APPENDIX A: PROJECT MEETING REPORT

Project Meeting October 2006 / T-Tap Think Tank Report

 PROJECT MEETING OCTOBER 2006 / T-TAP THINK TANK REPORT
The Training and Technical Assistance for Providers Project (T-TAP) sponsored a meeting in Washington, DC on October 16 and 17, 2006.  The focus of the meeting was to discuss the best practices that promote customized employment outcomes for individuals with disabilities as well as the barriers.  On day one, the sites that received technical assistance from the project, Mentors from the T-TAP CRP Leadership Network, ODEP staff, and T-TAP project staff participated.  On day two, key stakeholders and leaders in disability programming, Project Mentors, ODEP staff, and T-TAP staff continued the discussion.  A list of the participants for both days as well as the questions used to facilitate the discussions can be found in the appendix of this report.  Questions to guide the discussions were sent to the participants in advance of the meeting in preparation for the event. The intent was to identify lessons learned from the T-TAP project in three target areas including the factors that facilitate and inhibit outcomes at the: 

· Individual,

· Organizational, and 

· State and Federal Levels.

Participants discussed what works in terms of expanding competitive employment opportunities and outcomes, what continues to get in the way of progress, and what next steps are needed.    This included reducing or eliminating existing barriers to expand the availability and use of customized employment.  The discussion of next steps led to specific action recommendations that are included in this report.

Lessons Learned at the Individual Level

The discussion on day one began with participants sharing case studies of individuals with disabilities who had successfully realized a customized employment outcome. These stories provide valuable lessons learned by demonstrating that employment is a real choice for many individuals who are currently working under Section 14 (c) Special Wage Certificates, and for whom employment has not traditionally been an available option.  These stories highlight the various support strategies that constitute best practices in customized employment. The following are summaries of the stories shared by the technical assistance sites as well as by the T-TAP project mentors.

Example #1:  A young woman with a developmental disability had dreams of being a fashion designer. She needed training, possibly through an internship with an experienced person. Her support team identified a business that outsourced baby clothes to be monogrammed. The team recognized this as an employment opportunity that matched the individual's interests. State Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) funded a monogramming machine, and the young woman went to work for the clothing store monogramming baby clothes. When the shop location was sold, the owner moved the business into her home. The consumer moved with the shop and is working successfully and is thriving by offering monogramming services at craft shows. 

Example #2: A young woman perceived herself as a "healer" and wanted to do massage for individuals who are homebound. However, those individuals that supported her felt that there were barriers to this dream.  This included that she did not drive and her stamina for this type of work was questionable. She and her support team initially focused on "just finding a job" instead of pursuing her dream of becoming a massage therapist. 

Currently, her support team is investigating whether a PASS plan can be used to purchase a car and obtain the driving and massage training that she needs. An important lesson learned in this scenario is that the support team suspended its disbelief in what she could or could not do. They are now actively supporting her in pursuing her dream. 

Example #3: A young man who has a significant hearing impairment, a developmental disability, and is non-verbal wants to be a clown. He has skills that can be used as a clown, loves children, and has a passion and desire to work. The agency has supported him in his dream and has noticed that he seems to forget his disability when dressed as a clown. His remarkable personality has helped him succeed. 

Example #4:  A young man with a severe mental illness, paranoid schizophrenia, had difficulty sitting through job interviews. He was not viewed as eligible for job placement services through the State Vocational Rehabilitation Agency.  A customized job was negotiated for him at a large manufacturer that makes engines. The employer brought in co-workers and educated them on mental illness and behaviors. The individual completed a two-week paid trial work period. After this experience, he was hired to install alarms on fuel tanks. 

Example #5: A man had been raised in a cage until age 6 and then was institutionalized for 25 years. In his early 30s, he moved from the institution to the community. Due to his experiences in the institution, the young man took things that were not his.  His support team helped find a car-detailing job, since he likes cars even though he couldn’t drive. His training consisted of his learning the job by working with someone who had experience.  Although the individual still has a support person and is still not independent, he socializes and has a job that he wants. His support staff have not limited his dreams even though he had behaviors that might be a barrier to community employment.  In the future, he wants to wash cars and own and operate a micro-enterprise car wash.

Example #6: A young man who was in a sheltered workshop wanted to work in a quiet environment. He now has his own business where he decorates milk bones dipped in chocolate. He goes to craft fairs to sell his products and has a website. His support team looked at his desired work environment and his need for support and training to assist in customizing his job.

Summary 

In all the examples presented during the meeting, one clear theme emerged; the person's disability did not limit the individual's career goals.  The support teams began by identifying the interests and talents of the job seeker.  They identified the needed services that were not available, and resources that would assist in achieving the targeted employment outcome. Creativity and dedication to the individual's goals were evident in each person's story.  The lessons learned can be summarized in the following statements:

1. “Dream jobs” have to belong to the person with a disability, not the agency or support team. Teams need to support the individual guiding the process by not running the process.  One person used an example of a team selecting the person's self-employment.  In other words, not truly determining what the person wanted but deciding for him or her.

2. Success can happen "one person at a time" even when there are barriers.  It is easy for agencies to become overwhelmed by the numbers of individuals that need customized jobs and the barriers that exist.  However, if barriers are solved one person at a time, change can happen and successful employment outcomes are achieved.  These barriers will be discussed in the following section.

What Gets in the Way of Successful Participation in Customized Employment?

There are number of current practices and issues that are barriers to individuals participating successfully in customized employment. Examples identified by participants in the meeting are as follows.

· Customizing a job for an individual takes more time and resources than more traditional practices.  Participants at the meeting indicated that the process of discovering the person's preferences and then matching them to a job could take as long as 6-9 months.  This is a funding issue, since most agencies that pay for job development services do not authorize that many hours. The number of job development hours authorized to assist an individual in finding a job varies from state to state and can vary from counselor to counselor. 

In addition, many states have moved to performance based funding.  Employment providers are only paid for specific outcomes when they are achieved, such as obtaining a job.  In a performance based funding system, a community rehabilitation program (CRP) could potentially have to provide an extended period of job development without funding to support that service until the job is identified.  

· Customized employment is frequently not built into the policies and funding definitions. Individual consumers do not have access to needed services because funding agencies, case managers, and employment service providers do not recognize best practices.

· Parents/families are frequently anxious about the safety of their family member with a disability in the community. The perceived security of a facility-based placement appeals to many families. Also, many families do not have employment expectations for the individual with a disability.  Another issue is that the number of hours that individuals work may be limited. This results in the individual needing additional support during the day when or the family is not at home or the group home does not have coverage. The time that the individual receives services at the facility-based program often matches the needs of the family and the requirements of the residential service provider.

· Community rehabilitation programs are not structured/organized in ways that support customized employment. For example, it is difficult for a participant in a center-based day habilitation program to participate in a Discovery process that will lead to the establishment of an employment goal. Staff of programs are not aligned in a way that allows freedom and flexibility to respond to individual participant needs.  

· Many programs do not have the clarity of vision needed to support individuals to lead regular lives in jobs, as volunteers, etc.  Clarity of vision means having a holistic approach to provide the supports that the individual needs and wants. Money and services do not follow the person. Consumers get locked into specific program slots. Organizations view funds that come into the program as funding belonging to the organization, not funding belonging to the person.
· There are no financial incentives for organizations to move individuals with disabilities from facility-based programs to customized jobs.  This point surfaced during the conversation in both day one and day two.  As long as programs get more money to maintain facility-based services, community employment will not be a priority.

What Next Steps Are Needed to Expand Participation in Customized Employment at the Individual Level?

· Support and Emphasize Transition Activities. A common theme for increasing participation in customized employment was to emphasize employment experiences while youth with disabilities are still in school. Summer job programs can be used to introduce paid employment.  The goal should be for students to move from school into employment or post secondary training. Placement in a facility-based program was viewed as a barrier to competitive employment opportunities. In addition, Benefits Planning must be a part of the transition process.  Families must have opportunities to have their questions and issues addressed.

