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Record Type: . Record 

To: ogle-becky @ dol.gov @ INET @ LNGTWY 

cc: Cynthia A. RicelOPD/EOP 
Subject: Yet another draft... illJJ 

To all: 

Attached is a new draft oJ the BRIDGE memo for the upcoming Deputies meeting. The main· 
c·hange (relative to the last version) is that we have added back in the is~ue of which agencies 
should be mandatory and added the issue of whether an applicant consortium can exclude one or 
more agencies. 

The Deputies meeting is still scheduled for Monday, November 2 at 4pm. Therefore, please get 
your comments to either Cynthia (phone: 456-2846/fax: 456-7431) or Ceci (phone: 
456-5359/fax: 456~2223) by 10am Wednesday, October 28. We will coordinate all comments 
and send the final draft to you and the Deputies tomorrow afternoon. 

-- Cynthia & Ceci 

~ 
brid1027.wp 
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October 27, 1998 1 :00 pm DRAFT 

MEMORANDUM FOR NEC-DPC DEPUTIES 

FROM: "BRIDGE" WORKING GROUP 

SUBJECT: The Proposed BRIDGE Program 

On March 13; 1998 the President issued Executive Order 13078 directing the federal 
agencies to create a coordinated and aggressive national policy to increase employment of adults 
with disabilities. The "Building Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment" 
("BRIDGE") program is one of several new proposals to grow out of this effort. BRIDGE is a 
competitive grant program designed to increase the employment rate of adults with disabilities by 
fostering integration at the local level of employment-related services and support services to adults 
with disabilities. . 

The purpose of this meeting is to: 1) review the overall structure of the BRIDGE program 
developed by the interagency.working group; 2) consider how to create a strong federal interagency 
coordinating process; and 3) decide which state and local agencies should be required members of 
the applicant consortium and to what extent, if any, that requirement can be waived. 

I. Program Need 

. According to the 1998 Harris Survey ofAmericans with Disabilities, 66% of individuals with 
disabilities between the ages of 16 and 64 are not working. Only 30% of working-age adults with 
disabilities are employed full or part-time. Seventy-five percent ofthose non-employed adults with 
disabilities have indicated that they would prefer to be working (Harris Survey, 1998). The vast 
majority of these individuals receive income support and other services through federal, state, and 
local programs. Many face a myriad of barriers to employnient including discrimination and lack 
ofhealth care, transportation, housi:t;lg, and personal assistance services. Those services that do exist 
are fragmented and difficult to access. ' 

II. Proposed BRIDGE Program Structure 

BRIDGE will encourage states and localities to address their particular barriers and create 
seamless service systems for adults with disabilities seeking to find and keep jobs. Every adult with 
a disability should be able learn about, receive advice about, and gain access to all of the necessary 
services with the least effort possible, preferably with a single call or office visit. Each of the 
services provided should be sufficiently integrated with others so that they collectively accomplish 
the common goal of long-term employment and permanent attachment to the workforce. The 
expectation is that these efforts will ultimately inform statewide systems change in policies designed 
to help individuals with disabilities go to work. These efforts may require federal and/or state policy 
changes, including possible legislation. 

BRIDGE will build on current demonstration grant programs funded by the SSA, Labor, 



Education, and HHS which are designed to address barriers to employment and increase program 
coordination for people with disabilities, and will enhance the new workforce system infrastructure 
being expanded under the Workforce Investment Act's One-Stop system. 

BRIDGE funds will be available on a competitive basis t~ consortia of state and local 
agencies serving individuals with mental and/or physical disabilities. Grant proposals will enhance 
service delivery with expanded wrap-around counseling, provision ofinformation that can maximize 
resources and employment outcomes, and other approaches that address barriers to employment by 
integrated and coordinated service delivery. While the program is designed primarily to encourage 
state and local efforts to assist all people with disabilities, efforts can also focus on specific groups, 
e.g., young adults and mentally ill. 

BRIDGE grants would be awarded from a national account of $150 million in FY 2000. 
Grants would last for up to five years with funding beyond the first year contingent upon subsequent 
appropriations. Up to 5 percent of the grant amount would be reserved for rigorous evaluation. . 	 " 

Current funding for traditional disability employment programs would riot be supplanted by this 
initiative. 

III. 	 Program Design Issues to Consider 

A. Interagency Structure 

Agency representatives involved in the working group consider it critically important that 
this new program be a true interagency effort. Reasons include: 1) the federal government can and 
should set an example; 2) multi-program expertise is essential for judging each proposal's quality 
and in helping the consortia access needed federal assistance. Options include: 

(1) 	 Use an inter-agency board to review applications and provide on-going policy 
guidance and technical assistance, but fund the program through one agency. The 
current Task Force could potentially serve as the inter':'agency board, at least through 
2002 (the life of the Task Force); or 

(2) 	 Fund the program through one agency, but require the Secretary of that agency to 
make the BRIDGE' grants in consultation with the Secretaries I(or 
CommissionerslDirectors) of the other agencies; or 

(3) 	 Fund several agencies and require them to work together and with other agencies to 
review applications and provide on-going policy guidance and technical assistance. 

If funding is provided solely to one agency, the Department ofLabor is the working group's 
consensus choice. If some funds are allocated to other agencies as well, then the Department of 
Education and SSA would also want to be considered for funding. The BRIDGE program will need 
to be coordinated with implementation of the Kennedy-Jeffords legislation to improve health care 
access for people with disabilities who work. 



B. Mandatory Members ofthe Applicant Consortia 

Staff agree that there are many agencies that could play an important role in integrating 
services for people with disabilities entering the workforce, and have agreed that extra points should 
be given in the application process to consortia that apply with more agency members. There is 
disagreement, however, about which of agencies would need to be members of an appli~ant 
consortium in order to receive BRIDGE funds. There are six agencies that have been proposed as 
possible mandatory agencies: 

Local and/or district offices of SSA 

Medicaid/state medical assistance agencies 

State Vocational Rehabilitation agencies 

Local Workforce Investment Boards/One~Stop Centers 

State T ,ANF agencies 

State education agencies (either K-12 or post-secondary) 


In particular, there is disagreement about whether the state T ANF agency andlor a state or 
local education agency should be required "participants. Some believe that because a significant 

, proportion ofindividuals with disabilities also receive TANF, the state TANF agency should be a 
required agency. Similarly, many believe that because education is so critical to labor market 
success, education agencies must be involved. Others, however, believe that neither T ANF or 
education agencies should, be required participants because they will skew the distribution of 
applicants to those aiming to serve individuals on TANF or youth which is not the primary goal of 
the BRIDGE program (nor the primary focus of the Task Force): 

In addition, there is disagreement as to what extent applicants should be permitted to exclude 
one (or more) of the required agencies ifthey can demonstrate that the excluded agency ( or agencies) 
would not help achieve the stated goal of the proposed consortium. ' 

Options include: 

(1) 	 Include all six agencies, including T ANF and education, as mandatory participants 
and either: 
(a) allow applicants to exclude an agency (or agencies) if they can demonstrate that 
the excluded agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated goal of the 
proposed consortium or ' 
(b) do not consider application~ that do not include all the mandatory agencies. 

I 

(2) 	 Include five agencies, including TANF or education agencies, as mandatory 
, 'participants and either: 

(a) allow applicants to exclude an agency (or agencies) if they can demonstrate that 
the excluded agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated goal of the 
proposed consortium or 
(b) do not consider applications that do not include all the mandatory agencies. 



(3) 	 Include only Medicaid, Voc Rehab, One-Stops, and SSA as mandatory agencies but 
give substantial additional credit in the selection process if the consortium includes 
T ANF ancIJor education, and either: 
(a) allow applicants to exclude an agency (or agencies) if they can demonstrate that 
the excluded agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated goal of the 
proposed consortium or 
(b) do not consider applications that do not include all the mandatory agencies. 

(4) 	 Include three agencies as mandatory participants (Medicaid, Voc Rehab, and One
Stops) but give substantial additional credit in the selection process if the consortium 
includes SSA, T ANF, ancIJor education and either: 
(a) allow applicants to exclude an agency (or agencies) if they can demonstrate that 
the excluded agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated goal of the 
proposed consortium or 
(b) do not consider applications that do not include all the mandatory agencies. 



Appendix of "Non-Controversial" Program Design .Issues 

Eligible Applicants 

Each 	applicant must be a consortium of state and/or local agencies that provide or could 
. provide a range ofsupports and services to adults with disabilities which lead to finding and keeping 
employment. The agencies must have the legal authority to provide the services they propose. 
Consortia may include not-for-profit providers ofemployment, assistive technology, health and other 
related services to adults with disabilities. . . 

To be successful, applicants would need to demonstrate that they have identified the means 
to integrate and coordinate the services provided across agencies and to remove barriers to 
employment for adults with disabilities. Further, they would need to demonstrate that they consulted 
with diverse elements within their community of adults with disabilities in the planning, 
implementation, and evaluation of the project. In addition, to be successful, applicants would need 
to demonstrate that they will match BRIDGE funds with appropriate federal, state, and/or local funds 

. or in-kind serVices. Finally, preference will be given to applicants that demonstrate how they would 
ensure the continuation of health care coverage to persons with disabilities after the return to work. 

To be considered for a BRIDGE grant: 

• 	 Depending on the decision made at the deputies meeting, applicant consortia must include 
all or some of the following six public agencies which are required to contribute resources 
to the work of their consortia over the span of the grants: Medicaid/state medical assistance, 
state vocational rehabilitation, state T ANF, state or local education (either K-12 or post
secondary), local workforce investment board/One-Stop Center, and local and/or district 
office ofSSA. 

• 	 Applications will be given additional credit in the selection process if the consortium 
includes any of the following entities either through a demonstrated commitment of 
resources to the work of the consortium or a through formal agreement (such as an MOU): 
Vocational Rehabilitation and Counseling (Department ofVeterans ofAffairs), independent 
Living Centers, state developmental disability agencies, state mental retardation agencies, 
state mental health agencies, vocational rehabilitation centers for the blind and deaf, 
state/local transportation agencies, public transit authorities, metropolitan planning 
organizations, consumer organizations, economic development agencies, labor organizations, 
private non-profit service providers, protection advocacy agencies, public housing 
authorities, small business administration offices and/or small business development centers. . 



