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Introduction

Upon joining the State Employment Leadership Network (SELN), each new member state agency is asked to complete the SELN State Strategic Employment Self-Assessment. This comprehensive self evaluation tool provides a description and analysis of the state’s infrastructure and support for achieving integrated employment outcomes among persons with developmental disabilities receiving publicly financed support. Using the Self-Assessment as a guide, the SELN Project Team conducts an on-site visit with key state developmental disability agency officials, regional, county and local leaders, providers and other stakeholders, as determined by the state agency, to develop a thorough understanding of the state context and clarify the outcomes to be achieved. Information gathered through the Self-Assessment and site visit is summarized in this Findings and Observations report prepared by SELN staff. This report is formatted to provide the results of the assessment process (Key Findings) and to offer a list of possible system change activities (Potential Focus Areas) under each of seven key employment framework areas. Follow-up meetings will be held with state officials to identify key outcomes to be pursued through SELN participation and to develop effective implementation strategies. State officials may use the report as the basis for the development of an employment work plan detailing the goals, outcomes and strategies to be pursued in the months or years ahead.


I. Leadership
A. Key Findings.

· Key Division leaders have expressed and demonstrated its commitment to expanding community employment through recent additions to its executive leadership team.   DDD’s executive leadership team includes two new positions, a Director of Employment & Training and a Director of Special Community Services. These positions provide visibility and direct lines of responsibility for change at both the system, organizational, and individual/family levels.
· At the time of the visit, the Division had begun to assign regional staff (through existing or new positions) to expand DDD’s focus on employment throughout the service delivery system.

· Division leadership has expressed a commitment to developing a clear employment vision and assigning needed resources and staff with the necessary authority and responsibility to develop and complete a workplan to achieve their system change goals. However, the workplan and outcomes will require a significant cultural shift in the historical and current provision of employment services in Missouri.   
· People First of Missouri bi-annual conference to be held in April 2009 will have employment topics that closely align with many of DDD’s goals and objectives to enhance and expand employment outcomes

B. Potential Focus Areas.

· Key to the success of this effort is the strategic development of external allies to create pressures on the system for alternatives to current service options, and higher demand for community employment. Self-advocates and families must be fully and properly engaged in the effort to increase community employment, working in partnership to accomplish DDD’s employment goals.
· Establish a small internal working group comprising key DDD staff, persons with expertise, leadership within providers and advocates to guide the early workplan development and strategic goal-setting, evaluate potential implementation scenarios, identify system strengths, opportunities and barriers, as well as possible collaborators for future workplan implementation. The small group would be designed to assist state DDD agency leaders plan the agenda of the larger broad-based committee (see below), draft possible strategies to be included in the workplan, develop materials and operationalize agreed upon activities. 

· Convene a second, broad-based committee involving key representatives of partner agencies such as Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) and Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR), the Missouri Planning Council for Developmental Disabilities, the University of Missouri, Kansas City, Institute for Human Development (UCEDD), provider agencies, self-advocates, advocacy organizations and other stakeholders to provide input, advice and assistance on the development and accomplishment of the state’s employment workplan and related implementation activities. This second group could potentially also be used to assist in the development and organization of an in-state SELN designed to engage provider agencies in systems change activities related to the state’s employment initiative. Other SELN member states, such as California and Maryland, have organized similar groups and may be used as resources to tap for insights on their experiences.

· Develop strategies for creating greater awareness regarding community employment as an option, among DDD staff, individuals, family members, and service providers – marketing of the positive aspects of community employment, the essential nature of it in an individuals’ life, and how it can be an option for all. This would include cataloging of existing materials (written products, videos, etc.), creation of new materials, and strategies for dissemination of information (conferences and similar venues, DDD website and other websites, etc.). The intent would be to create a consistent message regarding the importance and positive aspects of employment, awareness of best practices, and to make community employment a consistent part of discussions regarding service options, service plans, etc. Other SELN states can be consulted regarding materials and strategies they have used.
· Engage self-advocates and family groups to create external pressures and demands for increased community employment, and alternatives to current day service options. Key to such an effort is providing information and tools to assist them in understanding and advocating for quality employment services, and working with them on how to best play a strategic role in this effort.