· Recognize Community Differences with Business and Employment Opportunities. Customized employment is different in industrial and more densely populated states such as Pennsylvania vs. a more rural location like Missoula, Montana.  The employment market varies from community to community. Employment staff need to recognize that many jobs can be negotiated with very small businesses. Participants made reference to the "Big Sign Syndrome", and the tendency for job developers to focus on larger businesses such as Wal-Mart or Lowes where numerous jobs opportunities exist. It is a quantity vs. quality issue that needs to be addressed through training. The participants of the Think Tank meeting felt that small companies frequently offer more potential for quality, individualized opportunities than larger employers.  The decision makers may be easier to identify in small versus larger companies as well.

· Develop Systematic Approaches to Working with Employers. A customized employment approach contains many opportunities for a win-win situation for employers and consumers. Resource ownership for example is a powerful placement tool. CRPs need to identify and develop staff members that have positive attitudes towards supporting people in their employment goals (and not trying to redirect those goals).

· Disseminate Information on Customized Employment that Captures Stories of Successful Outcomes. The participants believe that it is important that successful stories are captured and disseminated. There needs to be a manual with 20-25 successful stories of individuals in customized employment. Also, a customized employment video could be a powerful training tool.  The stories should also include how barriers were overcome and the challenges that occurred so that CRPs can learn from these experiences.
Summary of Lessons Learned at the Organizational Level
Participants also discussed lessons learned at the organizational level to expand competitive employment opportunities and outcomes.  Examples were shared of strategies that CRPs have found successful.  These examples follow.

Example #1:  One CRP created a team hired specifically for what they believed and wanted to do around employment of individuals with severe disabilities. The underlying philosophy of customized employment was emphasized when hiring with a focus on the gifts and talents of individuals. A checklist was used as part of the interview process to determine if the person being interviewed shared the values of the organization.

Example #2:  An agency created a business advisory council that emphasized small and medium businesses. The CRP involved the Board actively in the development process. Consumers came to Board meetings to tell their stories. Employer/employee awards were given so that everyone was a part of celebrating new jobs. 

Example #3: One program created very ambitious benchmarks for employment of consumers who were in the center-based programs.  The "Power of the Goal" impacted how staff responded.  All staff were involved in this refocused mission on employment. Jobs were celebrated in newsletters and in banners. Benchmarks were used to push the organization forward. Although the benchmark created stress, it also gave a positive focus on quality and ownership across the agency, with shared accountability.

Example #4:  Another program changed their staff roles from specialist roles to more generalists, with everyone becoming involved in supporting community placements. This approach helped breakdown barriers between staff members and involved the full team in community employment. It moved the program away from having one set of staff members who were facility-based versus another who were community-based.


Example #5:  One program diversified funding by putting more control of the funds into the consumers' hands. It set up no cost short-term loans for individuals using donated dollars. These loans helped support customized employment. The agency also worked with families to establish employment savings accounts, just as families save for college. It also worked closely with the state Vocational Rehabilitation agency to adjust its policies and funding to be more supportive of customized employment. For example, VR now pays functional vocational profiles and resource ownership.

Example #6:  Another CRP described becoming much more of a business within the community. The participant recommended becoming active with the Chamber of Commerce and actively network with the business community. It is important for agencies to develop a business ethic and business identity.

What Gets in the Way of Successful Participation in Customized Employment at the Organizational Level?

· Programs can stifle staff creativity, which limits employment outcomes. In working with staff, some programs encourage creativity and provide rewards for taking chances. However, some agencies do not encourage the needed creativity that leads to success in the area of customized employment. Agencies that struggle with facilitating community-integrated employment frequently have less creativity at top management and do not support creative staff efforts. If there is insufficient management buy-in, then there will be limited community employment outcomes.  This can be seen in limited or very slow resource reallocation. Priorities of these organizations will include mixed messages to staff about the preferred employment outcomes, and there is a lack of urgency for job and career planning for consumers.

· Organizations that follow a business model may have limited integrated employment outcomes. An example was given of a location where a number of organizations tried to offer employment only services. These agencies could not make it financially, and added day programs so they could support their services. If organizations follow a business model and go for profits, then this will impact how many individuals are placed into community jobs. Traditional service can generate profit for the organization, so there is no incentive to move away from providing those services.

· Organizations face financial barriers in moving to customized employment. Funding agencies are frequently more interested in cost-efficiency with a focus on “where can we get the most services for the best price?” This is in comparison to higher quality, individualized services that characterize customized employment that are more costly.  There are no financial incentives for organizational redesign and no financial benefit. Natural supports are sometimes viewed as supports that do not cost funding agency money.  Sometimes funding prohibits integrated programs of vocational, social, and recreational supports. Funding drives organizational goals, not the needs and interests of consumers.

· The business community has a very limited concept of the potential abilities of people with severe disabilities and about effective practices. An example was given of community businesses with enclaves in the back of the building, and the businesses not recognizing the problems with this approach. Sometimes programs reinforce the misperceptions of business by sending in groups of individuals with intellectual disabilities to volunteer for jobs.  This sends the message that these individuals could not be valued employees. The 14 (c) Special Wage Certificate may also devalue consumers' contribution to the workplace.  One participant mentioned a situation in which the individual with a disability had to participate in a time study while other individuals without disabilities doing the same job did not.

What Next Steps Are Needed to Expand Participation in Customized Employment at the Organizational Level?

· Competitive employment must be promoted as the first choice. Employment is frequently not a focus for many community organizations.  Community rehabilitation programs need to establish employment as the first choice and have a clear priority mission.  The clarity of the goal is most important. Then, they must organize their resources to support that mission.  Expectations for staff are built around the vision and mission of the organization. The competitive employment goal must drive the conceptual structure of the organization. 

· Market success at the organizational level. CRPs should use multiple approaches to marketing success such as newsletters, banners, and websites.  All of these need to publicize stories about organizational successes around people moving into competitive employment. Families and consumers can be involved in the marketing success, both as a target audience and as storytellers.  The things that an organization celebrates define the organization for staff, for its consumers, families, and for the community.

· License quality programs. Organizations that meet quality standards in providing customized employment should receive credit for that accomplishment. One approach would be a licensing program where licensed agencies have public documentation of their accomplishments.

· Publicize organizational success stories to assist other organizations.  Organizations need information on programs that are successfully making the transition to a focus on competitive employment. It was noted that a change from center-based programming is challenging.  The example was given of a program still working at change after a 7-year conversion effort.  Published success stories will help programs in the change process or contemplating entering the process persevere.

· Create organizational structures and staff role assignments that support competitive employment. An example was given where staff assignments within an organization were changed so that enclaves would no longer be staffed/managed by employment services. The message was clear that the focus of the employment staff was on competitive employment placements. Organizations need to focus on employment outcome in its staff design and assignments. Another strategy would be to target community employment for all new referrals to an agency.

· Money must follow the person as he/she moves to employment. An example was given of a program that places a priority on using its limited transportation funds to support competitive employment instead of transportation to the center. Funding that the individual needed to support employment was redirected to fulfill that support need. As focus changes from workshop support to job development and employment, money needs to be redirected to support those activities.

· Use a 30 day placement plan approach. Developing a 30-day placement plan works to focus on short-term steps to support an individual’s move to employment. Focus on what will happen in next 30 days to make progress towards employment.  The plan can include outreach to families, networking, marketing with employers, functional community assessments to help clarify and solidify job goals and individualized job development. Plan helps keep focus on direct relationship between job development and jot outcomes – time spent in development yields jobs

· Build on mentor model used in T-TAP.  The mentor model used in the T-TAP project demonstrated its potential to support organizational change.  Without mentor support in some of the organizations that received T-TAP technical assistance, the organizational change goal seemed too overwhelming. The mentor supplies balance in working with administration and staff in organizations undergoing change.