Allowable Activities 

Allowable activities include those needed to ,achieve program integratidn and improved 

coordination of existing local, state and'federal programs In the delivery of services to adults with 

disabilities and their achievement of self-sustaining employment and economic independence. 

Allowable activities,include: 


.. 	 Planning, development and impiementation of coopenltive agreements, including service 
system planni~g, and development, planning. and ,creation orcorese~ices'structures;. 

•. 	 Establishing partnerships among entities: to' provide integrated inc~me as~istance, health and 
other'benefits, job training and placement, and other-employment-related services, such as 
transportation assistance and self-employment/entrepreneurial training; 

• 	 Providing training among consortiumcpartners and required partners under the Workforce 

Investment Act to increase knowledge and awareness of incentives, available services, and 

health' care waiver provisions, and to promote', equal opportunity for the effective 

participation ofindivjduals with disabilities in the workforce investment system; 


• ' 	 Providing comprehensive pre-service assistance, including counseling on 'benefits and' 
incentives under the So~ial Security Act and information on the array ofservices available 

, to individuals with disabilities that increase the ability to obtain and retail1 employment; 

'. 	 Developing and i~plementing procedures that promote <i"single point ofentry" or "one-stop 
service delivery" S4ch as common intake, coordination of customer databases, customer 
service hotiines, and access to info~ation resources through technology or' staff assistance; 

'I " 

• 	 Establishing linkages of consortium partners with services provided through One-Stop 

Cent~r system, under the Workforce Invest~ent Act of 1998, to ensure comprehensive and 

coordinated delivery of employment-related services to individuals with disabili~ies; 


• 	 Esta~lishing linkages with other providers ofservices that people with disabilities may need ' 
to find and keep gainful employment, including local pUblic agencies, not-for-profit service 
providers, community based organizations, and educational institutions; 

• 	 Implementing accessible informatipn, ~echnology linkages between' programs ,and 
infr:astructures, such as provided in One:"Stop Centers that provide labor market, skill 
requirements,job listings and available training providers, Funding available for information 
technology infrastructure ,development and implementation will be limited to 20% by the 
consortia's grant, with any additional support funded by respective consortium partners; and, 

'. , 	 Evaluating programs or' activities funded by BRIDGEgrants, 

With the exception ~f pre-service assistance, BRIDGE funds' cannot be used for direct 
services and direct serVices must be provided by the local, state andlor federally ,funded program ' 
available for that purpose. . " , 
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To:', 'Rouse Cecilia' <rouse_c @ Al.eop.gov> , Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP 

, cc: Seethe distribution list at the bottom of this message 
Supject: 10/27 BRIDGE Draft - Comments 

I think the memo is in pretty good shape. There are a few changes I 
would suggest to make the options and the program clearer: 

1. Page 1, Proposed BRIDGE Program Structure - I disagree with the 
re-wording, dfthe first sentence. As I argued earlier today, the 
BRIDGE program will nothelp states and localities address their 
paiticular·barriE"h~. It will help'them'address dne barrier only: the 

,'4 ' 

(, . '. lack ~f d)or~inatj6n and servid~ iritegratio~;"lt will n,ot ~ddress 
discrimination, lack'of transportation; housing, or per~onal ' 

··,assista~ce 'servic~sl~xcept per~aps,indirJctly. Ithirlkthe' .. ' . 
,. c6mo,inatio'n'qf t~e I~~t sehtein,cepf' thEf',ipr,ogran(f:'Jee,dn section and the . i 

.' first 'senter,ce :ofthe'. "Pr6p,os.ed' BRipGE'prograrn· Structure" secti.on 
create a~ mi$leading picture. ~::' ";:,.' ' , 

, "',1 

I'.'" ; .Th~refore,I' would Strike '~a&j~ess·'thefr·~~rtibular barriers"'fiom,the 
.1' • :'fir'stseritence'und'~r "ProposediSRIDG.E, P.r'ogramStrJ~ture:~I. 1t1 th,~ 

, , , aiternative; ...1would' change the'sentence 't'o: read, :itoaddress barriers 
c'reated by the laC!, ·of. a' seamies's ser~ic~ 'system"for adults with' 

,,, 'di'sabilitiest9 fj'n~:a'hd keep,j6bs~~~',: "::',:):," " ",': .... :,;, " 

:.,'.~" ' 'ip:9~'2,'$e~ti~~Yi;IA:"-':;ht~r~'~~ncVs~rubt4rec I dOl1itthinklih~re 
isa difNre~ce bet""een Opt'iphs #il.and il2's~ffic.i·enttojUstjfyhavjng 

, "'" '. tw\" separateoptipns. ~oth wou!d:involye one 'ag~~cy managing "the 
; .. 'grants'after' co'ns~ltation with other ihvoived:'agencies. nils is" 

e~se;'ti~liythe·\Nelfare-to"wod( Gr~hts:mcJd~I;:; ,.' . ,,' , 
'."1' ': ':",'.i,>,:',;' :,,:,:,,::>,·::'.:.".<,i':: ,~''i' ,: ',' 

If the ,"irter-agency board'~ conce'pt,would itiyolv~ agfiln.cies "voting" on 
grant applicatiohs(as.aistinctfrom a.consuitation processr,' then i ' 
am not aware' of anymodelIor' th~ process in Option 81l',Thafseems to 
b~ the intent b~h'ihd.'rriaki~g theT~sk Fo~~e:'~en/e i'n··thi~'cap·acity. I 
think this would be asei"ious' mistake:. The Task' ForcelsprEmy 
plainly ~ot the right' device for making decisions on gr~'nts~ It -.ivas 

..., .not constructed for, that purpose anent is, far too large, (i 3 member 
, ' " ;org~nizC!tions, som'e of which' haveabso!Gieiy, no gran:t making 

. experience) for this kind of decisio!1 making~. Getting' cqnsensus has 
been hard,enough when organizations' territorial interests' ar,e not as 
stake., . . , '" .' ' .. 

, In sum; I svongly recommen.d eliminating Optio.n #1 under IliA .. 

http:secti.on
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3. Page 3, Section IIiB - Mandatory Members - I think the second and 

third sentences of the first paragraph of this section ("There is 

disagreement.' .. as possible mandatory agencies:") and the first 

sentence of the second paragraph ("In particular, there is 

disagreement ' ....") paint a. confusing picture. 


In fact, there is complete agreement (every option includes them) that 

three agencies should be mandatory consortium members: Medicaid, VR, 

and the Workforce Investment Boards. The memo should reflect, that. 

thought there was agreement on SSA, but your options suggest there is 

not. 


I suggest re-writing Section B as follows: 

"Staff agree that there are many local and state agencies serving 

adults with disabilities that should integrate their ' 

employment-related services. Staff 'also agrees that there are some 

agencies that must be included in every effort to integrate services 

for those efforts to succeed; thus, only applications including those 

agencies would be funded. Other agencies should be included, and 

staff agreed that applicants including those agencies would be given 

aqditional points in the selection process.' Other agencies could be 

included at the discretion of the grant applicants. 


Staffagreed that the Medicaid/state medical assistance agency, the 
local Workforce Investment Boards/One-Stop Centers, and the state 
Vocational Rehabilitation agency must be included in every 
application. Staff disagreed about three other agencies: SSA's local 
or district offices, the state TANF agency, and a state education 
agency." 

I would then give reconfigured and simplified options: 

'''Option #1 - In addition to the agencies listed above, (A) include, 
SSA, TANF, and education as mandatory participants; or (B) Include 
SSA, TANF, andeducation as mandatory participants, but allow 
applicants to exclude one of these three if they can demonstrate that 
the excluded agency or agencies would not help achieve the stated goal 
of the proposed consortium. 

Option #2 - In' addition to the agencies listed above, (A) include SSA 
and TANF as mandatory participants; (B) include only SSA; (C) include 
only TANF; or (D) inclUde 'only education. Under Options 2B, 2C, €!nd 
2D, the non-mandatory agency (agencies) would be added to the category 
of agencies for ,which substantial additional credit in the selection 
process. 

Option #3 - Include only the Medicaid/state medical assistance agency, 

the local Workforce Investment Boards/One-Stop Centers, and the state 

Vocational Rerabilitation agency as. mandatory participants." 


I suggest this reconfiguration because it makes the choices clearer 

and it eliminates options that I don't think anyone supports --- that 

is, allowing the exclusion of the,WIB, the Medicaid agency, or VR from 




any consortium. I also suggest quick pros and cons on each, as you 
have in the second full paragraph under Section IIIB.· 

Past options memos I have worked on with the NEC/DPC have clearly laid 
out for the decision maker which agencies supports which options. I 
think the memo should say that SSA and DOL feel strongly that SSA 
should be included but that others (I don't know who) disagree (DOL 
supports Option 2B above). There is plainly disagreement over the 
TANF agency and the education agency. Again, I would indicate who is 
for what: DOL is opposed to including either, SSA is,opposed to 
including TANF(I don't know their views on education), while HHS 
wants T ANF and Education want the educational agency. If you are not 
clear on each agency's view, I would poll them before distributing the 
memo. The Task Force staff should not be put in the position of 
having to express a view that is contrary to any of their members. 

I also strongly suggest adding in a sentence or two expressing the 
group's goal, oft-expressed, that we want to preserve as much 
flexibility as possible for local and state applicants ·while assuring 
that the core services necessary to the employment of adults with 
disabilities are included in every consortium. You might also note 
that this Congress has generally been hostile to federal mandates and 
prefers block grant type systems. 

You might say: "In deciding the number and type of mandatory 

consortium members, there is a need to balance providing as much 

flexibility ~o local and state applicants as possible while assuring 

that core services for adults with disabilities are included in every . 

effort at service integration and coordination. This Congress has 

expressed strong opposition to attaching federal mandates to funds for 

state and local governments and generally prefers preserving the 

greatest possible flexibility." 


