support, Services, and Attitudes

The structure of questions is similar within each section, though the structure may vary from section to section. Response options for each question are ordered from the lowest frequency to the highest or from the worst option to the best. Responses to questions on barriers to participation differ from the general question structure; responses to these questions are composed of a list of environmental features.
The FABS-Mv2 is designed so that individuals without access to a computer can still fill out the survey; for this reason, the FABS-Mv2 is available to be administered by paper. Key words have been bolded throughout the survey for easy identification of the main idea of the question.

The survey begins by collecting the participant’s ID number and the date of survey.
	Survey date: ________________ (MM/DD/YYYY)




For Office Use Only

Participant ID Number: ___________
     


Survey Number: ______
Data entry:  Date - __________________ (MM/DD/YYYY)         
ID -  _______ (initials)

Data check: Date - __________________ (MM/DD/YYYY)    
ID -  _______ (initials)

Survey identifiers are collected on the first page of the survey. Date refers to the date that the survey is taken or administered. Participant ID Number refers to the anonymous, randomly assigned number given to the participant’s data file. Survey Number refers to survey sequence within a series of surveys to be administered (e.g., Initial Survey, Four-Month Follow-Up, etc.) Other items collected in the gray area at the bottom of the first page include information regarding data entry and data checking.
Key Word Definitions

Usability. The FABS-Mv2 does not evaluate the accessibility of community sites; rather, it measures their usability. Not all features that are technically or legally accessible are considered usable by all people with disabilities. Additionally, accessibility is determined by objective assessments of the features of a community site, whereas usability is determined by reports from the individuals themselves. Usability can involve the convenient location of ramps, if applicable; the availability of elevators or escalators; the size of restrooms; the location of furniture in a room; doorway size, the weight of doors, the direction a door opens, how fast the door closes; and so on. The social environment can also affect usability. For example, rude or condescending store employees would be considered a social barrier to participation, making a site less usable.
If a participant finds the site to be usable, his or her response would either be helps some or helps a lot. An example of a usable site would be a restaurant where tables are not spaced close together and chairs can be moved to accommodate someone in a wheelchair. If the participant finds a site unusable, his or her response would be either limits some or limits a lot. An example of an unusable site would be a fast-food restaurant in which the chairs are attached to the table (someone in a wheelchair may not be able to get to the table).
This survey attempts to discover the characteristics of the interactions between the individual and a variety of environmental features. The questions on the FABS-Mv2 ask how the usability of the environment influences the individual’s participation. 
Participation means what people do in their natural environment, not what they can do in a clinical testing setting.
Assistive devices and adaptations.  The following examples are provided on the first page of the FABS-Mv2 to help participants understand what is meant when the survey makes references to assistive devices and adaptations:

Specialized bathroom equipment: grab bars, roll-in shower, raised toilet seat, etc.

Specialized kitchen equipment: adjustable shelving, reacher, lowered oven, etc.

Specialized exercise equipment: swimming flotation device, gripping gloves, adapted gym equipment, and so on.

Section 1: Home Environment Features, Section 2: Community Environment—Built Features, and Section 3: Community Environment—Natural Features
Sections 1, 2, and 3 of the FABS-Mv2 address environmental features that may affect participation in home and community environments. Section 1 presents 12 features of the home environment. These features include built features (stairs, ramps, doors, carpets, hardwood floors) and appliances (handrails, bathroom equipment, kitchen equipment, exercise equipment, adapted telephone, adapted computer, and room temperatures). Section 2 presents 7 human-made features commonly found in the community environment. These features are: curb cuts, ramps, automatic doors, escalators, elevators, paved surfaces, and specialized exercise equipment. Section 3 includes 7 natural features found in community environments. These environmental features are: flat terrain, gravel surfaces, summer weather, winter weather, rain, noise, and crowds. The participant’s interaction with these features is the basis for his or her responses regarding the magnitude (how much) and frequency (how often) of participation.
Each section begins by asking the participant to assess whether the feature specified in each question influences his or her participation. 

An example of the question beginning Section 1 is provided below.

In your home, do the following influence your participation in activities?

To respond to questions in Sections 1, 2, and 3, the respondent should designate whether the feature is present in his or her environment and whether the feature influences his or her participation by checking the yes, no, or N/A option boxes. If the feature is not present in the environment, the respondent should mark N/A and proceed to the next feature. If the feature is present but does not influence the individual’s participation, he or she should mark no and move on to the next feature. If the feature is present and it does influence the individual’s participation, the respondent should mark yes and then indicate how much and how often the feature influences participation. For how much, the participant should check one of the following: limits a lot, limits some, helps some, or helps a lot. For how frequently, the participant should mark one of the following: daily, weekly, monthly, or less than monthly. An example of the type of question in these sections is provided below.
	11. Adapted computer



	( Yes (

	How much?  ( Limits a lot (Limits some ( Helps some ( Helps a lot

How often?   ( Less than monthly ( Monthly ( Weekly ( Daily
(((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((

	( No   (
	An adapted computer does not influence participation - Go to next question.

	( N/A (

	Do not have them in my home—Go to next question.