· Create incentives for organizational change. Community rehabilitation programs could "self-correct" to provide customized employment if they were paid appropriately to provide that service. It is a business risk to change without financial supports.

· Create and disseminate information on business plans for organizational change. The business and financial risk involved with organizational change was mentioned frequently. Business planning is critical in the change process. Training and resource guides around business planning for community rehabilitation programs are needed.
Summary of Lessons Learned at the State and Federal Level
What works at the state and federal level to expand competitive employment opportunities and outcomes?

· State government could impact employment outcomes significantly by implementing an "employment first" policy. This would include establishing a clear message with expectations and accountability measures. In addition, states could create financial incentives to promote change at the organizational level. Nurture the leaders, the pockets of people trying to change. State agencies should not take "no" for an answer in terms of organizational change that supports an employment first goal.

· Establish conversion grants to provide funds that help support the organizational change process. Grants can serve as conversion support to help programs redirect staff and resources to support customized employment.  

· State vocational rehabilitation and Mental Health/Hygiene Department in Maryland are jointly participating in a grant-funded initiative for evidence-based practice demonstration model on employment of persons with severe mental illness. Interagency agreements are being developed that break down eligibility barriers and streamline services to expedite movement to employment.  Higher rates are being paid to community programs that follow employment model. The Maryland initiative is part of a multi state project funded by a grant from the Johnson and Johnson Foundation.

· Develop funding designs to reward customized employment. Funding incentives to achieve specified employment outcomes can be effective.  Indiana has created a change in funding policies to include performance-based incentives to develop person-centered plans for consumers as well as to focus on job retention. As a result, programs put more focus on both areas, and job retention increased.   Another example can be seen in the ODEP Customized Employment grants. These grants have helped to generate new state policies that support customized employment. For example in Georgia, the Medicaid Waiver allows more flexibility in employment services. VR policies have been rewritten to support resource ownership. VR now pays for vocational profiles. In Florida, customized employment is being written into the VR policy as a billable service.

· Organize efforts that focus attention on interstate cooperation. For example, the Institute for Community Inclusion is working with the National Association of State Directors of Developmental Disabilities Services to develop the Supported Employment Leadership Network. Thirteen states are working together to share information and strategies on how to systematically expand competitive employment. 

· Educate governors on the importance and success of customized employment. There is evidence that when governors understand the importance of employment for people with disabilities that they will be proactive in supporting it. For example, New Hampshire is serving as the lead state and the governor uses political pull with peers to move ahead with the National Governors Association. The intent is to work with ADD and CMS on how to institute and sustain Supported Employment.

What gets in the way of successful participation in customized employment at the state and federal level?

· Money frequently does not follow individuals.  State and federal policies are needed that allow money to follow individuals as they move to employment.  An example was given of a program that receives $15,000 per person to provide day or prevocational services.  If an individual chooses to move to competitive employment, funding restrictions, such as in Medicaid, restrict use of those dollars for employment.  As a result the person will lose support if an employment goal is pursued. Also, some programs view those dollars as belonging to the program, not the individual. Investment is in the program and maintaining those services and not in increasing customized employment outcomes. 
· The terminology and practices of customized employment are not well understood at the systemic level among state VR, MRDD, and other funding agencies. The practices of discovery, job negotiation, and self-employment have demonstrated their effectiveness in the ODEP customized employment grants. However, many state funding agencies do not recognize the potential of customized employment. The ODEP Customized Employment grants needed more time to demonstrate the potential power of customized employment.

· Workforce Centers (One Stops) are struggling to provide services to the many different people coming to them for services. Currently there are very limited examples of One Stops integrating customized employment into their service offerings without the resources of the ODEP CE grants. Work Force Centers appear to have less money to provide needed services. Also, in states with more rural communities, the One Stops are so far away from many rural residents to be of very limited value. 

· Response at the community level remains quite different from community to community even in some states where state level policy changes have occurred to enhance CE outcomes. Example given of Georgia where Medicaid and VR are working effectively in some communities but not in others. Local awareness varies considerably, and state level dissemination of information can be quite limited.
· Some state level initiatives actually seem to work against employment. For example, Oregon's personal choice vouchers allow for individuals to purchase a broader array of services. Employment has declined. People lose sight of larger goal of employment. Three years into the program, people are realizing that many participants aren’t working. In Georgia, there is a support coordinator who advocates for what is “safe” and what the family wants more than consumer.
What Next Steps Are Needed to Expand Support for Customized Employment at the State and Federal Level?
· State and Federal agencies interested in customized employment must promote leadership. Leadership has two components. We need leaders at the state level, such as the MR/DD/MH Directors and their counterparts at VR and Workforce Development. There is a need for state level and regional institutes to educate them on customized employment. Leadership development is also needed for emerging leaders at the organizational level and for new staff coming into the field.

· Papers are needed that disseminate information on state and federal strategies. There is very limited information in the professional rehabilitation literature on state and federal strategies to enhance the use of customized employment. Four to five solid papers are needed to affirm the credibility of CE that provide examples of state and federal successes in enhancing use of CE.  

· ODEP needs to disseminate data on use of customized employment and work to influence federal policy. House and Senate bills on workforce development have a lot of disability language. Potential for federal initiatives in CE exist in coming years. ODEP can work to influence federal direction and policy.

· Infuse the definition of customized employment into key legislation and federal and state policies.  It is important for key federal and state funding agencies to recognize and support Customized Employment. The Rehabilitation Act; the Home and Community Based Medicaid Waiver; the Developmental Disabilities Act; the Workforce Investment Act: Each of these key pieces of federal legislation impact funding of employment services. Although there was some caution among the group about the timeline involved in the legislative change process, there was agreement that customized employment needs to be brought into the funding stream of these key legislative authorities. ODEP has the ability to look at terms and policy changes that would enhance employment outcomes and should explore the possibility. For example, an administrative mechanism that would allow RSA Commissioner and principle players to include the term customized employment legislation is needed. The same is true for CMS. It was noted that many of the Medicaid Infrastructure Grants include references to expanding use of customized employment. 

· Support research and demonstration grant on best practices in customized employment. The National Institute on Mental Health has funded a series of grants to research effective practices in the employment of persons with severe mental illness.  From that research has come well-defined, credible package of evidenced based practices, including a fidelity scale to measure level of implementation of the employment model. The same type of initiative is needed for customized employment, including the development of a CE fidelity scale.

· Expand funding for United-We-Ride and other transportation initiatives. Transportation continues to be a major barrier to employment for many individuals. The United-We-Ride Initiative has potential, but funding is very limited at present. Funding for this and related transportation initiatives that focus on employment of persons with disabilities needs to be expanded.

· Form and support coalition of like-minded people around customized employment. Leaders need to craft a strategy that would bring together a coalition of people to focus on national implementation of customized employment. APSE could serve as a coalition vehicle.

Summary  

The participants brought a wealth of knowledge and suggestions to the two-day meeting.  There was much discussion during the meeting about strategies that involved one job placement at a time, working with community rehabilitation programs individually prescriptively providing technical assistance supporting organizational change, and working state-by-state to address the unique state level challenges and opportunities that hinder or facilitate movement to increased use of integrated employment. Neal Romano in his presentation at the meeting reminded the group of the importance of also developing strategies that were more universal and systemic in their focus. Group members noted the importance of working with groups such as the National Governors Association during the 1980s in encouraging a national supported employment initiative. It is important that potential national leaders be identified among influential power groups who can champion national expansion of integrated employment opportunities for individuals with significant disabilities.  Perhaps this is a critical next step that ODEP can facilitate in the coming year.
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Facilitated Discussion Questions Day 1

Individual Level

How has customized employment impacted the job of one person in your agency?