4. Appendix, Page 1 - The first bullet under "To be considered for 
BRIDGE grant" is confusing, because it suggests that there is a 
preferred answer to one of the questions still to be decided by the 
·deputies: which agencies are mandatory. I would change this bullet to 
read: 

"Depending on the decision made at the deputies meeting, applicant 
consortia must include all (or some) of the "mandatory" agencies 
discussed in the preceding section. All mandatory agencies would be 
required to contribute resources to the work of their consortia over 
the span of the grant." 

The second bullet could also be changed to reflect the new first 
bullet by putting T ANF, SSA, and education on the list' of "substantial 
additional credit" agencies in parentheses . 

. 5. An Issue Not Addressed - Lori Schack has been quite adamant in the 
past about including a dollar figure cap on each grant. If it helps 
her make the sale to Jack Lew, I think it should be included. Does 
she still feel this way? 



I hope all of this is helpful to you. Please let me know if you would 
like to discuss any of this further. I will let you know in the 
morning if we have any other comments. 

Message Copied To: 

Goddard Anna W-ETA <ETA.Jtp.Agoddard @ DOLETA.Gov> 

Kielty Alexandra K-ETA <ETA.Jtp.Kieltya @ DOLETA.Gov> 

Uhalde Raymond < uhalde-raymond @ dol.gov> 

McKinnon V'Jilfiam <mckinnon-william @ dol.gov> 

Reed Gary < reed-gary @ dol.gov> 

Ogle Becky < ogle-becky @ dol.gov> 
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MEMORANDUM FOR NEC-DPl"r-l~:fH9"TC"(::---

. FROM: "BRIDGE" WORKING GROUP 

SUBJECT: The Proposed BRIDGE Program 

On March 13, 1998 the President issued Executive Order 13078 directing the federal 
agencies to create a cO,ordinated and aggressive .national policy to increase employment of adults 
with disabilities. The "Building Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment" 
("BRIDGE") program is one of several new proposals to grow out of this effort. BRIDGE is a 
competitive grant,program designed to increase the ernploymenfrate of adults with disabilities by 
fostering integration at the local level ofemployment.:related services and support services to adults 

. with disabilities. 

The purpose of this meeting is to: 1) review the overall structure of the BRIDGE program 
developed by the interagency working group2) ctmsiqer how to create a strong federal interagency 
coordinating process; and 3) which state and loca] agencies should be required~ m~mbers of the 
applicant consortium and to what extent, if any, ~at requirement can be waived. 

I. Program Need 

. According to the 1998 Harris Survey ofAmericans with 'Disabilities, 66% ofindividuals with 
disabilities between the ages of 16 and.64 are not working. Only 30% of working-age adults with 
disabilities are employed full or part:-time .. Seventy-five percent ofthose non-employed adults with 
disabilities have indicated that they would prefer to be working (Harris Survey, 1998). The vast 
majority of these individuals receive income support. and other services through federal, state, and 
local programs .. Many face a myriad of barriers to employment inchiding discrimination and lack 
ofhealth care, transportation, .housing, and personal assistance services. Those services that do exist 
are fragmented and difficult to access. 

II. Proposed BRIDGE Program Structure 

BRIDGE will encourage states and localities to address their particular barrie~ and create 
seamless service systems for adults with disabilities seeking to find. and keep jobs. Every adult with 
a disability should he able learn about, receive advice about, and gainaccess to ali of the necessary 
services with the least effort possible, preferably with a single call or office visit. Each pf the 
services provided should be sufficiently integrated with others so that they collectively accomplish 
the common goal of long-term employment and permanent attachment to the workforce. The 
expectation is that these efforts will ultimately inform statewide systems change in policies design~d 
to help individuals with disabilities go to work..· These efforts may require federal andlor state policy 
changes, Including possible legislation. . 



BRIDGE will build on current demonstration grant programs funded by the SSA, Labor, 
Education, aJad HHS which are designed to address barriers to employment and increase program 
coordination for people with disabilities,. and will enhance the new workforce system infrastructure 
being expanded under the Workforce Investment Act's One-Stop system. 

BRIDGE funds will be available on a competitive basis to consortia of state and local 
agencies serving individuals with mental and/or physical disabilities. Grant proposals will enhance 
service delivery with expanded wrap-around counseling, provision ofinformation that can maximize 
resources and employment outcomes, and other approaches that address barriers to employment by 
integrated and coordinated service delivery. While the program is designed primarily to encourage 
state and local efforts to assist all people with disabilities, efforts can also focus on specific groups, 
e.g., young adults and mentally ill. 

. BRIDGE grants would be awarded from a national account of $150 million in FY 2000. 
Grants would last for up to five years with funding beyond the first year contingent upon subsequent 
appropriations. Up to 5 percent of the grant amount would be reserved for rigorous evaluation. 
Current funding for traditional disability employment programs would not be supplanted by this 
initiative. . 

III. 	 Program Design Issues .to Consider 

A. Interagency Structure 

Agency representatives involved in the working group consider it critically important that 
this new program be a true interagency effort. Reasons include: 1) the federal government can and 
should set an example; 2) multi-program expertise is essential for judging each proposal's quality 
and in helping the consortia access needed federal assistance. Options include: . 

(1) 	 Use an inter-agency board to review applications and provide on-going policy 
guidance and techriical assistance, but fund the program through one agency. The 
current Task Force co.uld potentially serve as the inter-agency board, at least through 
2002 (the life of the Task Force); or 

(2) 	 Fund the program through one agency, but require the Secretary of that agency to 
make the BRIDGE grants in consultation with the Secretaries (or 
CommissionerslDirectors) of the other agencies; or 

(3) 	 Fund several agencies and require them to work together and with other agencies to 
review applications and provide on-going policy guidance and technical assistance. 

If funding is provided solely to one agency, the Department ofLabor is the working group's 
consensus choice. If some funds are allocated to other agencies as well, then the Department of 
Education and SSA would also want to be considered for funding. The BRIDGE program will need 
to be coordinated with implementation of the Kennedy-Jeffords legislation to improve health care 
access for people wi'th disabilities who work. 



B. Mandatory Members of the Applicant Consortia 

Staff agree that there are many agencies that could play an important role in integrating 
services for people with ,disabilltiesentering the workforce, and have agreed that extra points should 
be given in the' application process to consortia that apply with more agency members. There is, 
disagreement, however', about . which or agencies would need to· be members of an applicant 
BRIDGE consortium in order to receive BRIDGE funds. There are six agencies that have been 
proposed as possible mandatory agencies: 

Local and/or district offices of SSA . 

Medicaid/state medical assistance agencies 

State Vocational Rehabilitation agencies 

Local Workforce Investment Boards/One:..Stop Centers 

State T ANF, agencies 

State education agencies (either K .. 12 or post-secondary) , 


In particular, there is disagreement about whether the state TANF agency and/or a state or 
local education agency should be required participants. Some believe that because a significant' 
proportion of individuals with disabilities also receive TANF, the state TANF agency should be a 
required agency. Similarly, many.believe that because education is so critical to labor market 
success, education agencies must be involved. Others, however, believe that neither TANF or 
education agencies should be required participants because they will skew the distribution of 
applicants to those aiming to serve individuals on TANF or youth which is not the primary. goal of 
the BRIDGE program (nor the primary focus of the Task Force). 

In addition, there is disagreement as to what extent applicants should be pennitted to exclude 
one of the required agencies if they can demonstrate that the excluded agency (or agencies) would 
not help achieve the stated goal oftheproposed consortium.. ' 

Options include: 

(1) . 	 Include all six agencies, including TANF and education, as mandatory participants 
. and either: 

(a) allow applicants to exclude an agency (or agencies) if they can demonstrate that 
the, excluded agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated goal of the 
proposed consortium or . . 
(b) do not'consider applications that do'notinclude all. the mandatory agencies. 

(2) 	 Include five agencies, including TANF or education agencies, as. mandatory 
participants and either: 
(a) allow applicants to exclude an agency (or agencies) if they can demonstrate that 
the excluded agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated goal of the 
proposed, consortium or' 
(b) do not consider applications that do not include all the mandatory agencies. 



0"/ 

(3) 	 Include only dicaid, Voc Rehab, One-Stops? and SSA as mandatory agencies but 

give substan 'al additional credit in the selection process if the consortium includes. 
TANF an~ ducation, and either: ..' " . . 
(a) allow applicants'to exclude an agency (or agenc,ies)' if they can demonstrate that 

. the excluded agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated goal of the 
proposed consortium or 

. (b) do not consider applications that do not include all the mandatory agencies, 
.' 	 \ 

. 	 I' 

,(4) 	 Include three agencies as mandatory participants (Medicaid, Voc Rehab, and One
Stops) but "give substantial additional credit in the selection process if the consortium 
includes SSA, TANF, angA ducation and either: .' . . 
(a) allow applicants to excl e an agency (or agencies) ifthey can d.emonstrate that· 
the excluded agency (or a ncies) would not help achieve the stated g~al of the 
proposed consortium or 
(b) do not consider applicati ns that do not include all the mandatory agencies, 

" 



Appendix of "Non-Controversial" Program Design Issues" 

Eligible Applicants 

, . Each appHcant must be a consortium of state and/or local agencies that provide or could 
provide a range of supports and services, to adults with disabilities which lead to finding and keeping 
employment. The agencies must have the legal authority to provide the services they propose. 
Consortia may include not-for-profit providers ofemployment, assistive technology, health and other 
related services to adults with disabilities. 

To he successful, applicants would need to demonstrate that they ha,ve identified the means 
to integrate and coordinate the services provided across agencies and _ to remove barriers to 
employment for adults with disabilities. Further, they would need to demonstrate that they consulted 
with diverse elements within their community of adults with disabilities in the planning, 
implementation, and evaluation ofthe project In addition, to be successful, applicants would need 
to demonstrate that they will match BRIDGE funds with appropriate federal, state, and/or local funds 
or in-kind services. Finally, preference will be given to applicants that demonstrate how they would 
ensure the continuation ofhealth care coverage to persons with disabilities after the return to work. 