Some features do not include an N/A option because they are almost always encountered. Examples include room temperatures in the home environment and rain, noise, and crowds in the community environment. An example of a feature without the N/A option is provided below.
	24. Rain

	( Yes (

	How much?  ( Limits a lot  ( Limits some ( Helps some  ( Helps a lot
How often?   (Daily(Weekly(Monthly(Less than monthly

(((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((

	( No   (
	Rain does not influence participation—Go to next question.

	
	


Section 4: Usability of Community Building Sites
Section 4 considers the general usability of buildings found in many communities. The FABS-Mv2 investigates 13 different sites in social and business settings. The first four questions are about specific sites the participant may use. Nine questions ask participants to assess the overall type of site. For example, the first question in this section asks about the usability of your grocery store, whereas the last question is more general, asking participants to assess the usability of airports. Locations in this section include grocery stores, doctors’ offices, public libraries, religious institutions, fast-food restaurants, other restaurants (not fast-food), movie theaters, sports arenas, shopping malls, clothing stores, public parks and recreation areas, hotels, and airports.
In this section, the name of the site has been bolded within each question for easy identification of the primary information being sought. Questions in this section are scored on a scale from limits a lot to helps a lot.

An example of a question in Section 4 is provided below.
	27.  How does the usability of your grocery store influence your participation in shopping?

( Limits a lot  ( Limits some      ( Has no effect ( Helps some     ( Helps a lot
( Do not shop for groceries     
((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((


After the participant assesses the usability of the location, he or she is then asked to determine what features at that site limit usability. Because of the variety of limiting features, the participant may check all appropriate features in the second part of the question. This is indicated by the instruction check all that apply. The second part of this sample question is provided below.
	    Are your visits to your grocery store limited by . . . .? (Check all that apply)

	( Physical structure

( Parking

( Lack of transportation
( Lack of special equipment
	( Lack of personal assistants
( Limited personal finances

( Lack of child care

( Usability of shelves and freezers
	(None of these
(Not limited




Section 5: Usability of Public Restrooms
This section addresses how participation is influenced by the usability of restrooms in public places. Public locations assessed in this survey include libraries, fast-food restaurants, other restaurants (not fast-food), movie theaters, sports arenas, shopping malls, hotels, and airports. Restroom usability is defined as the participant’s ability to go into the restroom, move around inside the restroom, and use the facilities as needed. Participants should consider convenient location of restrooms; ease of use for door handles and faucet handles; the height of soap dispensers and towel holders; the size of restroom stalls; the availability of grab bars; and doorway size, the weight of doors, the direction the door opens, and how fast the door closes. The participant is directed to rate the usability of each location on a scale from not usable to very usable. If the participant does not use a specific location, he or she should check not applicable. Participants should choose don’t know if they are unsure of the level of usability. An example of a question in Section 5 is provided below.
	43. Movie theaters
	( Not usable     ( Somewhat usable     ( Very usable
( Don’t know        (Not applicable


The final question in this section asks participants to assess how the usability of public restrooms in the community influence participation. 
	48. Overall, how does the usability of public restrooms in your community influence your participation in many community activities? 
( Limits a lot    ( Limits some     ( Has no effect   ( Helps some       ( Helps a lot  


Section 6: Usability of Personal and Community Transportation
This section of the FABS-Mv2 addresses the usability of seven different types of transportation that the participant may use: personal transportation (adapted and non-adapted) or public transportation (buses, taxis, airlines, light rail/ subway, and Paratransit). For each type of transportation, the participant is directed to indicate the level of usability on a scale of not usable to very usable. Participants should choose don’t know if they are unsure of the level of usability. They should select not applicable if this type of transportation is not available in their community. An example of a question in Section 6 is provided below.
	52. Taxis
	( Not usable     (Somewhat usable     ( Very usable

( Don’t know             (Not applicable


Section 7: Community Environments—Support, Services, and Attitudes
The final part of the FABS-Mv2 explores professional services and personal support. In these questions, the participant is asked to mark how the assistance and the attitudes of the service providers influence his or her participation in overall community activities. Services and service providers can be community-based, like medical personnel, therapists (e.g., physical therapists, occupational therapists, recreational therapists, speech therapists), store clerks, and special equipment repair personnel. They can also be people who interact personally with the participant, such as family members, friends, and paid personal attendants. Participants should rate the frequency of use for each service from never to more than twice a week. If the participant does not use the service, then he or she should respond by checking never. If the never option is selected, then the respondent should skip the follow-up questions and move on to the next question. An example of a question in this section is provided below.
	58. How often do you use the services of paid personal attendants?
( Never (Go to 59.)  ( Once or twice a year    ( Once or twice a month   
                                        ( Once or twice a week           ( Daily



If the participant does use the service, he or she is asked to answer two follow-up questions. The two follow-up questions address different aspects of the effects that others have on community participation. The first follow-up question asks about the care offered by the service provider. The second follow-up question explores the attitudes of the people involved in providing the service. Both follow-up questions are scored on a scale from limits a lot to helps a lot. The type of service provider is bolded within each question to provide easy identification of the topic of importance for each question. The follow-up questions for 58 are provided below.
	How does the care you receive from paid personal attendants influence your participation in daily activities?