· Work with other SELN member states (e.g., Washington State) to learn the approaches they used to establish buy-in for a strong commitment to employment across a variety of stakeholders. Use this knowledge to recruit allies in Missouri for building momentum and sustainability.

· Participate in the Alliance for Full Participation to enable Missouri stakeholders to take part in the development of local teams and engage in nation-wide efforts to improve employment that will culminate in a national meeting held in Washington DC in 2011.
II. Strategic Goals and Operating Policies
A. Key Findings.

· Division Overview

The Division of Developmental Disabilities (DDD) was established in 1974. The name of the state agency was changed in October 2008 from the Division of Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities to the Division of Developmental Disabilities. The Executive Order did not modify the Division’s mission or impact service eligibility, current recipients or contract providers.

Eligibility is based on the functional definition of developmental disability as a disability that is attributable to mental retardation, cerebral palsy, head injuries, autism, epilepsy, and certain learning disabilities. Such conditions must have occurred before age 22, be expected to continue indefinitely, and result in substantial functional limitations in two or more of the following six areas of major life activities: self care, receptive and expressive language development and use, learning, self-direction, capacity for independent living or economic self sufficiency and mobility. To be eligible for services persons with these disabilities must be substantially limited in their ability to function independently. DDD has participated in the 1915(c) Medicaid Home and Community-Based waiver program since 1988. 

DDD maintains eleven (11) regional offices throughout the state. These offices are the primary points of entry into the state’s service delivery system, providing eligibility determination, referral, and service coordination. Service coordinators oversee the, individual assessment and the development of person centered plans.. The state operates six habilitation centers providing Intermediate Care Facility services under the Medicaid ICF/MR program to individuals who are medically and behaviorally challenged or committed to the custody of the state by court order.

· According to the Missouri Department of Mental Health’s website: 
· Department Mission: “Prevention, Treatment, and Promotion of Public Understanding for Missourians with mental illnesses, developmental disabilities, and addictions.” 
· Department Vision: Hope, Opportunity, Community Inclusion. Missourians receiving mental health services will have the opportunity to pursue their dreams and live their lives as valued members of their communities.
· The department has seven values statements; one in particular references employment: “Community Inclusion- Missourians who participate in mental health services are welcomed and equally included in education, work, housing, and social opportunities in their communities.”

· On a national basis, ID/DD systems continue to under-perform in terms of the percentage of individuals in integrated employment, which in 2007 was 20%. However, Missouri has consistently trailed even this modest national average, and is currently at 9%, down from 12% in 2001. An additional indicator of Missouri’s significant underperformance compared to the national trends is that nationally in 2007, 40 individuals per 100,000 in the general population were in integrated employment, more than six times that of Missouri, which had 6.1 individuals per 100,000 in integrated employment. 


· The current operating policies and outcome data of DDD do not have a clear focus on community employment as a priority. However, DDD  expressed a desire to be proactive and set a foundation for a strong employment vision. Many factors must be considered as DDD sets the appropriate steps toward meeting new employment goals:

· It was reported during the site visit that service and support decisions might be influenced by Missouri’s lengthy waiting list. When individuals who are currently receiving services require additional resources, facility-based services are offered before other service options (such as integrated employment) are considered. 

· A lack of community employment providers can mean that individuals who transition from a habilitation center to the community may end up returning to a workshop when community employment options are met with challenges, or supports fall short of expectations. 

· The current service definitions in the DDD catalog of services include four supported employment categories: 
· Supported Employment Individual (Job Coach); 
· Supported Employment – Group (Enclave);
· Supported Employment – Mobile Crew; 
· Supported Employment – Benchwork. 
The emphasis on staff duties within these descriptions is on the staff as trainers with no mention of natural supports. Additionally, for pre-vocational services (another service listed in the DDD catalog) staff is required to have a degree in rehabilitation or equivalent, while the requirements for supported employment are only high school diploma or equivalent.
· Individuals transitioning from school-to-adult life find challenges in transitioning to community employment and are often referred to sheltered workshops and other facility-based programs.
B. Potential Focus Areas. 