To be considered for a BRIDGE grant: 

• 	 Depending on the decision made at the deputies meeting, applicant consortia must include 
all or some ofthe following six public agencies which are required to contribute resources 
to the work oftheir consortia over the span of the grants: Medicaid/state medical assistance; 
state vocat~onal rehabilitation, state TANF, state or local education (either K-12 or post
secondary), local workforce investment bqard/One-Stop Center, and local and/or district 
office of SSA. 

• 	 Applications will be given additional credit in the selection process if the consortium 
includes any of the following entities either through a demonstrated commitment of 
resources-to the work of the consortium or a through formal agreement (such as an MOU): 
Vocational Rehabilitation and Counseling (Department ofVeterans ofAffairs); independent 
Living Centers, state developmental disability agencies, state mental retardation agencies, 
state mental health agencies, vocational rehabilitation centers for the blirid and 'deaf, 
state/local transportation agencies, public transit authorities, metropolitan" planning 
organizations, consumer organizations, economic development agencies, labor organizations, 
p~vate -non-profit service providers, protection advocacy agencies, public housing 
authorities, small business administration offices and/or small business development centers. 



Allowable Activities 

Allowable activities include those needed to achieve program integration imd improved 
coordination of existing local, state and federal programs in the delivery of services to. adults with 
disabilities and their achievement of self-sustaining employment and economic independence. 
Allowable activities include: 

• 	 Planning, development .. and implementation of cooperative agreements, including service 
system planning, and development, planning and creation of core services structures; 

• 	 Establishing partnerships among entities to provide integrated income assistance, health and 
other benefits, job training and placement, and other employment-related services, such as 
transportation assistance and self-employment/entrepreneurial training; 

• 	 Providing training among consortium partners and required partners under the Workforce 
Investment Act to increase knowledge and awareness of incentives, available services, and 
health care waiver provisions, and to promote equal opportunity for the effective 
participation of individuals with disabilities in the workforce investment system; 

•. 	 Providing comprehensive pre-service assistance, including counseling on benefits and 
incentives under the Social Security Act and information on the array of services available 
to individuals with disabilities that increase the ability to obtain and retain employment; 

• 	 Developing and implementing procedures that promote ,a "single point ofentry" or "one-stop 
service delivery" such as common intake, coordination of customer databases, customer 
service hotlines, and access to information resources through technology or staff assistance; 

• 	 Establishing linkages of consortium partners with services provided through One-Stop 
Center system, under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, to ensure comprehensive and 
coordinated delivery ofemployment-relat~d services to individuals with disabilities; 

• 	 Establishing linkages with other providers of services that people with disabilities may need 
to find and keep gainful employment, including local public agencies, not-for-profit service 
providers, community based organizations, and educational institutions; 

• 	 Implementing accessible information technology linkages between programs and 
infrastructures, such as provided in One-Stop Centers that provide labor market, skill 
requirements, job. listings and available training providers. Funding available for information 
technology infrastructure development and implementation will be limited to 20% by the 
consortia's grant, with any additional support funded by respective consortium partners; and 

• 	 Evaluating programs or activities funded by BRIDGE grants. 

With the exception of pre-service assistance, .BRIDGE funds cannot be used for direct 
services and direct services must be provided by the local, state and/or federally funded program 
available for that purpose. 



October 27,19988:00 am DRAFT 

MEMORANDUM FOR NEC-DPC DEPUTIES 

FROM: "BRIDGE" WORKING GROUP 

SUBJECT: The Proposed BRIDGE Program 

On March 13, 1998 the President issued Executive Order 13078 directing the federal 
agencies to create a coordinated and aggressive national policy to increase employment of adults 
with disabilities. The "Building Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment" 
("BRIDGE") program is one of several new proposals to grow out of this effort. BRIDGE is a 
competitive grant program designed to increase the employment rate of adults with disabilities by 
fostering integration at the local level ofemployment-related services and support services to adults 
with disabilities. 

The purpose of this meeting is to: 1) review the overall structure of the BRIDGE program 
developed by the interagency working group 2) consider how to create a strong federal interagency 
coordinating process~ and 3) which state and local agencies should be required members of the 
applicant consortium and to what extent, if any, that requirement can be waived. 

I. Program Need 

According to the 1998 Harris Survey ofAmericans with Disabilities, 66% ofindividuals with 
disabilities between the ages of 16 and 64 are not working, Only 30% of working-age adults with 
disabilities are employed full orpart-time. Seventy-five percent of those non-employed adults with 
disabilities have indicated that they would prefer to be working (Harris Survey, 1998). The vast 
majority of these individuals receive income support and other services through federal, state, and 
local programs. Many face a myriad ofbarriers to employment including discrimination and lack 
ofhealth care, transportation, housing, and personal assistance services. Those services that do' exist 
are fragmented and difficult to access. 

II. Proposed BRIDGE Program Structure 

BRIDGE will encourage states and localities to address their particular barriers and create 
seamless service systems for adults with disabilities seeking to find and keep j"obs. Every adult with 
a disability should be able learn about, receive advice about, and gain access to all of the necessary 
services with the least eff9rt possi~le, preferably with a single call or office visit. Each of the 
services provided should be sufficiently integrated with others so that they collectively accomplish 
the common goal of long-term employment . and permanent attachment to the workforce. The 
expectation is that these efforts will ultimately inform statewide systems change in policies designed 
to help individuals with disabilities go to work. These efforts may require federal and/or state policy 
changes, including possible legislation. 



BRIDGE will build on current demonstration grant programs funded by the SSA, Labor, 
Education, and HHS which are designed to address barriers to employment and increase program 
coordination for people with disabilities, and will enhance the new workforce system infrastructure 

. being expanded under the ,Workforce Investment Act's One-Stop system. 

BRIDGE funds will be available on a competitive basis t6 consortia of state 'and local 
agencies serving individuals with mental and/or physical disabilities. Grant proposals will enhance 
service delivery with expanded wrap-arourtd counseling, provision ofinformation that can maximize 
resources and employment outcomes, and other approaches that address barriers to employment by 
integrated and coordinated service delivery. While the program is designed primarily to encourage 
state and local efforts to assist all people with disabilities, efforts can also focus on specific groups, 
e.g., young adults and mentally ill. 

BRlDGEgrants would be awarded from a national account of $150 million in 'FY 2000. 
Grants would last for up to five years with funding beyond the first year contingent upon subsequent 
appropriations. Up to 5 percent 0'[ the grant amount would be reserved for rigorous evaluation. 
Current funding for traditional disability empioyment programs would not be supplanted by this 
initiative. 

III. 	 Program Design Issues to Consider 

A. Interagency Structure 

Agency representatives involved in the working group consider it critically important that· 
this new program be a true interagency effort. Reasons include: 1) the federal government can and 
should set an example; 2) multi-program expertise is essential for judging each proposal's quality 
and in helping the consortia access needed federal assistance. Options include: 

(1) 	 Use an inter-agency board to review applications and provide on-going policy 
guidance and technical assistance, but fund the program through one agency. The 
current Task Force could potentially serve as the inter-agency board, at least through 
2002 (the life of the Task Force); or 

(2) 	 Fund the program through one agency, but require the Secretary of that agency to 
make the BRIDGE grants in consultation . with the Secretaries (or 
CommissionerslDirectors) of the other agencies; or 

(3) 	 Fund several agencies and require them to work together and with other agencies to 
review applications and provide on-going policy guidance and technical assistance. 

If funding is provided solely to one agency, the Department ofLabor is the working group's 
consensus choice. If some funds' are allocated to other agencies as well, then the Department of 
Education and SSA would also want to be considered for funding. The BRIDGE program will need ' 
to be coordinated with implementation of the Kennedy-Jeffords legislation to improve health care 
access for people with disabilities who work. 



B. Mandatory Members of the Applicant Consortia, 

Staff agree that to be considered for a BRIDGE grant, consortia Iriust include the following 
four public agencies which are required to contribute resources to the work of their consortia: , 

,Local and/or district offices of SSA 
Medicaid/state medical assistance agencies 
State Vocational Rehabilitation agencies 
Local Workforce Investment Boards/One-Stop Centers. 

The remaining two issues, however, are whether the state T ANF agency and a state or local 
education agenc»,hould also be required participants and to what extent, if any, that requirement 
cari be waived. /Many believe that because a significant proportion of individuals with disabilities 
also receive TANF, the state TANF agency should bea required agency. Similarly, many believe 
that because education is so critical to labor market success, education agencies must be involved. 
Others, however, believe that neither T ANF or education agencies should be required participants 
because they will skew the distribution ofapplicants to those aiming to serve individuals on T ANF 
or youth which is not the primary goal ofthe BRIDGE program (nor the primary focus of the Task 
Force). 

In addition, there is disagreement as to whether applicants should be permitted to exclude 
one of the required agencies if they can demonstrate that the excluded agency (or'agencies) would 
not help achieve the stated goal of the proposed consortium. 

Options include: 

(i) 	 Include TANF and/or education agencies among the'required participants but allow 
applicants to exclude an agency (or agencies) if they can demonstrate that the 
excluded agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated goal ofthe proposed 
consortium; or, 

(2) 	 Donot inClude T ANF and/or education agencies'among the required participants, but . 
give substantial additional credit in the selection process if the consortium includes 
them. Also, allow applicants to exclude an agency (or agencies) if they can 
demonstrate that the excluded agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated 
goal of the proposed consortium; or 

(3) 	 Do not include TANF aulor, education agencies among the required participants, but 
give substantial additional credit in the selection process if the consortium includes 
them. And, do not consider applications that do not include all four required 
participants. 



Appendix of "Non-Controversial" Program Design Issues 

Eligible Applicants 

Each applicant must be a consortium of state and/or local agencies that'provide or could 
provide a range of supports and services to adults with disabi~ities which lead to finding and keeping 
employment. The agencies must have the legal authority to provide the services 'they propose. 
Consortia may include not-for-profit providers ofemployment, assistivetechnology, health and other 
related services to adults with disabilities. 