( Limits a lot   ( Limits some      (Has no effect  ( Helps some  ( Helps lot 
((((((((((((((((((
How do the attitudes of paid personal assistants influence your participation in daily activities?
( Limits a lot    ( Limits some   ( Has no effect   ( Helps some   (Helps a lot    


Four questions in Section 7 investigate the role of financial assistance in participation. Sources of financial assistance are: Supplemental Security Income, Social Security Disability Insurance, Worker’s Compensation, and Vocational Rehabilitation. If the participant receives assistance from the service specified, he or she rates how this assistance helps or limits daily participation on a scale from limits a lot to helps a lot. An example of one of the questions in Section 7 is provided below.
	65. Do you receive SSI (Supplemental Security Income)?

	  ( Yes (
	How does it influence your participation?  

( Limits a lot  ( Limits some ( Has no effect (Helps some  (Helps a lot
( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( (( ( ( ( ( ( ( 

	  ( No   (
	I do not receive this benefit. Go to next question.

	  ( N/A (
	I prefer not to answer.


Researchers outside the U.S. may need to change the names of these services/programs to reflect the financial assistance programs present in their country.


Scoring the CORE Survey and the FABS-Mv2
This scoring approach was designed to allow the CORE Survey and the FABS-Mv2 to be filled out by respondents who do not have access to a computer. To score a FABS-Mv2 survey that was filled out using pencil and paper, you will need to open four Microsoft Excel documents, two for scoring the CORE Survey (4 CORE Individual Scoring and 5 CORE Accumulation Scoring)  and two for scoring the FABS-Mv2 (6 FABS-Mv2 Individual Scoring and 7 FABS-Mv2 Accumulation Scoring).
The scoring sheets are designed so that you do not need to cut sections out of the scoring sheets if you choose to use only part of the survey. If you want to use part of the survey, there is no need to fill in responses or delete spreadsheets for the questions you do not wish to use; simply leave these cells blank. The activities that you do not include in your study will not accumulate scores. Please note that you will need to save copies of each document. Only enter data into the copies of the individual scoring sheets; do not make modifications to the original documents. To make a copy of each individual scoring sheet, select file, save as, and enter a new name for each copy. 
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For example, you may create a copy of the 6 FABS-Mv2 Individual Scoring document and name the copy FABS-Mv2 Individual Scoring_participantID_xxxxx (where the x’s represent the participant’s Identification (ID) number. 
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For both the CORE Survey and the FABS-Mv2 individual scoring sheets, you will need to make a copy for each participant. For both accumulation sheets, you will only need to make one copy. To score and properly keep track of scores for the CORE Survey and the FABS-Mv2, you will need each participant’s ID number. In a separate document, you should prepare a key that includes the name and ID of each participant in addition to his or her address, phone number, and/or e-mail address. This is done to make the analysis of the surveys systematic and to separate personal information from the survey records. Keeping the IDs, names, and contact information in a separate document protects each participant’s privacy. This document should be kept in a safe and secured location. A sample tracking document is provided below.

Sample Key for tracking FABS participants






ID Number
Name 
Contact information
Email address

Phone

1001
Gray, David
5232 Oakland Dr. St. Louis, MO USA
graydb@wusm.wustl.edu 
1.314.932.1026
1002
Dashner, Jessica
5232 Oakland Dr. St. Louis, MO USA
dashnerJ@wusm.wustl.edu
1.314.932.1018
1003




Note: Please do not type in any white blank cells of any of the scoring sheets.
Scoring an Individual CORE Survey
Open the Excel document titled 4 CORE Individual Scoring. Questions that ask participants to fill in an answer (e.g., age) will be in yellow highlighted cells. For these, type the response the participant gave.
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Questions asking respondents to select the most applicable choice from a set of response options will be highlighted in green. For these questions, click on the blank green cell directly below the question you wish to answer. A small button with an arrow should appear next to the cell you click on.
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When you click on the button, a drop-down menu listing all of the response options should appear. Select the appropriate response.
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For questions with multiple possible responses (these questions feature the instruction check all that apply on the survey), all possible responses are listed next to the question. Select yes in the green cell beneath each answer the participant selected. Please leave blank the response options that the participant did not select.
    Sample CORE Survey question


    CORE individual scoring sheet
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Accumulation Scoring for the CORE Survey

An accumulation scoring document is provided to enable investigators to compare the accumulated data from multiple surveys. Open the document titled 5 CORE Accumulated Scoring. Type the participants’ ID numbers under the “Participant ID” column, their ages under the “Age” column, and so on.
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You will need to scroll to the right in order to score all of the CORE Survey questions.
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Treat questions with multiple possible responses as you did on the individual scoring sheet; select yes for the responses the participant chose and leave the other options blank. If you have more participants than space allows, simply copy and paste blank rows into the accumulation spreadsheet.

After you enter the data from all surveys, scroll down to the bottom of the section of green highlighted cells, and you will find the accumulated data for all surveys that you have scored. You will need to scroll to the right in order to view data for all questions.
    [image: image11.png]Accumulation Average Age Total
47.67

Female

3

2

Total

American
Indian/Alaskan
Native

Asian

Black/African
American

Native
Hawaiian/Other
Pacific Islander

White

Other

Total




Scoring an Individual FABS-Mv2 Survey
Open the Excel file titled 6 FABS-Mv2 Individual Scoring. At the bottom left-hand corner of the document are spreadsheet tabs labeled Sections 1, 2, 3; Section 4; Sections 5, 6; and Section 7. These spreadsheets correspond to the sections of the FABS-Mv2.
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For all sections, click on the blank green cell beneath the question you wish to answer. A small button with an arrow should appear next to the cell you click on.