Where do CE practices most frequently go astray? How can this be minimized?

How has an individual staff member at your agency impacted the customized employment outcomes of an individual with disabilities?

What single factor has most contributed to the success of individuals in customized employment at your agency?

How much is vocational rehabilitation involved in promoting customized employment for your consumers? 

What supports/strategies are critical to fully engaging consumers and their families in the CE process?

Organizational Level

What are the key elements necessary for expanding customized employment within your agency?

What systems level barriers impeded expanding customized employment?

Many customized employment outcomes involve participation of multiple funding resources. How can programs facilitate the participation of needed funding representatives in supporting the CE process?

What are the training and TA needs of programs to move CE from a predominantly demonstration and guided implementation level to becoming a widely utilized practice across CRPs.

How has your agency's approach to employment for individual's with disabilities changed in the past year / two years?  If so, how and why did this change occur?

How would limiting the time that a person can be paid under a Special Wage Certificate impact your agency?

What financial impact has there been on your organization related to moving individuals into customized employment?

State Level
Has your state identified customized employment as an outcome and if not, what steps do you see as necessary to make this a recognized outcome?

What do you see as the most needed state level change that would facilitate integrated employment outcomes?

What role do you see the One Stop Career Centers having in customized employment implementation and what can be done to enhance this?

What recent event(s) in your state have impacted the outcomes of individuals served by your facility-based program?

What funding changes would you recommend to better facilitate customized employment outcomes?

Federal Level

What do you see as the most needed federal level change that would facilitate integrated employment outcomes?

What funding changes would you recommend to better facilitate customized employment outcomes?

Do you have any suggestions for modifying SSI and/or SSDI?

Do you have suggestions for employer incentives?

What are the most appropriate legislative avenues for incorporating customized employment for definitions, regulations, and demonstrations that come from different federal agencies than the Department of Labor? 
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These data were collected from the 15 intensive TA sites that participated in the project between 2003 and 2007. These sites are divided into three groups depending on when they began their participation in the project.  Group 1 providers began in the Fall 2003.  Group 2 providers began in the fall of 2004. Finally Group 3 providers began their participation in T-TAP in the Fall 2005.  Please note that Home of Hope ended its participation with the project early in the fall of 2005, which limited data collection for that agency.

	Group
	Organization
	Project Start
	Project End

	1
	At Work!
	Fall 2003
	Fall 2005

	
	Babcock Center
	
	

	
	Cranston ARC
	
	

	
	Employability
	
	

	
	Nevins Inc.
	
	

	2
	Charles River Industries
	Fall 2004
	Fall 2006

	
	Hi-Hope Center
	
	

	
	Home of Hope
	
	

	
	Humboldt Community Action and Resource Center
	
	

	
	Magic Valley Rehabilitation Services
	
	

	3
	The ARC of the District of Columbia
	Fall 2005
	Fall 2007

	
	The ARC of the Northern Chesapeake Region
	
	

	
	Anixter Center
	
	

	
	Coastal Center for Developmental Disabilities Services
	
	

	
	Friendship Inc.
	
	


The T-TAP Project collected information over a two-year period from program staff about the transition to community-based employment. At the start of the project, staff members at each agency were informed that they would be asked to provide information at several points during their agency’s participation in the project. 

Goals of the data collection:

· Understand the process of organizational change within the T-TAP participating agencies, 

· Evaluate the impact of the project on the individuals served by the agencies, and

· Evaluate the impact of the project on agency staff.

Staff was informed at each data collection point that the information collected would not be used to evaluate their personal performance.   Further staff was told that the information they provided to the T-TAP Project would be kept confidential, would be stored in a locked file cabinet at the ICI, and after the project was over be destroyed. To ensure that staff felt comfortable providing honest answers to the Staff Time Log and Staff Survey their supervisors did not have access to any information that could identify individual staff members and information was only presented in summary form.  If staff had questions about the project, they were encouraged to contact their supervisor or to call John Butterworth. 

INFORMATION ON INDIVIDUALS

At the start of each organization’s involvement in T-TAP they were asked to identify individuals they currently supported who the organization would begin working with to transition from subminimum wage employment to community employment.  From this group, T-TAP staff asked the organizations to select a sub-group of individuals to provide information on consumer demographics and employment outcome data.   

Consumer Demographics

Information on consumer demographics was obtained from the Initial Information Form for Individuals.  Data was collected once at the start of each Group’s participation in T-TAP for each individual whom they served who was targeted to move into community employment. A total of 297 consumers participated in the T-TAP project between 2003 and 2007.  
On average, agencies targeted the following type of individual to transition to community employment during each agency’s involvement with T-TAP was: 

· A white male, 39 years of age, with a primary diagnosis of mental retardation.  

· Received Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Medicaid.  (There were only 19 consumers who had private health insurance.) 

· Had previous work experience in facility-based work services.  Only a small percentage of individuals had previous experience in community employment (38.5%) or community-based non-work (17.5%). 

Specific demographic distributions for target individuals are summarized below.

1. Length of time individuals had been supported by their Community Rehabilitation Provider. (n=260)
   

	Average Years
	Minimum Number of Years
	Maximum Number of Years

	10
	1
	45


2. Age of individuals (n=293)

	Average Age
	Minimum Age
	Maximum Age 

	39
	19
	68


3. Gender Distribution of individuals (n=297)
	Male
	Female

	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	170
	57%
	127
	43%


4.  Race/Ethnic Origin of individuals (n=294)

	
	Asian
	Black,

non-Hispanic

or Latino


	Black, Hispanic or Latino


	White, non-Hispanic or Latino


	White, Hispanic or Latino


	Native American or

Alaskan Native


	Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
	Other

	Number
	2
	97
	1
	170
	19
	2
	0
	3

	Percentage
	0.5%
	33%
	0.5%
	58%
	6.5%
	0.5%
	0%
	1%


5. Primary disability reported of individuals (n=292)

	
	Autism
	Borderline Intellectual Disability
	Cerebral Palsy
	Brain Injury (Non-Traumatic)


	Traumatic Brain Injury

	Number
	4
	1
	7
	3
	2

	Percentage
	1.5%
	0.5%
	2.5%
	1%
	0.5%


	
	Mental Retardation
	Spina Bifida
	Blindness/Visual Impairment
	Specific Learning Disability

	Number
	256
	2
	2
	1

	Percentage
	87.5%
	0.5%
	0.5%
	0.5%


	
	Seizure Disorder
	Psychiatric Disability
	Deafness/Hearing Impairment


	Other

	Number
	3
	9
	1
	1

	Percentage
	1%
	3%
	0.5%
	0.5%


6. Individuals were reported to have multiple combinations of secondary disability categories.  Secondary disabilities included: autism (n=4), borderline intellectual function (n=2), cerebral palsy (n=16), seizure disorder (n=38), emotional disorder (n=19), psychiatric disability (n=25), brain injury non-traumatic (n=1), traumatic brain injury (n= 2), deafness/hearing impairment (n=12), mental retardation (n=7), speech/language impairment (n=17), blindness/visual impairment (n=9), other neurological impairment (n=4), other physical impairment (n=13), other genetic disorder (n=7), other chronic health disorder i.e. diabetes, obesity (n=25), substance abuse (n=1), other (n=19), multiple sclerosis (n=1), and muscular dystrophy (n=1).

7. Individuals received various combinations of public assistance (n=297)

	
	Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
	Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI)
	Unemployment Insurance


	Temporary Aid to Needy Families (TANF)
	Other
	No Data Available

	Number
	178
	69
	0
	0
	24
	42

	Percentage
	59.5%
	23%
	0%
	0%
	8%
	14%


Other types of public assistance received included:  Earned income work credit, social security, and food stamps.  