To be successful, applicants would need to demonstrate that they have identifie~ the means 
to integrate and coordinate the services provided across agencies and to' remove barriers to 
employment for adults with disabilities. Further, they would need to demonstrate that they consulted 
with diverse elements within their community of adults with disabilities in the planning, 
implementation, and evaluation of the project. In addition, to be successful, applicants would need 
to demonstrate that they will match BRIDGE funds with appropriate federal, state, and/or local funds 
or in-kind services.; Finally, preference will be given to applicants that demonstrate how they~ould 
ensure the continuation of health care coverage to persons with disabilities after the return to work . 

.To be considered for a BRIDGE grant: , 

• 	 Depending on the decision made at the deputies meeting, applicant consortia must include 
all or some of the following six public agencies which are required tocontribute resources 
to the work of their consortia over the span of the grants: Medicaid/state medical assistance, 
state vocational rehabilitation, stateTANF, state or local edllcation (either K-12 or post
secondary), local workforce investment board/One-Stop Center, and local and/or district 
office of ssA. 

• 	 Applications will be given additional credit in the selection process if the consortium 
. includes any 	of the following .. entities ~ither through a demonstrated commitment of 

resources to the work of the consortium or a through formal agreement (such as an MOU): 
Vocational Rehabilitation and Counseling (Department ofVeterans ofAffairs), independent 
Living Centers, state developmental disability agencies, state mental retardation agencies, 
state mental health agencies, vocational rehabilitation centers for the blind and deaf, 
state/local transportation agencies, public transit authorities, metropolitan plannirig 
organizations, consumer organizations, economic development agencies, labor organizations, 
private non-profit service providers, protection advocacy agencies, public housing 
authorities, small business administration offices and/or small business development centers. 

" 



r '. .. 

Allowable Activities 

Allowable activities'include those needed to achieve program integration and improved 
coordination of existing local, state and federal programs in the delivery of services to adults with 
disabilities and their achievement of self-sustaining employment and economic independence. 
Allowable activities include: 

• 	 Planning, development and implementation of cooperative agreements, including service 
'system planning; and development, planning and creation of core services structures; . 

• 	 Establishing partnerships among entities to provide integrated income assistance, health and 
other benefits, job training and placement, and other employment-related services, such as 
transportation assistance and self-employment/entrepreneurial training; 

• 	 Providing training among consortium partners and required partners under the Workforce 
Investment Act to increase knowledge and awareness of incentives, available services, and 
health care waiver provisions, and to promote equal opportunity for the effective 
participation of individuals with disabilities in the workforce investment system; 

• 	 Providingc:omprehensive pre-service assistance, 'including counseling on benefits and 
incentives under the Social Se'curity Act and information on the array of services available 
to individuals with disabilities that increase the ability to obtain and retain employment; 

• 	 ' Deyeloping and implementing procedures that promote a "single point ofentry" or "one-stop 
service delivery" such as common intake, coordination of customer databases, customer 
service hotlines, and access to information resources through technology or staff assistance; 

• 	 Establishing linkages of consortium partners, with services provided through One-Stop 
Center system, under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, to ensure comprehensive and 
coordinated delivery of employment-related services to individuals with disabilities; . 

• 	 Establishing linkages with other providers of services that people with disabilities may need 
to find and keep gainful employment, including local public agencies, not-for-profit service 
providers, community based organizations, and educational institutions; 

• 	 Implementing accessible information· technology linkages between programs and 
infrastructures, such as provided in One-Stop Centers that provide labor market, skill 
requirements, job listings and available training providers. Funding available for information 
technology infrastructure development arid iniplementation will be limited to 20% by the 
,consorti~'s grant, with any additional support fundedby respective consortium partners; and 

• 	 Evaluating programs or activities funded by BRIDGE grants. 

With the exception of pre-service assistance, BRIDGE funds cannot be used for direct 
services and direct services must be provided by the local,state and/or federally funded program 
available for t~at purp<:>se. 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Cecilia E. Rouse 

cc: 

Subject: FW: Proposed Revisions to Deputies Memo 


This is a blind copy of some more coherent views on the local 
educational agency idea. I thought it might supplement our discussion 
earlier. Unfortunately, I don't have Cynthia's EMAIL address. Would 
you please forward this to her for me? Thanks. 

From: Harris Seth 
Sent: Monday, October 26, 1998 5:33 PM 
To: Ogle Becky 
Subject: RE:. Proposed Revisions to Deputies Memo 

I feel quite strongly that requiring that the local school board 
participate in every consortium makes no policy sense. It also moves 
far away from the original intent of the proposal. 

Including the T ANF agency is closer to the original intent,' but turns 
BRIDGE into a welfare systems change program that will skew every 
application and every consortium to a population other than the SSI 
population in which we are most interested. But I am okay with the 
deputies considering options on this question. On the other question, 
I think it should not be raised to the deputies. 

Our goal is to create systems change that integrates service delivery 
systems for employment-related services for people with disabilities. 
It is simply not possible to integrate K-12 public school education 



service delivery with the work of the One-Stops, the health insurance 
agency, VR, and SSA. How would you establish a common intake system? 
How would you co-locate the systems? What.would the front-end 


counseling service look like? Is every kid with a disability going to 

be tracked into VR? Is every kid with a disability going to be moved 

towards a job rather than further education? 


Just asking these questions establishes that K-12 education serves a 

quite different purpose from the other "mandatory" systems we. have 

discussed. 


I think we are confusing two questions: (1) is it important for kids 

with disabilities to get help in preparing to enter the workforce; and 

(2) should the BRIDGE program be principally focused on kids with' 

disabili~ies. I think you can answer the second question "no" without 

also answering the first question "no." 


Including the boards of education requires that every consortium skew 
its work to young people. Should adults with disabilities not be the 
beneficiaries of systems change? Is it impossible to conceive of a 
system that serves a population other than school-age children? I 
think the list of systems change improvements that do not involve kids 
who may be years away from entering the workforce would be much longer 
than the list of those that involve kids. 

I would also argue very strongly that our target must be adults, not 

children, with disabilities, as the President said in the Executive 

Order we are supposed to be implementing. A conscious decision was 

made when drafting the EO not to include children because of the 

complexity of the additional issues involved. It would .be ironic, to 

say the least, if we took the opposite position now that the· President . 

is on the record endorsing our original decision. 


The solution the group came up with to address this criticism is worse 

than the problem creating a waiver system that allows the . 

exclusion of any of the mandatory agencies. Can you have real systems 

change if the SSI system, the VR system, and the WIB system are not 

integrated? Ca!1 you have real systems change that will improve the 

employment rate that does n9t include health insurance? I think that 

both of these questions must be answered with a firm "no.:' But the 

way the proposal is currently drafted, the answer is "yes." An 

applicant could propose a consortium that excludes the WIB, or the 


. health insurance agency, or the SSlagency. Does that make sense? 
And the i3nswer cannot be that we will exercise our discretion to 


refuse to fund tHose applicants. Why permit applications that you are 

definitely going to be forced to deny? 


I agree with you completely that education, or "skills" more broadly, 

is a major issue in the employment of people with disabilities. I 

also agree that there is a lot wrong with how it is done now, as 

evidenced by the low employment rate of adults with disabilities. But 

including local boards of education in the consort!a absolutely will 

not solve this problem .. Education for kids with disabilities won't 

change a bit. As you and I have both said several times, the BRIDGE 




program cannot solve every problem that contributes to low employment 
rates for adults with disabilities. 

Finally, let me address your comment that One-Stops have not been 
doing a very goo"djob serving adults with disabilities. First, 
One-Stops are very new, beginning with this Administration. You can't 
say the same thing about VR or SSI. Second, the One-Stops represent a 
sea change in the way job training and job placement is made 
accessible to everyone by co-locating various services~ The solution 
to deficiencies in the system is more front-end counseling for adults 
with disabilities, expanding the list of core services provided 
through One-Stops, and integrating services for adults with 
disabilities. This solution cannot be reached by forcing the 
inclusion of K-12 education systems in consortia whim they cannot 
participate in collective front-end counseling, cannot co-locate in 
the One-Stops, and cannot be integrated with other services for. 
adults. 

This is a long answer to your comments. I made similar points to 

Cynthia andCeci earlier today. There is a grave danger of trying to 

do too much and thereby making the BRIDGE program completely 


. ineffective. We must keep our eye on the ball. . 
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Record Type: Record 

To: .Lisa M. Brown @ OVP@EOP ( 
cc: 

Subject: FW: Please distribute this BRIDGE memo; comments due Monday at 


here is the much awaited document ....... . 


From;' Cynthia_A. _ Rice@opd.eop.gov[SMTP:Cynthia_A._Rice@opd.eop.gov] 
Sent:· Friday, October 23, 1998 3:31 PM . 
To: Ogle Becky 
Cc: Cecilia.:..E._Rouse@opd.eop.gov 
Subject: Please distribute this BRIDGE memo; comments due Monday at noon 

To all: 

Attached is a new draft of the BRIDGE memo for the upcoming Deputies 
meeting. This meeting is now scheduled for Monday, November 2 at 4pm. 
Therefore, we do not, need to circulate the memo until early next week. So, 
please get your comments to either Cynthia Jphone: 456-2846/fax: 
.456-7431) or Ced (phone: 456·5359/fax: 456-2223) by noon Monday, October 
26. We will coordinate all comments and send the final draft to you and 
the Deputies shortly thereafter. . 

While we believe that it is fairly complete, we would like to bring your 
attention to one issue: on the first page of the "Appendix" in the 
paragraph listing the agenCies that would need to be included to get 
"additional credit" we made a "decision" that these additional agencies 
could participate by either contributing resources or by having a formal.), 
agreement; this collapses the former categories two and three into one 
category. Another option would be to give substantial extra credit for 
additional agencies that contribute resources and only on "extra credit" 
for those that sign formal agreements. Still another option ~ould be to 
simply state that the "application will be given additional credit jf the 
consortium includes any of the following entities" (and leave out the 
extent of the participation:) We opted for the first option because it Was 
simple but yet still gave some guidance on what participation means, but 
obviously you should weigh-in if you believe differently. 

Thanks. 