    FABS-Mv2 individual scoring sheet
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When you click on the button, a drop-down menu will appear. Select the appropriate response from the drop-down menu. 
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Each response option has been assigned a numerical value. For most sections, the lowest response option (e.g., least frequent, limits a lot, not usable) is assigned the number 1, and the highest response option (e.g., most frequent, helps a lot, very usable) is assigned the number 4. When you select a response option, the score will automatically appear in the “Score” columns (highlighted in red). 
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Section 1: Home Environment Features,
Section 2: Community Environment—Built Features, 
and
Section 3: Community Environment—Natural Features
Sections 1, 2, and 3 all have questions assessing how built and natural features in the environment influence one’s participation. The spreadsheet for these sections contains four tables. The first (Table 1) is for scoring built features of the home environment, the second (Table 2) is for appliances in the home environment, the third (Table 3) is for built features in the community environment, and the fourth (Table 4) is for features of the natural environment. All four tables are similarly structured.
  Sample question of Section 1 of the FABS-Mv2
	1. Stairs

	  ( Yes (
	How much?  ( Limits a lot  ( Limits some ( Helps some  ( Helps a lot
How often?   ( Less than monthly ( Monthly ( Weekly ( Daily

( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( (( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( ( (

	  ( No   (
	Stairs do not influence participation—Go to next question.

	  ( N/A (
	Do not have them in my home—Go to next question.


Table 1 of the FABS-Mv2 individual scoring sheet.
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The questions for each of these tables are split into two categories: how much (magnitude) and how often (frequency) the given feature influences participation. Select the appropriate responses in the cells highlighted in green, and the red columns will automatically be filled with a numerical score. If the participant indicated that the feature does not influence his or her participation or that the feature is not present in his or her environment, leave the green cells blank. 

For the magnitude assessment of each feature, N/A is not scored, limits a lot is scored as 1, limits some is scored as 2, helps some is scored as 3, and helps a lot is scored as 4. For the frequency assessment of each feature, N/A is not scored, yearly is scored as 1, monthly is scored as 2, weekly is scored as 3, and daily is scored as 4.
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The column on the far right, labeled “Combined Score,” provides you with the score for both components of each question (i.e., the combined score for magnitude and frequency). At the bottom of each table is the total score for that table.
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The following table shows how the magnitude and frequency scores are combined to create the combined score for each table.
	How Much?
	Score
	How Often?
	Score
	Total Score

	Helps A lot
	4
	Daily 
	4
	16

	Helps A lot
	4
	Weekly
	3
	15

	Helps A lot
	4
	Monthly
	2
	14

	Helps A lot
	4
	Yearly
	1
	13

	Helps Some
	3
	Daily 
	4
	12

	Helps Some
	3
	Weekly
	3
	11

	Helps Some
	3
	Monthly
	2
	10

	Helps Some
	3
	Yearly
	1
	9

	Limits Some
	2
	Yearly
	1
	8

	Limits Some
	2
	Monthly
	2
	7

	Limits Some
	2
	Weekly
	3
	6

	Limits Some
	2
	Daily
	4
	5

	Limits A lot
	1
	Yearly
	1
	4

	Limits A lot
	1
	Monthly
	2
	3

	Limits A lot
	1
	Weekly
	3
	2

	Limits A lot
	1
	Daily
	4
	1


Next to the total score, in the cell highlighted in blue, is a percentage labeled “Percent Actual/Possible.” “Actual” refers to the participant’s score, and “possible” refers to the maximum possible score for the section. For example, if a person indicated that every feature in his or her home environment helps a lot daily, this person’s home environment would receive a 100%. The higher the percentage, the more conducive the individual’s environment is to his or her participation.
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Note that for this example, the green cells for stairs and hardwood floors were left blank, meaning that the participant indicated that (1) these two features are not present in his or her home or (2) these features are present but they do not influence participation. Because of this, the denominator of the actual out of possible score percentage will not include the scores for these features. In other words, features that are not present in the participant’s environment and features that are present but do not influence participation will not affect the actual out of possible score percentage.
Section 4: Usability of Community Building Sites
The spreadsheet for Section 4 is split into two tables. The first table is for scoring how the usability of several community sites influences the respondent’s participation at those sites. 

    Sample question from Section 4 of the FABS-Mv2
	27. How does the usability of your grocery store influence your participation in shopping? 

(  Limits a lot     (  Limits some     (  Has no effect  (  Helps some      (  Helps a lot    ( Do not shop for groceries


    Table 1 of Section 4 of the FABS-Mv2 individual scoring sheet
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The second table of section 4 is for scoring the limiting features that may be present at these community sites.

    Table 2 of Section 4 of the FABS-MV2 individual scoring sheet
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For both tables, select the appropriate response option from the drop-down menu for each question. 