8. Individuals received various combinations of health insurance coverage (n= 297)

	
	None


	Medicaid


	Medicare


	Private Health Insurance


	Other
	No Data Available

	Number
	0
	216
	80
	19
	17
	1

	Percentage
	0%
	72%
	26.5%
	6.5%
	5.5%
	0.5%


9. Individuals had various combinations of previous day and employment experiences (n=297)

	
	Facility-Based Non-Work Services
	Facility-Based Work Services


	Community-Based Non-Work Services
	Community Employment
	No Services


	Other

	Number
	55
	220
	52
	116
	14
	20

	Percentage
	19.5%
	73.5%
	17.5%
	38.5%
	4.5%
	6.5%


EMPLOYMENT OUTCOME DATA

Information on individual employment outcomes was obtained from the Consumer Outcomes Form. The employment outcome data presented in this section represents only the targeted sub-group of individuals who were served as part of the T-TAP project.  IMPORTANT NOTE: Organizations involved in T-TAP placed large numbers of non-targeted individuals in individual jobs in the community and these employment placements have been highlighted in the Quarterly Reports. Data in this section will be presented in several modes: across all providers and by provider grouping.  
Across All Providers - Individual Employment Outcomes 

A total of 297 individuals were targeted to transition from sub-minimum wage employment to community employment over the course of T-TAP.  Ninety-seven target individuals obtained individual jobs in the community. Providers reported an additional 115 job placements from 14c employment, for a total of 212 individuals transitioning to individual customized employment options. The average weekly wage earned for community employment placements was $89.04, and the average weekly wage of those in sheltered work $30.81.  

The average number of hours worked per week in an individual job was 14.5. Nearly all consumers continue to be supported in other activities for a portion of their week after they have obtained individual employment.  Agencies report supplementing consumers’ non-individual employment hours with a combination of the following activities: sheltered work, group employment, individual community based non-work, and facility based non-work.

	Type of Job
	n

	Food Service
	31%

	Maintenance/Janitorial
	24%

	Assembly/Manufacturing/Packaging
	2%

	Material Handling/Mail Distribution
	4.5%

	Sales Clerk/Stock Person
	13.5%

	General Clerical
	10.5%

	Technical
	0%

	Other
	14.5%


GROUP 1 PROVIDERS

Group 1 Providers provided employment outcomes data for a targeted sub-group of 101individuals. The following table provides information on the total number of consumers targeted by each organization.

	Provider
	n

	Employability
	25

	At Work!
	12

	Cranston ARC
	20

	Babcock Center
	34

	Nevins Inc. 
	30

	Total:
	110


The five Group 1 Providers obtained a total of 24 jobs for target individuals plus an additional 16 individuals over the course of their involvement with T-TAP (40 total jobs). Despite aggressive follow-up over a six-month period Nevins Inc. did not provide a final report on consumer outcomes, and Babcock Center only provided a final report on consumer outcomes for six of the 34 individuals that they had identified to transition to community employment.   

Provider Group 1 had varying levels of success in supporting consumers to obtain individual jobs.  Cranston ARC was the most successful provider. By the end of their involvement with T-TAP, they had helped 12 individuals to obtain jobs in the community.  Employability was also successful at helping targeted individuals to obtain jobs, helping nine individuals to obtain community employment placements.  The additional three providers were less successful at moving targeted individuals to jobs in the community. At Work assisted two people, Nevins Inc. one person, and Babcock did not move anyone in their targeted sub-group of individuals to jobs in the community.  The majority of individual employment placements for Group 1 providers were made within the first year of their involvement in T-TAP.  Figure one shows the number of individuals reported as achieving an integrated employment outcome for each of the data collection periods during the project.

The hour and wage information for the targeted sub-group of individuals who obtained individual employment placements was encouraging.  Not only did Group 1 Providers experience growth in the number of people supported in community jobs between the time 1 and time 5 data collections, but also on average individuals experienced a growth in the number of hours worked in their jobs.  Income also was a positive outcome with the average wage per hour across providers greater than the federal minimum wage.  
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Group 1 Providers’ Individual Placement Outcomes

	
	Average Hours Worked per Week
	Average Earning per Week
	Average Wage per Hour

	Time 1
	 13.25 (n=9)
	$78 (n=10)
	 $6.54 (n=9)

	Time 3
	14 (n=12)
	 $105 (n=12)
	$7.04 (n=11)

	Time 5
	14 (n=9)
	$83 (n=9)
	$5.94 (n=9)


GROUP 2 PROVIDERS

Group 2 Providers targeted sub-group was made up of 66 individuals with disabilities The total number of targeted by each organization was as follows:

	Provider
	n

	Charles River Industries
	9

	Hi-Hope Center
	20

	Home of Hope
	15

	Humboldt Community Access and Resource Center
	15

	Magic Valley Rehabilitation Services
	7

	Total
	66


The five Group 2 Providers obtained a total of 20 jobs for target individuals plus an additional 24 jobs for non target 14c employees over the course of their involvement with T-TAP (44 total jobs). Hi-Hope Center was the most successful provider. By the end of their involvement with T-TAP, they had helped eight targeted individuals to obtain jobs in the community.  Humboldt Community Access and Resource Center was also successful at helping targeted individuals to obtain jobs, helping five targeted individuals to obtain community employment placements.  The additional three providers had some success at moving targeted individuals to jobs in the community. Magic Valley Rehabilitation Services assisted four people and Charles River Industries assisted three people. Home of Hope ended their participation in T-TAP after the second data collection period and did not place any of their targeted individuals in jobs in the community. 

Group 2 Providers experienced growth in the number of people supported in community jobs between the time 1 and time 5 data collections and on average these individuals worked about 15 hours per week earning close to $100 per week.
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Figure 2: Group 2 Cumulative New Individual Employment Placements
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Group 2 Providers’ Growth in Individual Employment Outcomes

	
	Average Hours Worked per Week
	Average Earning per Week
	Average Wage per Hour

	Time 1
	11 (n=4)
	 $82 (n=4)
	$7.09 (n=4)

	Time 3
	13 (n=11)
	$96 (n=11)
	$7.25 (n=11)

	Time 5
	15 (n=14)
	$95 (n=14)
	$6.29 (n=14)


Group 3 Providers

Group 3 Providers targeted a sub-group of 86 consumers for transition to individual jobs: The total number of consumers targeted by each organization was:

	Provider
	n

	Anixter Center
	15

	ARC of Northern Chesapeake
	12

	ARC of the District of Columbia
	20

	Coastal Center for Developmental Disabilities Services
	19

	Friendship Inc.
	20

	Total:
	86


Group 3 Providers obtained a total of 53 jobs for target individuals plus an additional 75 jobs after two years of involvement in T-TAP (128 total jobs). Group 3 providers were the most successful at supporting consumers to obtain individual jobs.  Among this provider group the ARC of the District of Columbia and Friendship Inc. stood out for their success in helping targeted individuals to transition to community employment, while CCDS was the most successful overall in transitioning individuals to integrated employment reporting a total of 78 individuals moving to integrated jobs, including 70 non-target individuals.  
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Figure 3: Group 3 Cumulative New Individual Employment Placements
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Group 3 Providers’ Growth in Individual Employment Placement Outcomes

	
	Average Hours Worked per Week
	Average Earning per Week
	Average Wage per Hour

	Time 1
	13 (n=9)
	$70 (n=8)
	$5.11 (n=8)

	Time 3
	14 (n=30)
	$85 (n=30)
	$6.21 (n=30)

	Time 5
	15.5 (n=44)
	$97.35 (n=44)
	$6.21 (n=44)


Staff Time Logs
Staff members were asked to record their primary work activity in half hour intervals for one week.  There were nine potential work activities for staff to select from: 

	Activities
	Notes

	On-the-Job worker training or support for a Community Employee in an individual job including meetings with employer, but not including job development
	Include only support for individuals working in individual jobs and receiving 1:1 support. 