-- Cynthia &, Ceei 

(See attached file: brid1023.wpd) 

mailto:Rouse@opd.eop.gov
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MEMORANDUM FOR NEC-DPC DEPUTIES 

FROM: "BRIDGE" WORKING GROUP 

SUBJECT: The Proposed BRIDGE Program 

On March 13, 1998 the President issued Executive Order 13078 directing 

the federal agencies to create a coordinated and a,ggressive national policy to 

increase employment of adults with disabilities. The uBuilding Resources for 

Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment" ("BRIDGE") program is one of 

several new proposals to grow out of this effort. BRIDGE is a competitive grant 

program designed to increase the employment rate of adults with disabilities by 

fostering integration at the local level of employment-related services and support 

servic,es to adults with disabilities. 


The purpose of this meeting is to: ,1) review the overall structure of the! 
BRIDGE program developed by the interagency working group and 2) consider how 

, to create a strong federal interagency coordinating process. 

I. Program Need 

According to the 1998 Harris Survey of Americans with Disabilities, 66% of 
individuals with disabilities between the ages of 16 and 64 are not working. Only 
30% of working-age adults with disabilities are employed full or part-time. 
Seventy-fjve percent of those non-employed adults with disabilities have indicated 
that they would prefer to be working (Harris Survey, 1998.) The vast majoritY of 
these individuals receive income support and other services through federa" state, 
and local programs. However in many areas, needed services s,uch as health care ' 
are unavailable and those services that do exist are fragmented and difficult to 
access. 

II. Proposed BRIDGE Program Structure 

BRIDGE will encourage states and localities to address their particular barriers 
and create seamless service systems for adults with disabilities seeking to find and 
keep jobs. Every adult with a disability should be able learn about, r~ceive advice 
about, and gain access to all of the necessary services with the least effort 
possible, preferably with a single call or office visit. Each of the services provided 
should be sufficiently integrated with others so that they collectively accomplish 
the common goal of long-term employment and permanent attachment to the 
workforce. The expectation is that these efforts will ultimately inform statewide 
systems change in policies designed to help individuals with disabilities go to work. 
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BRIDGE will build on current demonstration grant programs funded by the 
SSA, Labor, Education, and 'HHS which are designed to increase program ,

A 	 . , 

coordination for people with disabilities and will enhance the new workforce system 
infrastructure being expanded unger t~ Workforce Investment Act's One-Stop 
system. 

BRIDGE funds will be available on a competitive basis to consortia of state 
and local agencies serving individuals with mental or physical disabilities. Grant 
proposals will be encouraged to enhance service delivery with expanded 
wrap-around counseling, provision of information that can maximize scarce 
resources and employmer.lt outcomes, and other approaches that address barriers to 
employment by integrated and coordinated service delivery. While the program is 
designed primarily to encourage state and local efforts to assist all people with 
disabilities, efforts .can also focus on specific groups, e.g., youth and mentally ill. 

BRIDGE grants would be a'warded from a national account of $150 million in 
FY 2000~ Each grant w'ould be worth $' - $2million per year and would last for 
up to five years with funding beyond the first year contingent upon subsequent 
appropriations. Up to 5 percent of the grant amount would be reserved for rigorous 
evaluation. Current funding for traditional disability employment programs would 
not be suppl~nted by this initiative. 

III. 	 Program Design Issue to Consider: Interagency Structure 

Agency representatives involved, in the working group consider it critically 
important that this new program be a true interagency effort. Reasons include: 1) 
the federal government can and should set an examplei 2) mUlti-program expertise 
is essential for judging each proposal's ,quality and in helping the consortia access 
needed federal assistance. Options include: 

Use an inter-agency board to review applications and provide on-going 
policy guidance and technical assistance, but fund the program 
through one agency. The current Task Force could potentially serve as 
the inter-agency board, at least through 2002 <the life of the Task 
Force}; or . 

Fund the program through one agency, but require the Secretary of 
that agency to make the BRIDGE grants in consultation with the 
Secretaries' (or Commissioners/Directors) of the other agencies; or ...r.~/' 

. 	 ..>c"- /" r 
. 	 .,...-----:- \ )c" ",,'" 0.' 

(3) 	 Fund several. agencies and require them to work together~to review -~..r(,.' · 
applications and provide on-going policy guidance and technical 
assistance: ' 

http:employmer.lt


If funding is provided solely to one. agency, the Department of Labor is the 
working group's consensus choice. If some funds are allocated to other agencies 
as well, then the Department of Educati~n and SSA would also want to be 
considered for funding. The BRIDGE program will need to be coordinated with 
implementa~ion of the Kennedy-Jeffords legislation to improve health care access 
for people with disabilities who work. . 
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, Appendix of "Non-Controversial" Program Design Issues 

Eligible Applicants 

, Each applicant must be a consortium of state and/or local agencies that 
provide or could provide a range of supports and services to adults with disabilities 
which lead to finding' and keeping employment. , The agencies must have the legal 
authority to provide the services they propose. Consortia may include not-for-profit 
providers of employment, assistive technology, health and other related services to 
adults with disabilities. ' 

To be successful, applicants would need to demonstrate that they have 
identified the means to integrate and coordinate the services provided across 
agencies and to remove barriers to 'employment for adults with disabilities. Further, 
they would need to demonstrate that they consulted with diverse elements within 
~ community of adults with disabilities in the, planning, implementation, and e-'.f' ~~~Iuation of the project. In addition, to be successful, applicants would need to 

, demonstrate that they will match BRIDGE funds with appropriate federal, state, 
and/or local funds or in-kind services. Finally, preference will be given to applicants 

, that demonstrate how they would ensure the continuation of health care coverage 
to persons with disabilities after the return to work. 

To be considered for a BRIDGE grant: 

/ 'c '. ,C. {("lfZ.I'd"-'<th~#~11 . . bl' . h" h . d• onsortla must;lnc u e e Yollowmg SIX pu IC agencIes w IC are require 
to contribute resources to the work of their consortia over the span of the, ' 
grants: local and/or district offices of SSA, Medicaid/state medical assistance 

, agencies, state vocational rehabilitation agencies, state T ANF agencies, state 
education agencies (either K-12 or post-secondary), and local workforce 
investment boards/One-Stop Centers. All six agencies are not required to 

,participate, however, if an applicant can demonstrate that the' excluded 
agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated goal of the proposed 
consortium. 

• 	 Applications will be given additional credit in the selection process if the 
consortium includes any of the following entities either through ~ 

,/ 	 demonstrated commitment of 'resources ''to the work of the COliS' or~ 
throug~ormal agreement (su~h as an MOU): Vocational,RehabiHtation and / 
Counseling (Department of Veterans of Affairs)' inaepende'nt Living Centers, , 
state developmental disability agencies, state mental retardation agencies, 
state mental health agencies, vocational rehabilitation centers for the blind 
and deaf, state/local transportation agencies, public transit authorities, 
metropolitan planning organizations, consumer organizations, economic 
development agencies, labor organizations, private non-profit service 

, 	 , ' 



providers, protection advocacy agencies, public housing authorities, small 
business administration offices andlor small business development centers. 

. \ 

\ 
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Allowable Activities 

Allowable activities include those .needed to achieve program integration and 
improved coordination of existing local, state' and federal programs in the delivery 
of services to, adults with disabilities and their achievement of self-sustaining 
employment and economic,independence. Allowable activities include: 

• 	 Planning, development and implementation of cooperative agreements, 
including service system planning, and development, planning and creation of 
core services structures; 

• 	 Establishing partnerships 1among entities to provide integrated income 
assistance, health and other benefits, job training and placement, and other 
employment-related services, such as transportation assistance and 
self-employment/entrepreneurial training; 

. 	 ., 
• 	 'Providing training among consortium partners and required partners under the 

Workforce Investment Act to increase knowledge and awareness of 
, incentives, available services, and health care waiver provisions, and to 
promote equal opportunity for the effective participation of individuals with 
disabilities in the. workforce investment system; 

• 	 . Providing comprehensive pre-service assistance, including counseling on 
benefits and incentives under the Social Security Act and information on the 
array of services available to individuals with disabilities that increase the . 
ability to obtain and retain employment; 

• 	 Developing and implementing procedures that promote a "single point of 
entry" or IJone-stop service delivery" such as common intake, coordination of 
customer databases( customer service hotlines, and access to information 
resources through technology or staff assistance; , ' 

• 	 Establishing linkages of consortium partners with services provided through 
One-Stop Center system, under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, to 
ensure comprehensive arid coordinated delivery of. employment-related 
services to, indiviguals with disabilities; 

• 	 Establishing linkages with other providers of services that people with 
disabilities may need to find and keep gainful employment, including local 
. public agencies, 	not-for-profit service providers( community based 
organizations, and educational institutions; 

• 	 Implementing accessible information technology linkages between programs 
and infrastructures, such as provided in One-Stop Centers that provide labor 



market, skill requirements, job listings and available training providers. 
Funding available for information technology infrastructure development and 
implementation will be limited to 20% by the consortia' s grant, with any 
additional support funded by respective consortium partners; and 

• Evaluating programs or activities funded by BRIDGE grants. 

With the exception of pre-service assistance, BRIDGE funds cannot be used 
for direct services and direct services must be provided by the local, state andlor 
federally funded program available for that purpose. 
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Record Type: Record 

To: 	 Cecilia E. Rouse/OPD/EOP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Judy Heumann @ ed.gov (Judy Heumann) , 
ogle-becky @ dol.gov . 

cc: cynthia_A._Rice @ odp.eop.gov 
Subject: Comments on BRIDGE Memo 

We have reviewed the latest draft of the BRIDGE Memo to Deputies that 
we received late on Friday, and have the following comments to offer: 

First of all, under the ';Program Need" section, we feel as if the 
complexity of barriers'and issues facing disabled people isn't fully 
conveyed. We recognize that you have a need to be brief in this memo, 
but think it important to point out that there are a myriad of issues 
which people with disabilities face. These include outright 

. discrimination, lack of knowledge and fear on the part of employers 
about legal obligations, a lack of accessible, affordable housing and 
transportation, and wages too .Iow to support the additional health care 
or Personal Assistant Services needs of many folks with disabilities. 

At the end of the first paragraph under the "Proposed BRIDGE Program 
Structure" section, we would suggest that you add a sentence something 
like this ..... " It is recognized that these efforts may require 
substantial federal and/or state policy changes, including possible 
legislation. " 

In the next.paragraph, we suggest the following as a revision. 