For Table 1 of Section 4, each response option you select will be scored in the red cells in the column titled “Score.” For this table, the responses don’t go and has no effect are scored as 0, limits a lot is scored as 1, limits some is scored as 2, helps some is scored as 3, and helps a lot is scored as 4. 
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At the bottom of the table, you will find the total score of all community sites. Beneath this score is the actual out of possible score percentage. For this table, a higher percentage indicates that the usability of the site is more conducive to the individual’s participation. 
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The second table (Table 2) for Section 4 scores limitations at community sites. This enables you to compare the number of limiting features present at each site. For every feature that the participant chose, select yes from the drop-down menu. You may select no or simply the cell blank for all features that the participant did not select. The column farthest to the right, highlighted in red, will show you the score for each site. 
     Sample question from Section 4 of the FABS-Mv2 survey
	    Are your visits to your grocery store limited by . . .?     (Check all that apply)

	   ( Physical structure

   ( Parking

   ( Lack of transportation

   ( Lack of special equipment
	( Lack of personal assistance 

( Limited personal finances

( Lack of child care

( Usability of shelves and freezers
	( None of these 

( Not limited


     Table 2 of Section 4 on the FABS-Mv2 individual scoring sheet
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The actual out of possible score percentage is provided for each site next to the site’s score.
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Please note that for this table, a higher score indicates that the site has more barriers to participation; therefore, a higher score indicates that a site is less usable. For example, if grocery stores receive a 10%, grocery store features are 10% limiting. 
You can use this table to view how pervasive each limiting feature is in the community as a whole. The total score for each limiting feature is highlighted in red beneath the second table under the heading “Number of Limiters”. Beneath the scores, the actual out of possible score percentage is provided for each feature. There are 13 sites assessed, so the highest possible score for each limiting feature, with the exception of site-specific features (e.g., waiting rooms/exam rooms for doctors’ offices, arrangement of tables for restaurants), is 13. The score for each feature will be divided by 13 to provide the actual out of possible score percentage. 
    [image: image27.png]Number of Limiters.

Physical Parking Transportation Special Equipment Personal Assistants_Personal Finances _Child Care Usability of Freezers _Waiting/Exam Roo
Limiting Feature Score] 5 of Fl Pl 4] 3] 2] 1
% Actual/Possible: 55.45%] 0.00%] 15.38%| 15.38%| 50.77%] 15.38%] 15.36%) 100.00%] 0.0





The table below illustrates how the actual out of possible score percentage is determined for each limiting feature.
	Limiter
	Physical
	Parking
	Transportation
	Special Equipment
	Personal Assistants
	Personal Finances
	Child Care
	Waiting/Exam room

	Participant Score
	5
	0
	2
	2
	4
	2
	2
	0

	Possible Score
	13
	13
	13
	13
	13
	13
	13
	1

	Actual/Possible Score Percentage
	38.46%
	0%
	15.38%
	15.38%
	30.77%
	15.38%
	15.38%
	0%


The percentages for this table indicate the degree to which each feature limits participation. A feature that is present in many community sites will have a higher percentage.

Sections 5: Usability of Public Restrooms

and 
Section 6: Usability of Personal and Community Transportation
Sections 5 and 6 inquire about the usability of restrooms and transportation at several community sites. For both sections, not usable is scored as 0, somewhat usable is scored as 1, and very usable is scored as 2. 
The first table is for Section 5, which scores the participant’s assessment of restroom usability at several community sites. Select the appropriate response option for each question in order to view the score of each site.
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At the bottom of the sample table below, you can view the total score (6) for all community sites. Under the total score, you will see the actual out of possible score percentage. For this section, a higher percentage indicates that the individual perceives a higher degree of usability for public restrooms in his or her community.

    Sample table for Section 5 of the FABS-Mv2 individual scoring sheet
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The participant’s score (6) is divided by the total possible score to get the actual out of possible score percentage. Scores for N/A and don’t know responses are not factored into the denominator. In this example, the highest possible score is 2 (the highest possible score for each question) multiplied by the number of not, somewhat, and very responses (6). So the actual out of possible score percentage is 6 / (2 * 6) = .5, or 50%.
	Site
	Public Library
	Fast Food
	Other Restaurants
	Movie Theaters
	Sports Arenas
	Shopping Malls
	Hotels
	Airports
	Total

	Participant Score
	2
	—
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	—
	6