	On-the-Job worker training or support for a Community Employee in group supported employment including enclaves or mobile work crews employing no more than 8 individuals
	Typically this is defined as more than one worker who are supported by the permanent presence of a job support professional. Enclaves or work crews with more than 8 employees with a disability should be reported as program-based training and support. 

	Off-the-Job worker training or support for a Community Employee (e.g. counseling, skill training, case management, phone calls, meetings, paperwork,...) but not including job development
	This category is intended to capture supports provided away from the work place that support or facilitate community employment.

	Job development, including employer and community outreach with or without the consumer
	

	Program-based training and support: Training, support provided in a sheltered workshop or other program setting
	All time providing direct program support in a program setting including sheltered workshop or day habilitation programs. 

	Community-based non-work support
	All time spent supporting community participation or individual community activities including volunteer work, using a health club, continuing education, or small group activities in groups of no more than 3 individuals with a disability.

	Travel with consumer (e.g. transportation to work or interviews)
	

	Travel without consumer
	Travel between job sites or to meetings with employers

	Other
	Includes general case management responsibilities (e.g. ISP meetings), staff meetings, inservice training


Initial Allocation of Staff Resources

Analysis of all Providers’ Time 1 data demonstrates that at the start of organization’s involvement in T-TAP most staff resources were allocated to sheltered workshop supports.  Over 36% of staff time at the beginning of T-TAP was devoted to sheltered workshop support, while only 6% of overall staff time was spent providing on-the-job worker training or support for a community employee in an individual job.  Staff time spent on job development represented the smallest percentage of time devoted to any staff activity, only 3%.  This baseline data illustrates that overall T-TAP Providers had invested a greater proportion of staff resources in activities that maintain segregated or group settings compared to activities that expand opportunities for individual job placements. 
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Allocation Of Staff Resources After One Year Of Involvement In T-TAP

After 1 year of involvement with T-TAP Providers’ resource allocation had begun to place a greater emphasis on activities that support community employment.  While the amount of time devoted to job development remained small, it did increase to 5% of all staff hours.  Off-the-job worker training or support for a community employee increased suggesting that as individuals obtained and maintained jobs in the community program staff needed increased time for activities such as counseling, skill training, case management, phone calls, meetings, and paperwork. Like Time 1, 36% of staff time was devoted to sheltered workshop support, indicating that reducing resources to sheltered employment services is a challenging process for providers.  
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Final Allocation of Staff Resources 

Across all providers the final allocation of staff resources was similar to the allocation after one year of involvement in T-TAP. The limited increase in both the percentage and total hours of job development reported suggests that there are still significant strides that need to be made with respect to staff resource allocation.  Across all providers there were limited changes in staff allocation to job development, however, some providers were more challenged then others. At the start of T-TAP, management and frontline staff’s inability to develop and accept new staff roles was a stumbling block faced by some of the providers in developing new jobs. Other providers placed an early emphasis on developing staff support for the goal of increasing individual employment placements and identifying specific staff to conduct job development.  Providers who placed an early emphasis on developing staff support for changes in job responsibilities had significantly more individual employment placements then providers who did not redefine staff roles.
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Staff Resource Allocation Trends for Group 1 Providers
Time log data was collected from Group 1 providers in Fall/Winter 2003 (n=129), Summer 2004 (n=119), Winter 2004 (n=98), Summer 2005 (n=104), and Fall/Winter 2005 (n=69). While the number of hours devoted to job development remained lower then desired, providers that consistently devoted staff time to job development activities were more likely to produce individual employment placements. For example, Employability’s data demonstrates the positive relationship between the total number of individual jobs providers obtained and the total number of staff hours they devoted to job development.  Employability placed 9 individuals and allocated the most total staffing hours (85) to job development over the course of the 3 highlighted data collection points. Conversely, Nevins Inc. demonstrated that the lack of investment in job development activities (0 total hours) yields poor rates of individual job placements; the organization placed 1 targeted individual during involvement with T-TAP. 
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	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity

	Employability 
	5%
	48
	n=6
	4%
	30
	n=6
	1%
	7
	n=2

	At Work


	1%
	19
	n=4
	3.5%
	27
	n=3
	5%
	22.5
	n=3

	Cranston


	3%
	6
	n=3
	2%
	8
	n=3
	0%
	0
	n=0

	Babcock


	0%
	0
	n=0
	0.5%
	3
	n=2
	0.5%
	5
	n=2

	Nevins


	0%
	0
	n=0
	0%
	0
	n=0
	0%
	0
	n=0


Group 1 Providers’ Hours for Job Development (Including Employer and Community Outreach)
Employability also demonstrated that as individuals obtain jobs in the community more staff resources must be allocated towards providing on-the-job training or support in an individual job.  Employability consistently allocated staff resources towards this activity investing the highest percentage of all providers at each of the 3 highlighted data collection points.  
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Group 1 Providers’ Hours for On-the-Job Worker Training or Support in an Individual Job
	Provider
	Time 1 
	Time 3
	Time 5 

	
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity

	Employability 
	15%
	147
	n=9
	10% 
	72.5
	n=5
	19.5%
	134
	n=9

	At Work


	2% 
	31
	n=4
	4%
	31
	n=4
	4%
	19.5
	n=2

	Cranston


	3% 
	9.5
	n=2
	4.5% 
	18.5
	n=3
	0%
	0
	n=0

	Babcock


	1% 
	2.5
	n=1
	2.5% 
	26.5
	n=1
	7.5%
	52
	n=2

	Nevins


	0% 
	0
	n=0
	0% 
	0
	n=0
	0%
	0
	n=0


Staff Resource Allocation Trends for Group 2 Providers 

Time log data was collected from Group 2 providers in Fall/Winter 2004-2005 (n=77), Summer 2005 (n=67), Fall 2005 (n=38), Spring 2006 (n=37), and Fall 2006 (n=34). Home of Hope ended their participation in T-TAP after the second data collection and is not included in the discussion of Group 2 Providers.  Group 2 providers spent considerably larger percentages of time on job development activities then Group 1 providers. Group 2 providers who devoted staff resources to job development obtained individual placements.  Hi-Hope Center lead Group 2 providers in both individual job placements (8) and staff resources allocated to job development (78 total hours over the course of the 3 highlighted data collection points.)
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Group 2 Providers’ Staff Total Hours for Job Development (Including Employer and Community Outreach)
	Provider
	Time 1 
	Time 3
	Time 5

	
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity

	Charles River 
	1%
	6
	n=3
	0%
	0
	n=0
	15%
	41
	n=1

	Hi-Hope


	1%
	22.5
	n=3
	2%
	13
	n=1
	12%
	42.5
	n=2

	Home of Hope


	0%
	0
	n=0
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Humboldt


	12%
	50
	n=4
	2.5%
	4.5
	n=1
	0%
	0
	n=0

	Magic Valley


	5%
	15
	n=3
	8%
	23.5
	n=4
	5.5%
	18.5
	n=4


As with Group 1 providers, Group 2 who obtained individual employment placements re-allocated staff resources to support individuals in community jobs.  Humboldt Community Access and Resource Center placed five targeted individuals and therefore also needed to devote a large percentage of staff resources to on-the-job Worker training or support in an individual job. At time 1, 27% of staff time was spent on this activity; at time 3, 51.5%; and at time 5, 21.5%.   
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Group 2 Providers’ Hours for On-the-Job Worker Training or Support in an Individual Job

	Provider
	Time 1 
	Time 3
	Time 5

	