"BRIDGE will build on.; .. designed to address barriers to imployment 

and increase program coordination for people with disabilities. and 

BRIDGE will enhance the new.... " Here, again, we're essentially 

suggesting an emphasis on needing to remove barriers to employment. 


In th.e next paragraph that begins with "Bridge funds will .... ", a 

couple of suggestions. First, it should read ..... serving 

individuals with mental and/or physical disabilities." In the next 

sentence, remove the words "encouraged to" so we're clear what it 

WILL do and "scarce," since in some cases money is not the issue. 


Also, in that paragraph, we think some stronger reference to :'removing 

barriers, such as discrimination, employer understanding/fears, 

housing, etc ... " (like our earlier comment) should be added. We also 

think. there needs to be a sentence here that clarifies that technical 

assistance will be an essential ingredient of the BRIDGE, as the' 

federal government assists states and localities in addressing issues.~ 

Judy still feels strongly that $1 - $2 million grants is the wrong I 

http:odp.eop.gov


approach, and would be too small an amount. Again, she believes that 
we should be funding states in the'$5 - $10 million neighborhood, who 
would, in turn, fund locals. . 

One question which doesn't require a revision to the memo, 
necessarily, is: What are the budget (ie, Salary & Expenses) 
implications of the money all being funnelled through one agency. 
Will one agency be able to handle processing and monitoring that much 
money without a budget increase? 

Aside from that, Ithink we're OK with the memo. Sorry for the delay 
in getting this to you today. I had computer troubles. 



October 26, 1998 3:00 PM DRAFT 

MEMORANDUM FOR NEC-DPC DEPUTIES 

FROM: "BRIDGE" WORKING GROUP 

SUBJECT: The Proposed BRIDGE Program 

On March 13, 1998 the President issued Executive Order 13078 directing the federal 
agencies to create a coordinated and aggressive national policy to increase employment of adults 
with disabilities. The "Building Resources for Indiyiduals with Disabilities to Gain Employment" 
("BRIDGE") program is one of several new proposals to grow out of this effort. BRIDGE is a 
competitive grant program designed to increase the employment rate of adults with disabilities by 
fostering integration at the local level ofemployment-related services and $UPport services to adults. 
with disabilities. 

The purpose of this meeting is to: 1) review the overall structure ofthe BRIDGE program 
developed by the interagency working group 2) consider how to create a strong federal interagency 
coordinating process; and 3) which state and local agencies should be required members of the 
applicant consortium and to what extent. if any. that requirement can be waived. 

I. Program Need 

According to the 1998 Harris Survey ofAmericans with Disabilities, 66% ofindividuals with 
disabilities between the ages of 16 and 64 are not working. Only 30% of working-age adults with 
disabilities are employed full or part-time. Seventy-five percent of those non-employed adults with 
disabilities have indicated that they would prefer to be working (Harris Survey, 1998.) The vast 
majority of these individuals receive income support and other serviges through federal, state,' and 
local programs. However in many areas, needed services such as health care are unavailable and 
those services that do exist are fragmented and difficult to access. 

II. Proposed BRIDGE Program Structure 

BRIDGE will encourage states and localities to address their particular barriers and create 
seamless service systems for adults with disabilities seeking to find and keep jobs. Every adult with 
a disability should be able leam about, receive advice about, and gain access to all of the necessary 
services with the least effort possible, preferably with a single ,call or office visit. Each of the 
service:s provided should be sufficiently integrated with others so that they collectively accomplish 
the common goal of long-term employment and permanent 'attachment to the workforce. The 
expectation is that these efforts will ultimately inform statewide systems change in policies designed 
to help individuals with disabilities go to work. 



BRIDG~ will build on current demonstration grant programs funded by the SSA, Labor, 
Education, and HHS which are designed to increase program coordination for people with 
disabilities and will enhance the new workforce system infrastructure being expanded under the 
Workforce Investment Act's One-:-Stop system. 

BRIDGE fund~ will be available on ~ competitive basis to consortia of state and local 
agencies serving individuals with mental or physical disabilities. Grant proposals will be encouraged 
to ellhance service delivery with expanded wrap-around counseling, provis{on of information that 
can maximize scarce resources and employment outcomes, and other approaches that address 
barriers to employment by integrated and coordinated service delivery. While the program is 
designed primarily to encourage state and local efforts to assist all people with disabilities, efforts 
can also focus on specific groups, e.g., young adults and mentally ill. 

BRIDGE grants would be awarded from a national account of $150 million in FY 2000. 
Each grant would be worth ,$1 - $2 million per year and would last for up to five years with funding 
beyond the first year contingent upon subsequent appropriations. Up to 5. percent of the grant 
amount would be reserved for rigorous evaluation. Current funding for traditional disability 
employment programs would not be supplanted by this initiative. 

III. 	 Program Design Issues to Consider 

A. Interagency Structure 

, . 
Agency representatives involved in the working group consider it critically important that 

thisnew program be a true interagency effort. Reasons include: 1) the federal government can and 
should set an example; 2) multi-program expertise is essential for jUdging each proposal's quality 
and in helping the consortia access needed federal assistance. Optionsinc1ude: 

(1) 	 Use an inter-agency board to review applications and provide on-going policy 
guidance and technical assistance, but fund the program through one agency. The 
current Task Force could potentially serve as the inter-agency board, at least through 
2002 (the life of the Task Force); or 

(2) 	 Fund the program through one agency, but require the Secretary of that agency to 
make the BRIDGE grants in consultation . ,with the Secretaries (or 
CommissionerslDirectors) of the other agencies; or 

(3)' Fund several agencies and require them to work together to review applicationsand 
provide on-going policy guidance and technical assistance. 

Iffunding is 'provided solely to one agency, the Department ofLabor is the working group's 
consensus choice. If some funds are allocated to other agencies as well, then the Department of 
Education and SSA would also want to be considered for funding. The BRIDGE program will need 
to be coordinated with implementation of the Kennedy-Jeffords legislation to improve health care 
access for people with disabilities who work. , 



· B. Mandatory Members of the Applicant Consortia 

Staff agree that to be considered for a BRIDGE grant, consortia must include the following 
four public agencies which are required to contribute resources to the work of their consortia: 

Local and/or dIstrict offices of SSA 

Medicaid/state medical assistance agencies 

State Vocational Rehabilitation agencies 

Local Workforce Investment Boards/One-Stop Centers. 


The remaining two issues, however, are whether the state T ANF agency and a state or local 
education agency should also be required participants and to what extent. if any. that requirement 
can be waived .. Many believe that because a significant proportion of individuals with di~abilities 
also receive TANF, the state TANF agency should be a required agency. Similarly, many believe 
that because education is so critical to labor market success, education agencies must be involved. 
Others, however, believe that neither TANF or education agencies should be required participants 
because they will skew the distribution ofapplicants to those aiming to serve individuals on TANF 
or youth which is not the primary goal ofthe BRIDGE program (nor the primary focus of the Task 
Force). 

In addition, there is disagreement as to whether applicants should be permitted to exclude 
one ofthe required agencies if they can demonstrate that the excluded agency (or agencies) would 
not help achieve the stated goal of the proposed consortium. 

Options include: . 

(1) 	 Include T ANF and education agencies among the required participants but allow 
applicants to exclude an ,agency (or agencies) if they can demonstrate that the 
excluded agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated goal of the proposed' 
consortium; or, 

(2) 	 Do not include TANF and education agencies among the requireq participants, but 
give substantial additional credit in the selection process if the consortium includes 
them. Also. allow applicants to exclude an agency (or agencies). if they can 
demonstrate that the excluded agency (or agencies) would not help achieve the stated 
goal of the proposed consortium; or, . 

(3) 	 Do not include TANF and education agencies among the required participants, but 
give substantial additional credit in the selection process if the consortium includes 
them. And, do not consider applications that do not include all four required 
participants. . 



Appendix of "Non-Controversial" Program Design Issues 

Eligible Applicants. 

Each applicant must be a consortium of state and/or local agencies that provide or could 
provide a range of supports and services to adults with disabilities which lead to finding and keeping 
employment. The agencies must have the legal authority to provide the services they propose. 
Consortia may include not-for-profit providers ofemployment, assistive technology, health and other 
related services to adults with disabilities. 

To be successful, applicants would need to demonstrate that they have identified the means 
to integrate and coordinate the 'services provided across agencies and to remove barriers to 
employment for adults with disabilities. Further, they would need to demonstrate that they consulted 
with diverse elements within the community of adults with disabilities in the planning, 
implementation, and evaluation ofthe project. In addition, to be successful, applicants would need 
to demonstrate that they will match BRIDGE funds with appropriate federal, state, and/or local funds 
or in-kind services. Finally, preference will be given to applicants that demonstrate how they would 
ensure the continuation ofhealth care coverage to persons with disabilities after the return to work. 

To be consideredfor a BRIDGE grant: 

• 	 Depending on the decision made at the deputies meeting, applicant consortia must include 
all or some of the following six public agencies which are required to contribute resources 
to the work of their consortia over the span of the grants: Medicaid/state medical assistance, 
state vocational rehabilitation, state TANF, state or local education (either K-12 or post
secondary), local workforce investment board/One-Stop Center. and local and/or district 
office of SSA. 

• 	 Applications will be given additional credit in the selection process if the consortium 
includes any of the following entities either through a demonstrated. commitment of 
resources to the work of the consortium or a through formal agreement (such as an MOU): 

.. 	Vocational Rehabilitation and Counseling (Department of Veterans ofAffairs), independent 
Living Centers, state developmental disability agencies, state mental retardation agencies, 
state mental health agencies, vocational rehabilitation ,centers for the blind and deaf, 
statellocal transportation agencies, public· transit authorities, metropolitan planning 
organizations, consumer organizations, economic development agencies, labor organizations, 
private non-profit service providers, protection advocacy agencies,public housing 
authorities, small business administration offices and/or small business development centers. 