	Possible Score
	2
	—
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	—
	12

	Actual/Possible Score Percentage
	50%


After the table for Section 5 is a single question—question 48, which assesses the influence of public restroom usability on the individual’s participation. Select the appropriate response from the drop-down menu to view the score for this question.
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The second table on this spreadsheet is for Section 6, which provides scores for the usability of specific types of transportation. This table is exactly like the restroom usability table; select the appropriate response from the drop-down menu to score each site. The total transportation score is beneath the table, and the actual out of possible score percentage is beneath the total score. A higher percentage indicates a higher degree of usability for transportation in the individual’s community. 
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Section 7: Community Environments: Support, Services, and Attitudes
Section 7 is broken up into several tables. Each part of the question (i.e., frequency, care, and attitudes) has two tables: one that assesses community-related services (e.g., doctors’ offices, therapists, store clerks) and one for home/private services (e.g., paid personal attendants, friends, family). This allows you to view separate scores for community services and home/private services. 
The first two tables are for scoring how frequently the participant uses the services. Select the appropriate response options to score each feature. If the participant indicated that he or she does not use a service, leave that green cell blank. Total scores for frequency of use are provided beneath each table. Under the total score is the actual out of possible score percentage.
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The next two tables score the influence of care of the service providers. As with the questions on frequency, the questions on care are grouped into separate tables for community and home/private services. 
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The next two tables score the attitudes of the service providers. Again, attitudes are divided into distinct tables for community services and home/private services.
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The last table of Section 7 is for scoring benefits that the participant may use.
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Accumulation Scoring for the FABS-Mv2
To compile multiple surveys and look at the accumulated scores, open the Excel document titled 7 FABS-Mv2 Accumulated Scoring. This document includes several spreadsheets, which can be found at the bottom of the page.
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Each spreadsheet provides you with several columns (labeled “Person 1,” “Person 2,” etc.) so that you may enter data for several respondents.
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Section 1: Home Environment Features,

Section 2: Community Environment—Built Features, 
and 
Section 3: Community Environment—Natural Features
For Sections 1, 2, and 3, take the total score for each question (under the “Combined Score” heading) from the individual scoring sheet, and type those numbers into the corresponding cells of the accumulated records scoring sheet. The program will provide individual scores for each subsection. It will also provide the actual out of possible score percentage for each individual.
      Individual scoring sheet for built features of the home environment
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    Accumulated scoring sheet
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You will be able to view the total home score (built features score and appliance score combined) and the total home actual out of possible percentage for each participant. In the examples below, person 1 scored stairs as 5 out of a possible 16.
    Built home score (red) and built actual out of



Appliance score (red) and appliance actual out

    possible score percentage (blue) for a sample



of possible score percentage for a sample

    participant







participant
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    In red is the total home score (built and appliance scores combined) for the sample participant. In blue is the actual out   

    of possible score percentage for the sample participant. The total possible score depends on the number of items 
    answered.
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You can also view the total community score (built community features score and natural community features score combined) and the total community actual out of possible percentage for each participant. Note that the actual out of possible score percentage is calculated by dividing the participant’s score by the maximum possible score.
    Built community score (red) and built actual out of


Natural community score (red) and natural

    possible score percentage (blue) for a sample participant


community actual out of possible score










percentage (blue) for a sample participant
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    In red is the total community score (built and natural scores combined) for the sample participant. In blue is the total 
    actual out of possible percentage for the sample participant.
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To the right of each table, you can view the accumulated scores and the accumulated actual out of possible score percentages for each feature. Below, the feature is curb cuts. For this example, the total of all people who responded is 83. Since all people responded and since the top positive score for curb cut is 16, the total possible score for the 10 people answered the question are 10 people x 16 or 160. The scores actually given by the 10 people totaled 83. Thus the percentage of the actual to possible scores is 83/160 or 51.88%
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Section 4: Usability of Community Building Sites
For the first table of Section 4, select the appropriate response options for site usability, just as you did for the individual scoring sheet. At the bottom of the table, you will see the total score and the actual out of possible score percentage for each individual. 






    Accumulated scoring sheet
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To the right of the table, you will see the accumulated score and the accumulated actual out of possible score percentage for each site.
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For the second table of Section 4, you will enter the data on the specific limiting features of each site. To do this, take the site totals (the numbers in the red cells to the right of the second table) from the individual scoring sheet and type them into the appropriate cells in the accumulated records sheet. This will allow you to compare the usability scores of each site based on the number of limitations. Keep in mind that, for this table, a high number indicates that the site is less usable.
    Individual scoring sheet
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    Accumulation scoring sheet
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The individual scores for community site limitations and the individual actual out of possible score percentage are provided at the bottom of the table.
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To the right of the table, you can view the accumulated score and the actual out of possible score percentage for each site.
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To view data on which limiting features are most prevalent in the community, take the scores under the “Number of Limiters” heading on the individual scoring sheet, and type them into the appropriate cells in the accumulated records scoring sheet. The total score and actual out of possible score percentage for each individual are at the bottom of the table. 











Accumulation scoring sheet
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The accumulated scores and actual out of possible score percentages for each limiting feature are located to the right of this table.
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Section 5: Usability of Public Restrooms

and

Section 6: Usability of Community and Personal Transportation
For Sections 5 and 6, select the appropriate responses for each site, as you did for the individual scoring sheet. The total limitations score and the actual out of possible score percentage for each individual are at the bottom of the table.
    Individual scoring sheet



    Accumulation scoring sheet
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The accumulated score and the accumulated actual out of possible score percentage are to the right of the table.
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Between the tables for Sections 5 and 6 is space for you to enter participants’ data on how the usability of public restrooms in general affect participation. 
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Section 7
The accumulation scoring sheet for Section 7 has four tables: one that allows you to enter data on how frequently the participants use the service, one for the influence of the care of the service providers, one for the influence of the attitudes of the service providers, and one for the influence of benefits participants may receive. For all four tables, select the appropriate response options for each question, as you did for the individual scoring sheet. Each individual’s score and actual out of possible score percentage are at the bottom of the table. 
    Frequency score and actual out of

    possible score percentage for a sample

    participant
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The accumulated scores and the accumulated actual out of possible score percentages for each feature are to the right of the table.
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Reliability and Background
Note on Updates to the Measure

Some revisions have been made to the original FABS-M in order to simplify the scoring procedures and improve organization. The FABS-Mv2 is the revised version of the FABS-M. The following list comprises the changes that have been made.