	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity

	Charles River 
	2%
	13
	n=3
	15%
	32.5
	n=2
	0%
	0
	n=0

	Hi-Hope


	0.5%
	2.5
	n=2
	4.5%
	31.5
	n=3
	0%
	0
	n=0

	Home of Hope


	21.5%
	157
	n=10
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Humboldt


	27%
	112
	n=4
	51.5%
	92
	n=6
	21.5%
	56
	n=2

	Magic Valley


	37%
	115
	n=5
	30%
	86.5
	n=6
	42%
	144
	n=7


Staff Resource Allocation Trends for Group 3 Providers 

Time log data was collected from Group 3 providers; Fall 2005 (n=103), Spring 2006 (n=130), Fall 2006 (n=115), Spring 2007 (n=114), and Fall 2007 (n=). Group 3 providers invested the largest amount and percent of time in job development, and this investment is reflected in the large number of individual placements attained by this group. Investment in on the job training increased dramatically across the time of the project as individuals entered employment, particularly for Arc of DC and Friendship.
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Group 3 Providers’ Staff Total Hours for Job Development (Including Employer and Community Outreach)
	Provider
	Time 1 
	Time 3
	Time 5

	
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity

	Anixter
	18.5%
	13.5
	n=2
	10%
	7
	n=2
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Arc of D.C.
	38%
	85.5
	n=4
	20%
	184
	n=15
	5.5%
	40.5
	n=5

	Coastal
	2%
	19.5
	n=3
	3%
	38
	n=4
	7%
	26.5
	n=2

	Friendship
	4.5%
	65
	n=22
	1.5%
	19
	n=5
	3%
	69
	n=11

	Northern Chesapeake
	3.5%
	43
	n=6
	10%
	85
	n=10
	4.5%
	18
	n=3



[image: image12.wmf]Total Hours On-the-Job Training or Support in an Indiviudal Job

0

2.5

0.5

122.5

127.5

33.5

23.0

12.5

7.0

36.5

123.5

55.5

65.5

38.0

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Time 1

Time 3

Time 5

Hours

Northern Chesapeake

Friendship

Coastal

Arc of D.C.

Anixter


Group 3 Providers’ Hours for On-the-Job Worker Training or Support in an Individual Job

	Provider
	Time 1 
	Time 3
	Time 5

	
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity
	Percentage of 

Hours
	Total Hours
	Staff Reporting Activity

	Anixter
	0%
	0
	n=0
	3.5%
	2.5
	n=1
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Arc of D.C.
	0.5%
	0.5
	n=1
	13.5%
	122.5
	n=11
	17%
	127.5
	n=6

	Coastal
	3%
	33.5
	n=5
	2%
	23
	n=5
	3%
	12.5
	n=3

	Friendship
	0.5%
	7
	n=2
	2.5%
	36.5
	n=13
	5.5%
	123.5
	n=28

	Northern Chesapeake
	4.5%
	55.5
	n=8
	8%
	65.5
	n=8
	10%
	38
	n=5


Interpreting Staff Resource Allocation Data   

The Staff Time Logs provided insight into how staff resource allocation changed throughout the T-TAP project, however they should be interpreted carefully and in the context of the consumer outcomes data.  

One reason that the staff resource allocation data should be reviewed in the context of other data is that there were significant fluctuations in the number of staff returning staff time logs at each data collection point.  This fluctuation had an impact on the total number of hours each agency reported engaging in activities to support community employment.  For example, At Work initially had 35 staff return the survey, but that number decreased significantly over time and at the final data collection only 11 staff returned the form.  This made it difficult to determine if there was an actual change in At Work’s resource allocation.  It is probable that because of the variations in staff response to the Staff Time Log that there actually were greater changes in staff resource allocation at individual sites and for the project as a whole.
Total Number Staff Responding

	Provider
	Time 1
	Time 2
	Time 3
	Time 4
	Time 5

	Employability
	25
	23
	20
	15
	18

	At Work
	35
	19
	19
	17
	11

	Cranston
	11
	13
	12
	10
	9

	Babcock
	31
	29
	34
	40
	21

	Nevins
	30
	35
	14
	22
	10

	Charles River
	16
	15
	7
	8
	7

	Hi-Hope
	23
	16
	18
	15
	9

	Home of Hope
	20
	22
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Humboldt
	11
	7
	6
	6
	9

	Magic Valley
	7
	7
	8
	8
	9

	Anixter
	2
	2
	2
	NA
	NA

	Arc of D.C.
	6
	27
	26
	22
	19

	Coastal
	26
	29
	28
	18
	9

	Friendship
	37
	51
	36
	53
	57

	Northern Chesapeake
	32
	21
	23
	21
	11

	Total Number of Staff Responding
	312
	316
	253
	255
	199


Staff Survey
A key factor in organizational development is the extent to which stakeholders have a shared understanding of mission and vision. The Staff Survey was designed to assess the extent to which an organization’s personnel have a common understanding of organizational values and strategies. The Survey asks staff to indicate their agreement with statements that assess organizational practices, funding practices, strategies for employment, personal experiences, and perceptions of changes in responsibilities and expectations. The Staff Survey was used to help T-TAP staff assess providers’ movement through the organizational change process. The survey was also used to inform the technical assistance the organization received by defining areas of progress as well as areas of need.  

Staff were asked to complete the survey three times over the course of their organizations involvement with T-TAP. Staff surveys were collected every 12 months: at the start of the organizations involvement (time1), after one year of involvement with T-TAP (time 2) and immediately after the organization completed its involvement with T-TAP (time 3).  Staff were asked to provide personal demographic data and to respond to statements designed to assess their attitudes and beliefs about their agency.   

a. Demographic Data

Across the 15 agencies who participated in T-TAP a total of 458 staff responded to the Staff Survey at the start of their organizations involvement with T-TAP.  Each respondent was asked to provide information about their demographic makeup, such as: gender, staff title, age, race/ethnicity, educational attainment, experience in the field of Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities, and organizational tenure.  Looking across that data, the average staff member participating in T-TAP would be described as: a forty-year old white female with some college education and at least 6 years experience in the field of Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities.    

Overall respondents reported a moderate level (42%) of post-secondary degree attainment.  While staff education encompassed a wide variety of academic programs, represented degrees were concentrated in the fields of education, social work, and health and human services.  Only two individuals specifically listed rehabilitation therapy as their degree.  

One interesting piece of data to note from the staff demographic section is that on average staff had worked in the field of mental retardation and developmental disabilities for 11 years and had been employed by their organization for 8 years.  Six-teen percent of staff (n=75) surveyed have been in the field for 20 or more years. It would be expected that in the percentage breakdown years in the field of mental retardation and developmental disabilities would be greater or similar to the length of time respondents had been employed by their organization, but this was not the case.  Thirty-six percent reported they had worked in the field of mental retardation and developmental disabilities for 0 to 5 years while 51% reported an organizational tenure of 0 to 5 years.  This may indicate that staff moved from non-support to support roles within their organization, or that staff did not accurately report on the number of years they had worked in the field, their organizational tenure, or both.  
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b. Respondent Attitudes and Beliefs About their Agency

This section reports on staff’s perspective of their organization’s values and strategies regarding employment for people with mental retardation and developmental disabilities. For this section staff were asked to rate 30 statements a scale of 1 to 5 (1=strongly agree, 2= somewhat agree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat disagree, and 5=strongly disagree) and to rate 4 statements about agency funding on a scale of 1 to 6 (1=strongly agree, 2= somewhat agree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat disagree, 5=strongly disagree, and 6=do-not-know).    
The following section will focus on the Staff Survey questions on which providers who had a high number of integrated employment placements had higher levels of staff agreement than those providers who had a low number of placements. 

High Placement vs. Low Placement Providers

Analysis of the data across the three provider groups demonstrated significant levels of agreement among all staff at the start of their agencies involvement with T-TAP.  However, when individual agencies responses are examined within the context of the number of individual consumer jobs that were obtained differences within each agency’s initial responses to survey questions suggest that some providers’ staff were more prepared to transition individuals from subminimum wage employment to competitive employment.  Providers that obtained a high number of integrated employment placement relative to the size of their organization had at least a 10% higher agreement rating than providers with a low number of placements on 8 survey questions.       