· Consider the development and implementation of a clear policy affirming DDD’s commitment to increasing the number of persons with developmental disabilities in integrated, community employment to a level that is commensurate with national norms. Within this policy provide a clear definition of “integrated community employment” that is linked to DDD’s mission, vision and values statements. 
· Review, with SELN assistance, other states’ experiences with “Employment First” policies that establish goals and programmatic preferences that are designed to ensure that individuals receiving Division services have increased choices and options for accessing community employment. Assess the extent to which the division’s existing mission, vision and value statements to ensure the emphasis on employment is appropriately reflected. Include within the statement the department’s desire to work with self-advocates, providers and other stakeholders in changing the current system to improve the ability of individuals receiving support to become productive members of society. 
· Examine current DDD service definitions under the 1915c Medicaid waiver, and the catalog of services, and consider revisions to ensure that the employment-related services are in line with this policy statement, in terms of the services available and descriptions. Additionally, the requirements for staff qualification should be revised to ensure that staff providing employment supports are qualified professionals. 
· Analyze current DDD policies and procedures regarding transition, and determine how these can be strengthened to support integrated community employment as the preferred outcome for individuals.
· Consider development of policies that clearly articulate: a) returning to a facility-based program upon job loss is to be avoided; b) using facility-based programs as a back-up or to fill time when an individual is not working in the community is to be avoided. In relation to these policies, develop service options and alternatives in support of these policies.
III. Financing and Contracting Methods
A. Key Findings.

· The Division has direct oversight of 249 Day Habilitation Centers providing a variety of services and supports, including placing and supporting individuals into community employment. In 2007, the Division spent $24.6 million on day and employment services, with only 7.4% ($1.8 million) of this funding going to integrated employment, with the remaining $22.8 million going to facility-based and non-work services.


· Since 1990, funding for facility-based and non-work funding on a per capita basis has been significantly higher than funding for integrated employment, although the gap has been closing. In 2007, the Division spent $5,095 per individual in integrated employment, and $6,032 per individual in facility-based and non-work services.


· DDD funding for employment services comes from a variety of sources and includes: Medicaid 1915(c) waiver program (the Community Support and Comprehensive Waivers) funds supported employment, with four specific categories in the Division service catalog as noted earlier: Supported Employment Individual (Job Coach); Supported Employment – Group (Enclave); Supported Employment – Mobile Crew; Supported Employment – Benchwork. Employment supports can also be provided through covered Personal Assistance Services.
· The current funding options for community employment exist at multiple levels, appear to be complex, and lack synergy to maximize their uses and ability to leverage multiple funding sources.
· Transportation is billed monthly as a separate service (the code can be used to reimburse a lead agency’s costs for transporting an individual, monthly, but it does not cover staff travel costs.)

· Ninety-two sheltered workshops are in operation throughout the state providing day services to approximately 7,500 individuals at an estimated annual cost of approximately $120 million. The Division does not have oversight responsibility for these workshops, which instead are overseen by DESE. Funding primarily comes through the state with DESE paying a daily rate for workshop services. This rate is currently equal to $15 per six-hour day worked by each employee with a disability, but legislation was recently enacted which gradually raises the rate to $19 per day by 2010. Additional support for workshops comes from some of the SB 40 county boards within the state, as detailed below. 


· Senate Bill (SB) 40 Boards are local county boards, which via county tax levies, fund and operate services for individuals with developmental disabilities, including residential, vocational, and other related services. Although SB 40 boards are not in every county, most of the state’s population lives in a county with such a board. In 2007, the total funding from SB 40 Board tax levies was approximately $82 million. However, the 2008 Missouri Association of County Developmental Disabilities Services (MACDDDS) Annual Report
  (the SB 40 trade association), provided results of a survey of its membership. Survey respondents indicated that tax levies represent only 52% of the SB 40 Board revenue, with another 24% coming from Medicaid Wavier, and the rest from other sources. This same survey revealed additional information on funding of supported employment by SB 40 boards:
· 83% of respondents used county tax levies to fund sheltered workshops, while 62% used such levies to fund supported employment.
· In allocation of overall funding, 4.2% went to supported employment, 11.8% went to sheltered work, and 10.2% went to day habilitation.
· Of the 33 respondents who indicated they funded/provided sheltered work and/or supported employment, 27 funded/provided both, 5 provided/funded only sheltered work, and only 1 funded/provided just supported employment.
· The SB 40 Boards, via MACDDS, are advocating for Medicaid Waiver authority at the local level. Additionally, they are advocating for Medicaid Wavier funding of sheltered workshop services currently funded by the DESE through general revenue. It is important to note, however, that funding furnished under the 1915(c) Medicaid waiver cannot be used to pay for workshop placements. (The full MACDDS report on the Medicaid Waiver is at: http://www.macDDs.org/mfh.html.)