1. The FABs-Mv2 begins with the Characteristics of Respondents (CORE) Survey, a measure that is used to provide basic demographic information on participants in addition to information on participants’ primary disabling condition, secondary health conditions, use of assistive technology, personal assistance received. The CORE Survey was added to provide a consistent way for researchers to collect demographic data. Because of the inclusion of the CORE Survey, the first section of the FABS-M, which consisted of questions on mobility device use, was removed; the first section of the survey is now Home Environment Features.
2. Many environments technically meet accessibility guidelines but are still not easy for people with disabilities to use. Therefore, the wording of this survey has been changed to emphasize usability rather than accessibility.

3. The response options for all questions have been changed from the best/highest to worst/lowest, to the worst/lowest to best/highest.

4. Because the option is rarely used and in order to encourage responses, the I prefer not to answer option has been removed from all questions. 
5. The Community Environment—Features section has been broken up into two sections: Community Environment—Built Features (Section 2) and Community Environment—Natural features (Section 3).

6. Community Environment—Destination Site Access has been renamed Usability of Community Building Sites (Section 4) to reflect the survey’s emphasis on usability. The qualifying question (on barriers to participation) for each site in this section now includes the following response options: lack of personal assistance, limited personal finances, and lack of child care in addition to the response options that were originally included on the FABS-M. Several questions also now include site-specific response options for this qualifier; for example, the response options to potential limitations to visiting a physician’s office include waiting rooms and exam rooms and lack of insurance.

7. The order in which the sections appear has changed. Now, Usability of Public Restrooms is directly after Usability of Community Building Sites, and the section on services, attitudes, and policies (Community Environments—Support, Services, and Attitudes) has been moved to the end of the survey.

8. The question on transportation (formerly question 65) was reformatted and is now a separate section (Usability of Personal and Community Transportation, Section 6). Each method of transportation listed is now a distinct question.

9. The wording of the first qualifier for each question in Community Environments—Support, Services, and Attitudes (Section 7) has been changed to be more specific. This qualifier no longer asks how the service generally influences participation; now it asks how the care of the service provider influences participation, placing emphasis on the interpersonal component of the use of these services.
10. The question on benefits received (formerly question 51) in Community Environments—Support, Services, and Attitudes (Section 7) has been broken up into a separate question for each benefit listed.
11. The question assessing frequency of use, care, and attitudes of strangers (in Section 7) has been removed because it lacked specificity.
12. The final questions at the end of Section 7: Community Environments—Support, Services, and Attitudes (assessing policies of work and school, standards of appearance, and societal views on disability) are no longer included in the survey.

13. The final question of the FABS-M, which asked whether and what type of help the participant used to complete the survey, is not included in the FABS-Mv2 because it is a part of the CORE Survey.

In sum, the FABS-M has been simplified for internal consistency and easier scoring. The CORE Survey has been attached to the FABS-M, and as a result, the first section (on mobility device use) and the final question of the survey have been removed. The wording of the survey has been changed to emphasize usability rather than accessibility. The response options are now in order of least/worst to most/best, and there is no longer an I prefer not to answer option. The first qualifier for each question in the Support, Services, and Attitudes section (Section 7) has been reworded for specificity, and more response options have been added to the limitations qualifiers in the Usability of Community Building Sites section (Section 4). The order in which some sections appear has been changed for improved organization, and some of the sections have been broken up into distinct sections; there are seven sections on the FABS-Mv2:  Home Environment Features (Section 1); Community Environment—Built Features(Section 2); Community Environment—Natural Features (Section 3); Usability of Community Building Sites (Section 4); Usability of Public Restrooms (Section 5); Usability of Personal and Community Transportation (Section 6); and Community Environments—Support, Services, and Attitudes (Section 7). Two multipart questions were broken up into separate questions, so the FABS-Mv2 consists of 67 questions. All of the information in this procedures manual relates to the latest revision of the survey.
Psychometrics
The psychometric properties were determined for the original FABS-M (not the FABS-Mv2); however, it is unlikely that changes to the items and item sequence have influenced reliability. 
	Facilitators and Barriers to Participation by Mobility Limited People (FABS-M)

	Reference (APA)
	Gray, D. B., Hollingsworth, H. H., Stark, S. L., & Morgan, K. A. (2008). A subjective measure of environmental facilitators and barriers to participation for people with mobility limitations. Disability and Rehabilitation, 30(6), 434–457.

	Brief Description
	A self-report survey of the influence of environmental factors on participation by individuals with mobility limitations. The FABS-Mv2 includes 67 questions relating to seven domains of participation in the community; the domains featured consist of the following: features of the participant’s home, built and natural features in the community, community destination access, community facilities access, transportation, and services and support networks. Environmental features are assessed for the frequency of participation, the magnitude of participation, the usability of the site, and/or limiting features present at the site. Questions on support networks evaluate the frequency of use of specified services in addition to the influence of service providers’ attitudes and care. 
The FABS-Mv2 may be used with the PARTS-Mv2 to establish relationships between participation in one or more types of activities in order to provide an environmental context for participation by matching the participation to the setting. For example, in-home participation (PARTS-Mv2) can be examined for the home component of the FABS-Mv2.