Providers who had a high number of individual employment placements were: Employability, Cranston ARC, Hi-Hope, Humboldt, the ARC of DC, Coastal Center, and Friendship Inc.  As a whole 214 staff members at time 1 represented high placement providers.  Providers who had a low number of individual employment placements were: At Work!, Babcock Center, Nevins Inc., Charles River Industries, Home-of-Hope, Magic Valley, Anixter Center, and the ARC of NC.  As a whole 243 staff members at time 1 represented low placement providers.  

Organizational Practices

Section 1 of the Staff Survey was designed to assess staff’s perception of their organization’s practices.  This section yielded 5 statements to which high and low placement providers demonstrated differences in their levels of agreement with various organizational practices.  Staff responses to the following questions suggest that organizations with a high number of individual employment placements did a more complete job of educating their staff regarding organizational plans to increase the number of people they support in community employment.     

Items that showed differences between the provider groups focused on:    

· The extent to which staff was aware of organization wide performance goals around the number of individuals who participate in community employment. Across all organizations at time 1, 71% of staff somewhat or strongly agreed that their organization had performance goals around the number of individuals who participate in community employment.  When this data was examined across high and low placement providers, staff at high placement organizations had a 12% higher level of agreement than staff at low placement organizations that were more likely to have given a neutral response.  

	Organization
	agree
	neutral
	disagree

	
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage

	All Organizations 
	308
	71%
	94
	22%
	33
	7%

	High Placement Organizations
	159
	77%
	32
	15%
	16
	8%

	Low Placement Organization
	149
	65%
	62
	27%
	17
	8%


· The extent to which staff agreed that community employment was the preferred outcome for all new service recipients. Across all organizations at time 1, 60% of staff somewhat or strongly agreed that community employment was identified as the preferred outcome for all new service recipients. When this data was examined across high and low placement providers, staff at high placement organizations had a 20% higher level of agreement than staff at low placement organizations that were more likely to have given a neutral response.  

	Organization
	agree
	neutral
	disagree

	
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage

	All Organizations 
	263
	60%
	107
	24%
	69
	16%

	High Placement Organizations
	148
	70%
	32
	15%
	31
	15%

	Low Placement Organization
	115
	50%
	75
	33%
	38
	17%


· The extent to which staff agreed that community employment was the preferred outcome for all people served by the organization. Across all organizations at time 1, 60% of staff somewhat or strongly agreed that community employment was identified as the preferred outcome for all people currently being served by their organization. When this data was examined across high and low placement providers, staff at high placement organizations had an 11% higher level of agreement than staff at low placement organizations that were more likely to have given a neutral response.  

	Organization
	agree
	neutral
	disagree

	
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage

	All Organizations 
	265
	60%
	92
	21%
	83
	19%

	High Placement Organizations
	138
	66%
	36
	17%
	35
	17%

	Low Placement Organization
	127
	55%
	56
	24%
	48
	21%


· The extent to which staff agreed that their organization had engaged in strategic planning to close its sheltered workshop.  Across all organizations at time 1, 31% of staff somewhat or strongly agreed that their organization had engaged in strategic planning to close its sheltered workshop. When this data was examined across high and low placement providers, staff at high placement organizations had a 37% higher level of agreement than staff at low placement organizations that were more likely to have given a neutral response or to have disagreed.  

	Organization
	agree
	neutral
	disagree

	
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage

	All Organizations 
	133
	31%
	134
	31%
	167
	38%

	High Placement Organizations
	75
	37%
	55
	27%
	74
	36%

	Low Placement Organization
	58
	25%
	79
	34%
	93
	41%


· The extent to which staff agreed that they were supported to spend time in the community, building connections with community members and potential employers. Across all organizations at time 1, 65% of staff somewhat or strongly agreed that staff is supported to spend time in the community, building connections with community members and potential employers.  When this data was examined across high and low placement providers, staff at high placement organizations had a 15% higher level of agreement than staff at low placement organizations that were more likely to have given a neutral response.  

	
	Organization
	agree
	neutral
	disagree

	
	
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage

	17
	All Organizations 
	285
	65%
	87
	20%
	68
	15%

	
	High Placement Organizations
	147
	73%
	26
	13%
	28
	14%

	
	Low Placement Organization
	138
	58%
	61
	26%
	40
	16%


Funding Practices

Section 2 of the Staff Survey was deigned to assess staff’s perception of funding practices to support community employment.
  This section yielded 1 statement to which high and low placement providers demonstrated differences in their levels of agreement with various funding practices.  Staff responses to the following question suggest that organizations with a high number of individual employment placements were more likely to be shifting funds from other day services to community employment.  

The item that showed differences between the provider groups focused on:    

· The extent to which staff agreed that their organization was shifting funds from other day services to community employment. Across all organizations at time 1, 31% of staff somewhat or strongly agreed that funds were being shifted from other day services to community employment. When this data was examined across high and low placement providers, staff at high placement organizations had a 13% higher level of agreement than staff at low placement organizations that were more likely to have given a neutral response.  

	Organization
	agree
	neutral
	disagree

	
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage

	All Organizations 
	61
	31%
	81
	41%
	58
	28%

	High Placement Organizations
	32
	38%
	30
	35%
	22
	27%

	Low Placement Organization
	29
	25%
	51
	44%
	36
	31%


Strategies for Employment 

Section 3 of the Staff Survey was deigned to assess staff’s perception of the strategies their organization was using to provide community employment.  This section did not yielded any statements to which high and low placement providers demonstrated differences in their levels of agreement regarding their organization’s strategies to obtain community employment placements for people with MR/DD.  

Personal Experiences of Staff

Section 4 of the Staff Survey was deigned to assess staff’s personal experiences at their organizations.  This section yielded 2 statements to which high and low placement providers demonstrated differences in their levels of agreement with staff opinions of their experiences with-in their organization.  Staff responses to the following questions suggest that organizations with a high number of individual employment placements did a more complete job of addressing the importance of making staff feel happy about helping people to pursue community employment.  

Items that showed differences between the provider groups focused on:    

· The extent to which staff agreed that they felt satisfied with the type of change that has gone on in their organization regarding the expansion of community employment. Across all organizations at time 1, 65% of staff somewhat or strongly agreed that they felt satisfied with the type of change that has gone on in their organization regarding the expansion of community employment.  When this data was examined across high and low placement providers, staff at high placement organizations had a 12% higher level of agreement than staff at low placement organizations that were more likely to have given a neutral response.  

	Organization
	agree
	neutral
	disagree

	
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage

	All Organizations 
	289
	65%
	98
	22%
	61
	13%

	High Placement Organizations
	149
	71%
	35
	17%
	26
	12%

	Low Placement Organization
	140
	59%
	63
	26%
	35
	15%


· The extent to which staff agreed that their organization had done enough to alleviate their anxiety about moving individuals into community employment.  Across all organizations at time 1, 47% of staff somewhat or strongly agreed that their organization had done enough to alleviate their anxiety about moving individuals into community employment. When this data was examined across high and low placement providers, staff at high placement organizations had an 11% higher level of agreement than staff at low placement organizations that were more likely to have given a neutral response.  

	Organization
	agree
	neutral
	disagree

	
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage
	n
	percentage

	All Organizations 
	212
	47%
	158
	35%
	80
	18%

	High Placement Organizations
	113
	53%
	62
	29%
	38
	18%

	Low Placement Organization
	99
	42%
	96
	41%
	42
	17%


� The “n” reported is the number of individuals for whom data was available.  





� Average earning per week and wages per week includes data for self-employment.  At time 1, the ARC of Northern Chesapeake supported 1 individual in self-employment and at time 3, Friendship Inc. supported 2 individuals in self-employment. 


� In the funding practices section staff had the option to respond did not know for each of the 4 questions.  For the purposes of this analysis staff who responded did-not-know were not included.   
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