· The multiple sources of funding for employment-related services, much of which is not under the direct control of the Division, in conjunction with the decentralized nature of the SB40 Board system, appears to create significant challenges in terms of systems change, and re-directing funding towards community employment.

· One source of funding and services is the Missouri Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (MDVR), the state’s public vocational rehabilitation system. The national data indicate that MDVR achieves above average results for the individuals with developmental disabilities which it serves. In 2007, MDVR made 908 closures of individuals with DD into employment settings. However, feedback during the site visit indicated MDVR’s efforts focused on individuals served by the Division have not been particularly effective, with MDVR resources often used for long-term assessments in sheltered workshops (up to a year), which ultimately result in individuals being identified as not appropriate for community employment.

· During the site visit, several DDD staff and external stakeholders expressed concern that current funding is not sufficient to support effective follow-along services for individuals in integrated employment jobs. Respondents urged DDD to improve payment for follow-along employment services. This approach would signal to providers and the state MDVR system that long-term supports are available when needed to help an individual maintain integrated employment. 


· Stakeholders expressed the opinion that the current funding system discourages providers from pursuing employment for individuals by reimbursing providers for day habilitation services at rates that are higher than those provided for employment supports, making it difficult to offer employment as the first option. Funding was also not seen as being flexible enough to accommodate an individual’s changing support needs over time.
· DDD has made an important commitment to supporting self-directed services. Funds allocated to individuals under this program are portable and may be taken to any approved provider, in the state. It was reported that some providers believe that allowing service recipients to select the provider of their choice, a key federal requirement under the Medicaid program, jeopardizes the ability of the state to maintain a viable provider network. Allowing individuals to freely move from one provider to another, it was reasoned, may cause some agencies to go out of business, thus depriving the state of a needed resource. State officials noted that although individuals have not been routinely switching providers, the option is available, is required under federal law, and is intended to create a healthy, competitive, and responsive provider network.

· Data presented by the SELN Project Team members during the meeting suggested that Missouri did not routinely access the Social Security work incentive programs such as PASS, IRWE and others, that could be used for service funding and other employment supports.  To date there are 34 PASS and 104 IRWE’s being utilized.
B. Potential Focus Areas. 
· Examine the current funding and contracting structure for services overseen by the Division, and develop strategies and incentives for increasing the employment outcomes among service providers. With DDD’s direct oversight it is suggested that this be a primary focus of initial efforts for increasing employment. 


· Determine if and how to engage other funding agencies (e.g., SB 40 Boards, DESE, DVR) as part of the overall efforts to increase community employment. Each of these entities are significant partners that authorize/contract for services. 
· States utilize a variety of different resource allocation methodologies to fund employment supports for persons with developmental disabilities receiving state services. DDD may want to request assistance from SELN in identifying strategies currently used by states for supporting employment services that that appear to be associated with effective employment outcomes, offer increased accountability or meet other state and individual goals.

· It may be helpful to document the various funding options for employment of people with developmental disabilities available (SE, PAS, etc. from Medicaid Waiver; self-directed services; SB 40 Boards; DESE per diem funding for sheltered workshops; MDVR; Social Security Work Incentives such as PASS/IRWE; Ticket to Work; so that all stakeholders have a better handle on the funding options and to explore how these funding options could be maximized. As part of this documentation, it would be useful to determine at what level these various sources are currently funding integrated employment vs. other service options. This documentation in and of itself would be useful to DDD staff, individuals, families, service providers, etc.