	Psychometrics
	The psychometric properties of the FABS-M include internal consistencies ranging from .35 to .90 with 13 of 14 values greater than .60, and 8 of 14 greater than .70. The test–retest reliabilities of the domains included 1 of 14 at .53 and 7 of 14 greater than .70. The discriminant validity of domains differs for device and diagnostic groups.

	Training
	Instructions are provided to the respondent on the printed survey.

	Collection Methods
	For paper and pencil records, participants will fill out the survey on paper, and investigators will then enter the data into the scoring Excel spreadsheet. 
Accumulated data from multiple surveys can be entered into the accumulation scoring spreadsheet available on Google Docs.
Data can also be collected by the Web-based survey instrument REDCap. 

	Process
	Time of administration depends on environment domain(s) selected by the investigator for inclusion and by the number of activities engaged is by the respondent and the type of support used in participating. Total time needed to complete the survey is around 25 to 35 minutes.

	Outcome Variables
	Environment: Total score, total magnitude, total frequency, and the score for a single domain or feature may be used.

	Miscellaneous

	Requires special training?
	Yes
	Not for the study participants. Some training is needed for investigators if the study has a focus on specific participation in selected environments.

	Has a training manual or user guide?
	Yes
	A procedures manual for investigators has been prepared.

	Has training tapes?
	No
	


	Examples of Use with References
· Chaves, E. S., Boninger, M. L., Cooper, R., Fitzgerald, S. G., Gray, D. B., & Cooper, R. A. (2004). Assessing the influence of wheelchair technology on perception of participation in spinal cord injury. Archives of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation, 85(11),1854–1858.
· Clarke, P. & Nieuwenhuijsen, E. R. (2009). Environments for healthy ageing: A critical review. Maturitas, 64(1), 14-19. doi:10.1016/j.maturitas.2009.07.011.
· Harris, Frances. (2007). Conceptual issues in the measurement of participation among wheeled mobility device users. Disability and Rehabilitation: Assistive Technology, 2(3), 137–148.

· Hollingsworth, H. & Gray, D. B. (2010). The use of structural equation modeling to examine participation within the context of environment. Archives of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation, 91, 1174–1181.
· Lund, M. L. & Lexell, J. (2009). Associations between perceptions of environmental barriers and participation in persons with late effects of polio. Scandinavian Journal of Occupational Therapy, 14, 1-11.

· Tomey, K. M. & Sowers, M. R. (2009). Assessment of physical functioning: A conceptual model encompassing environmental factors and individual compensation strategies. Physical Therapy, 89, 705. doi:10.2522/ptj.20080213.


Future Steps in Survey Development
The next stage in the development of the FABS-Mv2 is to develop a Web version of the survey using REDCap software.
12. Aside from your primary impairment, which additional impairments make doing daily activities difficult? (Check all that apply).


( Visual impairment: difficulty seeing	( Emotional impairment: difficulty controlling 


( Hearing impairment: difficulty 		     thoughts/emotions/actions


     hearing				( No other impairments make activities


( Cognitive impairment: difficulty 	    difficult


	     with thinking/understanding		( I prefer not to answer
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Frequency Scores


N/A:		0


Yearly:  		1


Monthly: 	2


Weekly		3


Daily:		4





Magnitude Scores


N/A:		0


Limits a lot:	1


Limits some:	2


Helps some:	3


Helps a lot:	4





Scores for Community Site Usability


Don’t go: 0


Has no effect: 0


Limits a lot: 1


Limits some: 2


Helps some: 3


Helps a lot: 4





The actual out of possible score percentage is based on the total number of questions answered multiplied by the highest possible score for each question. If the participant answered all 13 questions, the program would calculate 13 * 4 = 48. The program then divides 48 by the participant’s total score (31/48). 








Please note that if the participant indicated that he or she does not go to the site or that the usability of the site has no effect on participation, these sites will not be factored into the denominator of the percentage equation. For example, if a participant indicated that he or she does not go to two of the specified sites and that the usability of one site does not influence participation, the highest possible score will become 10 * 4, so his or her score will be divided by 40 to get the actual out of possible score percentage. In the sample below, the participant’s score of 27, which is then divided by the product of the number of responses he or she provided (10) and the highest possible score for each question (4), so the participant’s actual out of possible score percentage is 67.50%.








N/A:			0


Don’t know:		0


Not:			0


Somewhat:		1


Very:			2





Frequency Scores


Never:			0


Once or twice a year:	1


Once or twice a month:	2


Once or twice a week:	3


More than twice a week:	4











Care Scores


Has no effect:		0


Limits a lot:		1


Limits some:		2


Helps some:		3


Helps a lot:		4





Attitudes Scores


Has no effect:		0


Limits a lot:		1


Limits some:		2


Helps some:		3


Helps a lot:		4





Benefits Scores


Has no effect:		0


Limits a lot:		1


Limits some:		2


Helps some:		3


Helps a lot:		4





Individual scoring sheet





Individual scoring sheet
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