· In conjunction with the suggested documentation of funding options, DDD may want to consider instituting mechanisms that ensure consistent consideration of the full array of funding sources, including providing training to central and regional office staff, service providers, and possibly individuals and families, to improve their understanding and increase access to the various funding streams and mechanisms. It is suggested that efforts to specifically increase access to PASS, IRWE and other work incentive programs be done in conjunction with Missouri’s Work Incentives Planning and Assistance Programs (WIPAs), funded by Social Security (located at Paraquad and Missouri Protection and Advocacy). 
IV. Training and Technical Assistance
A. Key Findings.

· Respondents reported that training and staff development on the importance of community employment by service providers appears to be limited and inconsistent. While some staff receive significant training, many others receive little or no training, which translates into inconsistent quality in terms of service delivery. The training that does occur is dependent on individual service provider initiative, interests and preferences, with training being conducted internally by providers, and by external sources. It appears that the training that is made available is not necessarily providing a consistent message regarding community employment, particularly the training provided internally by service providers. There is no specific funding provided to service providers for staff development and training on employment, and providers struggle to put resources in that area to promote enhancement and expansion of community employment.
· DDD field staff consistently expressed the need for expanding their knowledge and understanding of employment, and the critical issues for program oversight and service plan monitoring. The Division’s provider relations staff attending the visit wanted to know a game plan for staff development around employment to ensure everyone is on the same page and the expectations are consistent.
· The requirements for staff working supporting individuals in community employment under the home and community based waiver are minimal, including a high school degree or equivalent, and basic health and safety training. (Interestingly, the requirements for pre-vocational training are more stringent, requiring a degree in rehabilitation or the equivalent.) 

· Training and staff development activities on employment include the following:
· The federally-funded Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) Rehabilitation Continuing Education Program (RCEP) trainings from the University of Missouri were available to service providers (The RCEP funding ended 9/30/08). Given the transformation of the RCEP to the TACE Center, it is not clear whether this level of training will continue to be available. 
· Missouri’s APSE chapter holds an annual conference.
· Missouri is a participant in the College of Direct Support, which is in the process of enhancing its employment offerings..
· Service provider agencies need technical assistance to ensure that their organizational structures, operational policies and personnel supports are designed to maximize the capacity of staff to successfully assist individuals to obtain their employment goals. It was reported, for example, that new employment-related responsibilities are frequently “added on” to existing staff job descriptions versus being identified as a distinctly separate role or position. The lack of a specific focus on employment makes it challenging for staff to discuss the full range of options and employment opportunities that may be available to individuals with developmental disabilities, and makes it difficult for providers to become familiar with the strategies at play in businesses or etiquette/rules to interact productively with employers. As part of these technical assistance efforts, providers need support to develop effective plans for moving away from traditional facility-based employment services. 

· The emphasis on employment issues within training for self-advocates and families to date appear to be limited. However, the upcoming self-advocates conference will feature a session focusing on employment.
B. Potential Focus Areas. 

· Create the expectation that staff at all levels of the service delivery system understand the state’s employment commitment and can communicate it in their role(s). Reinforce the understanding among stakeholders that everyone has a part in developing strategies to strengthen employment outcomes in their own locality, and statewide, and that employment can be a key aspect of a quality, meaningful life.
· Strengthen guidelines/requirements regarding service provider staff qualifications and competencies with respect to integrated community employment (possibly using the ACRE/APSE competencies as a basis). Improve strategies for achieving the long-term goal of having all services providers meet these requirements. Consider the merits of competency based, comprehensive curriculums (e.g., FL requires successful completion of training before employment services are provided). 
· Develop a comprehensive strategy for service provider staff development. Identify resources to expand the availability of service provider training and staff development activities over the short and long-term to build provider competencies in such areas as: assessment and career planning, job development, placement supports (with an emphasis on natural supports), career development, benefits-planning, accommodations, related support issues. Within these efforts leverage existing resources (TACE, College of Direct Support, MO APSE, etc.). 

· Develop guidelines/requirements for DDD staff regarding the necessary knowledge-base regarding community employment, appropriate to their roles (program oversight, case management, etc.). Identify resources and develop mechanisms, including training, for staff to develop the necessary competencies in this regard.

· Explore utilization of a full range of learning technologies including in-person classroom training, on-line offerings (instructor led and self-directed), mentorship, etc., to ensure training is delivered in an efficient and wide-spread manner as possible, and is responsive to the full range of learning styles and preferences.
· Determine options for providing technical assistance to service providers, to build structures and systems to better support individual community employment opportunities and reduce reliance on facility-based services.

· Include within the development of training/technical assistance/staff development activities, information for provision of quality employment services in rural areas, as this is a significant need in Missouri. The Rural Institute at the University of Montana (http://ruralinstitute.umt.edu) and specifically the Research and Training Center on Disability in Rural Communities at the Institute (http://rtc.ruralinstitute.umt.edu) may be a good resource for materials and information in this area.
· Work with the SELN Project Team to learn about other states’ training or professional development efforts related to employment (e.g., Mission Employment conferences in MA, New Day conference in CA, long-term approach in WA), as well as other state’s efforts to inform and educate, and involve self-advocates and families in such efforts.
· As part of the overall efforts to work strategically with families as a catalyst for increased employment, develop training and materials regarding employment to provide learning opportunities for families to become familiar with ways that the service system can support individuals to follow a career path and thrive in integrated employment opportunities, including integrating community employment within the transition process.  Utilize the state’s Parent/Training Info Center (IMPACT) as a key ally in this effort.  Also, work with local or regional staff to find out which individuals are currently home all day but who would be interested in exploring community employment options. 
· As part of the overall efforts to work strategically with self-advocates as a catalyst for increased employment, develop training and materials for self-advocates regarding employment, and advocating for integrated community employment services. Utilize People First of Missouri as a key ally in this effort.
V. Interagency Collaboration
Key Findings.

· DDD staff report that individuals served by the Division are referred to MDVR for employment services, but not necessarily on a consistent basis. There appears to be a lack of mutual understanding regarding the appropriate role of public MDVR within this process.
· While data indicate that MDVR is achieving outcomes that exceed the national average for individuals with developmental disabilities, feedback from Division staff expressed concern over the number of individuals being found ineligible for MDVR services. Additional concern was expressed over the number of individuals with DDD who were determined to be inappropriate for community employment after long-term MDVR-funded assessments (up to a year) conducted in facility-based settings.
· MDVR is developing a centralized database to list the employers they work with already making it possible to approach employers in a coordinated fashion. MDVR is committed to supporting youth work experiences as a predictor of success in the future.
· As detailed in the previous section on Funding and Contracting, the SB 40 Boards and DESE (in their role of oversight of sheltered workshops) are key entities in terms of service funding and delivery. A determination needs to be made regarding whether and how to best engage/involve them in moving forward on a pro-community employment agenda.

· The Parent/Training Info Center (MPACT) is working with DESE to review how they use practices to support positive outcomes in employment and post-secondary education.  The MPACT representative also felt that sharing information about employment with parents is a challenge. The state is working to help educators use transition assessments, teaching self determination and soft skills, to help individuals prepare for post-secondary life. However, parents/families often feel they have to “start over” with the adult service arena.

· The workforce development system, serving the general population, has undertaken efforts to meet the needs of individuals with disabilities. The examples shared during the site visit included training for the One-Stop Disability Program Navigators through the College of Direct Support, and “30-second training” modules for employers about various employment topics. The direct connection and impact on individuals with developmental disabilities is unclear.
· The Governor’s Council is working with employers who want a Business Leadership Network presence. They also have a website in development to allow (St. Louis area) employers and job seekers to screen each other online.
· Regional DD advisory councils exist in 10 of the 12 regions as a nucleus for employment discussions.
B. Potential Focus Areas. 

MDVR
· Work with the leadership of the state’s MDVR to develop guidelines and protocols for more effective and consistent collaboration at the state, regional and local levels between MDVR and DDD. Part of this process could include furnishing training and support to Division staff (Central office, regions, counties) on the operation of the MDVR system, and the discussion of ways in which DDD and MDVR could more effectively partner to support individuals. Similar efforts could be taken with MDVR staff to expand their knowledge of the developmental disability system and its efforts to expand community employment. 
· In collaboration with MDVR staff, explore the use of person-centered planning approaches and community-based situational assessments to determine employability and reduce the need for long-term assessments in facility-based programs. 

· Improve the Division’s understanding of the approaches used by MDVR to place persons in employment, and work with MDVR to ensure these approaches are supportive of DDD’s employment agenda.


Transition
· Review DDD’s current transition efforts (policies, practices, and procedures) to determine modifications that can be made to strengthen the focus on community employment. Examples include: 

· Developing policy statements specifying integrated employment or post-secondary education as the desired outcome of transition services; 

· Strengthening the presence and role of DDD staff within the transition team and process (possibly through more dedicated staff in these roles); 

· Working collaboratively with MDVR, DESE, SB40s, community providers, and local school districts on efforts to expand community employment experiences while individuals are in school;

· Revising current parent and individual education materials to reflect a stronger emphasis on community employment, and; 

· Cataloging and publicizing effective transition efforts currently taking place in Missouri for individuals with developmental disabilities.

· Examine current collaboration with DESE on transition, and determine how existing efforts can be enhanced to improve the achievement of integrated employment outcomes following transition. As part of this process, examine the current agreement between MDVR and DESE on transition, and what opportunities this provides for individuals with developmental disabilities.
· Work with other SELN member states (e.g., WA and PA) that are implementing strong transition strategies to develop effective approaches for helping individuals achieve better employment outcomes through the school to work transition process. Additionally, identify other pro-employment state transition policies and practices (available from ICI) and determine application to Missouri.

Other Collaborations
· Examine the current efforts to re-establish the Business Leadership Network, and determine if this is a worthwhile collaboration in terms of expanding employment opportunities for individuals with developmental disabilities.

· Determine if there are strategies for working more closely with One-Stop Career Centers and local Workforce Investment Boards (WIBs) to increase the employment options available to adults with developmental disabilities. As part of these efforts, examine the feasibility of working with the Disability Program Navigators (DPNs) in MO to build confidence at the staff and employer levels. 
VI. Services and Service Innovations
A. Key Findings.

· Based on outcome data, and feedback from DDD and provider staff, community employment has not been a service priority, and the quality of employment services available statewide is not consistent. There appears to be a need for development of consistent quality standards for delivery of community employment services.

· Day services are currently provided through two primary mechanisms: Day Habilitation Centers overseen by the Division, and sheltered workshops overseen by DESE. 
· Respondents from MDVR reported that they routinely hear from parents of students that individuals want employment, but ancillary services (such as transportation) can be a barrier.
· Some meeting respondents reported that services were not configured to support individuals working on evenings or weekends, and that at least some providers are uncertain with how to match the services they offer to what an employer needs (e.g., if the hours are “non-traditional”, provider staff struggle with how to transport individuals, encourage social interactions, and help people understand how to manage benefits while working). They also want to know how to talk to parents about these issues. 
· Both service providers and families struggle with the notion that when individuals end up in crisis, and the structure in an integrated job falls through, they naturally want to fall back to the structure in a facility-based option. This often leads families to select facility-based services as their first option to avoid more issues over time. Concerns were also expressed about a lack of capacity to serve individuals with dual diagnosis needing intensive long-term supports in community employment.

· Comments shared during the site visit indicate that services in rural areas of the state are particularly limited, due to lack of service options as well as the limited local economy.  The participants did indicate there are also innovations which occur in those rural areas to help individuals participate in the community.
· There is interest in pursuing entrepreneurial approaches, such as micro-enterprise and self employment. The group noted a few examples of success in this regard, with the support of MDVR, and felt this approach may be a good option for certain individuals.
· There is interest in the potential for more state government jobs for individuals with disabilities. 

B. Potential Focus Areas. 

· Develop clear quality standards for delivery of employment services, including such areas as person-centered planning/discovery, assessment, job development, placement, placement supports (with an emphasis on natural supports), etc. Integrate these standards within contracting, program monitoring, individual service planning, etc. The APSE standards may be a good basis for this.


· Examine current service delivery structures and expectations of service providers, to create and ensure that the service delivery model for employment supports is one that is highly flexible in terms of meeting individual needs. This includes, developing strategies to address the expectation that individuals will consistently receive services and supports from 9 to 3, even when not working, as such an expectation creates major challenges in terms of having a program model and sufficient resources that supports quality community employment outcomes. In conjunction with this, develop strategies and services models for supporting individuals outside of the traditional Monday to Friday, 9 to 3 hours, moving to a much more flexible support model which takes better advantage of natural and community supports
· Examine the current ISP process, and determine how a focus on community employment can be incorporated within it. Consider a policy statement that employment is discussed at every ISP meeting. Require that staff revisit why an individual is not working on a regular basis, so staff are able to address barriers regularly.

· Determine the extent to which transportation is a real barrier to employment. Consider putting together a work group to look at this issue more closely to determine the underlying issues and possible solutions (e.g., lack of transportation options, lack of creativity in identifying possible options, need to reconfigure current transportation funding, etc.). Possibly pull in other SELN states to determine how they have addressed this issue, and also look at resources from Community Transportation Association of America, and Easter Seals Project Action.

· Develop community employment service models and options for individuals with more intense needs, which include meeting the needs of individuals with dual diagnosis, addressing crisis situations without relying on a facility-based program, etc.

· Consider different service models to meet a variety of needs:

· Develop service models and strategies that will result in diverting individuals from sheltered workshops and other facility-based programs during and as an outcome of the transition process.

· Identify service models and options for supporting individuals in self-employment and other entrepreneurial options.

· Identify service models and options for meeting the needs of individuals for community employment in rural areas. Addressing transportation needs, building capacity in self-employment, and other overall efforts to build capacity in community employment would assist in this process. As previously noted, information and resources from the Rural Institute at the University of Montana may be helpful with this issue.

· Develop a plan to support current providers interested in shifting from segregated or facility based employment to integrated, community employment and consider whether providing incentives for the development of free-standing community employment programs may be worth pursuing, as an alternative to re-directing the resources and services of existing facility-based programs.
· Given that management of benefits is often identified as a major barrier to employment, as part of the expansion of community employment, determine how benefits management information can be incorporated into the service delivery model. Utilize the Missouri WIPA projects at Paraquad and Missouri Protection and Advocacy as a basis and resource in these efforts.
· Explore other state’s initiatives for hiring by government agencies of individuals with disabilities, particularly developmental disabilities (e.g., Washington State), and determine how similar efforts can be encouraged/supported in Missouri. 
VII. Employment performance measurement, quality assurance, and program oversight

A. Key Findings.

· Though DDD collects some employment data, the general consensus was that it was not easy to access and is not utilized for decision-making in its current form. It was reported that in some areas of the state (e.g., Springfield area), staff look at who is currently at a day program but may want to transition to an integrated employment opportunity. 
· Provider relations staff expressed an interest in being able to have one-on-one discussions with providers to assess performance and measure effectiveness of services over time.

B. Potential Focus Areas.
· DDD should consider the development of a comprehensive approach to data management and display. This can be achieved by working with key staff and stakeholders to review the current data system and reach agreement on the purpose of data collection, the specific types of information and data to be gathered, and how the data will be used. As a result, data could be better used to accomplish identified policy objectives, report to the legislature, assist consumers in service provider selection, track individual satisfaction and goal accomplishment, assess provider performance, and improve service quality. DDD may also be interested in developing effective strategies for assessing outcomes and gathering performance data for persons receiving individualized budgets and/or directing their own services.

· Examine how the quality and responsiveness of employment services is currently integrated into the Division’s overall quality assurance program, and determine how this can be improved through variables related to integrated community employment. As part of this effort, DDD may want to explore the approaches used by other states to assess and manage the quality and responsiveness of employment service, as an integral component of their overall quality assurance program.

· Train staff on how to utilize data as part of their provider and individual service plan monitoring, to measure not only provider performance, but to also inform and monitor individual service planning, and employment goals vs. outcomes in the ISP.

· Develop a system of performance benchmarks in order to gauge progress in expansion of community employment.
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