Allowable Activities 

Allowable activities include those needed to achieve program integration and improved 
coordination of existing local, state and federal programs in the delivery of services to adults with 
disabilities and their achievement of self-sustaining employment and economic independence. 
Allowable activities include: 

• 	 Planning, development and implementation of cooperative agreements, including service 
system planning, and development, planning and cre~tion ofcore services structures; 

, ' ' 

• 	 Establishing partnerships among entities to provide integrated income assistance, health and 
other benefits, job training and placement, and other employment-related services, such as 
transportation assistance and self..:.employmentlentrepreneurial training; 

• 	 'Providing training among consortium partners and required partners under the Workforce 
Investment Act to increase knowledge and awareness of incentives, available services, and 
health care waiver provisions, and to promote equal opportunity for the effective 
participation'of individuals with disabilities in the workforce investment system; 

• 	 Providing comprehensive pre-service assistance, including counseling on benefits and 
incentives under the Social Security Act and information on'the array of services available 
to individuals with disabilities that increase the ability to obtain and retain employment; 

• 	 Developing and implementing procedures that promote a "single point ofentry" or "one-stop 
service delivery" such as common intake, coordination of customer databases, customer 
service hotlines, and access to informati on resources. through technology. or staff assistance; 

• 	 Establishing linkages of consortium partners with services provided through One-Stop 
Center system, under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, to ensure comprehensive and 
coordinated delivery of employment-related services to individuals with disabilities; 

• 	 Establishing linkages with other providers of services that people with disabilities may need 
to find and keep gainful employment, including local public agencies, not-for ...profit service 
providers, comrilUnity based organizations, and educational institutions; 

• 	 Implementing accessible information technology linkages between programs and 
infrastructures, such as provided in One-Stop Centers that provide labor market, skill 
requirements,job listings and available trainingproviders. Funding available for information 
technology infrastructure development and implementation will be limited to 20% by the 
consortia's grant, with any additional support funded by respective consortium partners; and 

• 	 Evaluating programs or activities funded by BRIDGE grants. 

With the exception of pre-service as,sistance, BRIDGE funds c'annot be used for direct 
services and direct services must be provided by the local, state and/or federally funded program 
available for that purpose. " 
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MEMORANDUM FOR NEC-DPC DEPUTIES 

FROM: "BRIDGE" WORKING GROUP 

SUBJECT: The Proposed BRIDGE Program 

On March 13, 1998 the President issued Executive Order 13078 directing the federal 
agencies to create a coordinated and aggressive national policy to increase employment of adults 
with disabilities. The "Building Resources for Indivi~uals with Disabilities to Gain Employment" 
("BRIDGE") program is one of several new proposals to grow out ofthis effort. BRIDGE is a 
competitive grant program designed to increase the employment rate of adults with disabilities by 
fostering integration at the local level ofemployment-related services' and support services to adults 
with disabilities. 

The purpose of this meeting is to: 1) review the overall structure of the BRIDGE program 
~eveloped by the. int.eragency working group r?d 2) con~ideF how to create a str,ong federal' 

mterage31__:;:~;t~p~ess.c; "ct 3) vl~~ ut., stM;; C1 VI) kv,..J ~ 
I. Program Need ~'~5 q ~~~ 

~\$c)rrnu ~. 

According to the 1998 Harris Survey ofAmericans with Disabilities, 66% ofindividuals with 
disabilities between the ages of 16 and 64 are not working. Only 30% ofworking~age adults with 
disabilities are employed full or part-time. Seventy-five percent of those non-employed adults with 
disabilities have ind!cated thatthey would prefer to be working (Harris Survey, 1998.) The vast 
majority of these individuals receive income support and other services through federal, state, and 
local programs: However in many areas, needed services such as health care are unavailable and 
those services that do exi~t are fragmented and difficult to access. 

II. Proposed BRIDGE Program Structure 

BRJDGE will encourage states and localities to address their particular barriers and create 
seamless service systems for adults with disabilities seeking to find and keep jobs. Every adult with 
a disability should be able learn about, receive advice about, and gain access to all of the necessary 
services with the least effort possible, preferably with a single call or office visit. Each of the 
services provided should be sufficiently integrated with others so that they collectively accomplish 
the common goal of long-term employment and permanent attachment to the workforce. The 
expectation is that these efforts will ultimately inform statewide systems change in policies designed 
to help individuals with disabilities go to work. 1 

BRIDGE will build on current demonstration grant programs funded by the SSA, Labor, 
Education, and HHS which are designed to increase program coordination for people with 
disabilities and will enhance the new workforce system infrastructure being expanded under the 
Workforce Investment Act's One-Stop system. 



BRIDGE funds will be 'available on a competitive basis to consortia of state and local 
agencies serving individuals with mental or physical disabilities. Grant proposals will be encouraged 
to enhance service delivery with expanded wrap-around counseling, provision of information that 
can maximize scarce resources and employment outcomes, and other approaches that address 
barriers to employment by int~grated and coordinated service delivery. While the program is 
designed primarily to ericourage state and local efforts to assist all people with disabilities, efforts 
can also focus on specific groups, e.g., ~an~i11. " 

, BRIDGE grants would be awar~m a national account of $150 million in FY 2000. 
Each grant would be worth $1 - $2 million per year and would last for up to five years with funding 
beyond the first year contingent upon subsequent appropriations. Up to 5 percent of the grant 
amount would be reserved for rigorous evaluation. Current funding for traditional disability 
employment programs would not be supplanted by this initiative. 

III. 	 Program Design Issues to Consider 

A. Interagency Structure 

Agency representatives involved in the working group consider it critically important that 
this new program be a true interagency effort. Reasons include: 1) the federal government can and 
should set an example; 2) multi-program expertise is essential for judging each proposal's quality 
and in helping the consortia access needed federal assistance. Options include: 

(1) 	 Use an inter-agency board to review applications and provide on-going policy 
guidance and technical assistance, but- fund the program through one agency. The 
current Task Force could potentially serve as the inter-agency board, at least through 
2002 (the life of the Task Force); or 

(2) 	 Fund the program through one agency; but require the Secretary of that agency to 
make the BRIDGE grants in consultation with the Secretaries (or 
CommissionerslDirectors) of the other agencies; or 

(3) 	 Fund several agencies and require them to work together to review applications and 
provide on-going policy guidance and technical assistance. 

If funding is provided solely to one agency, the Department of Labor is the working group's 
consensus choice. If some funds are allocated to other agencies as well, then the Department of 
Education and SSA would also want to be considered for funding. The BRIDGE program will need 
to be coordinated with implementation of the Kennedy-Jeffords legislation to improve health care 
access for people with disabilities who work. 

B. Mandatory Members of the Applicant Consortia 

Staff agree that to be considered for a BRIDGE grapt, consortia must include the following 
four public agencies which are required to contribute resources to the work of their consortia: 

, ! 



Local and/or district offices of SSA 

Medicaid/state medical assistance agencies 

State Vocational Rehabilitation agencies 

Local Workforce Investment Boards/One-Stop Centers. 


The remaining two issues, however, are whether the state T ANF agency and a state or local 
education agency should also be required participants. Many believe that because a significant 
proportion of individuals with disabilities also receive TANF, the state TANF agency should be a 
required agency. Similarly, many believe that because education is so critical to labor market 
success, education agencies must be involved. Others, however, believe that neither TANF or 
education agencies should be required participants because they will skew the distribution of 
applicants to those aiming to serve individuals on T ANF or youth which is not the primary goal of 
the BRIDGE program (nor the primary focus of the Task Force). 

In addition, there is disagreement as to whether applicants should be permitted to exclude 
one of the required agencies if they can demonstrate that the excluded agency (or agencies) would 
not help achieve the stated goal of the proposed consortium. 

Options include: 

(1) 	 Include TANF and education agencies among the required participants but allow 
applicants to exclude an agency (or agencies) if they can demonstrate that the 
excluded agency (or agencies) woul.d not help achieve the stated goal of the proposed 
consortium; or, 

(2) 	 Do not include TANF and education agencies among the required participants, but 
give substantial additional credit in the selection process if the consortium includes 
them. Also, allow applicants to apply for a waiver from including all four required 
agencies in the consortium ifthey can demonstrate that the excluded agency would 
not help achieve the stated goal ofthe proposed consortium (this standard would be 
higher than that in option 1); or, 

(3) 	 Do not include ,TANF and educati~n agencies among the required participants, but 
. give substantial additional credit in the selection process if the consortium includes 
them. And, do not consider applications that do not include all four required 
participants. 



• '. 	 ,III 

Appendix of "Non-Controversial" Program Design Issues 

Eligible Applicants 

Each applicant must be a consortium ofstate and/or local agencies that provide 'or could 
provide a range of supports and services to adults with disabilities which lead to finding and keeping 
employment. The agencies must have the legal" authority to provide the services they propose. 
Consortia may include not-for-profit providers ofemployment, assistive technology, health and other 
related services to adults with disabilities. 

Tobe successful, applicants would need to demonstrate that they have identified the means 
to integrate and coordinate the services provided across agencies and to remove barriers to 
employment for adults with disabilities. Further, they would need to demonstrate that they consulted 
with diverse elements within the. community' of adults with disabilities in the planning, 
implementation, and evaluation ofthe project. In addition, to be successful, applicants would need 
to demonstrate that they will match BRIDGE funds with appropriate federal, state, and/or local funds 
or in-kind services. Finally; preference will be given to applicants that demonstrate how they would 
ensure the continuation ofhealth care coverage to persons with disabilities after the return to work. 

To be considered for a BRIDGE grant: 

• } ~9~~iiCl~~X public agenci~ which are required to contribute 
//r~urces to the work of their consortia over the span of the grants: Medicaid/state medical 

\ J/ assistance,.state vocational rehabilitation, state TANF, state or local education (either K-12 ~ 'l 	 or post-secondary), local workforce investment board/One-Stop Center, and local and/or 
district office of SSA. All six agencies are not required to participate, however, if an 
applicant can demonstrate that the excluded agency (or agencies) wO\lld not help achieve the 
stated goal9fthe proposed consortium. 

• 	 Applications will be given additional credit in the selection process if the consortium 
includes any of the following entities either through a demonstrated commitment of 
resources to the work of the consortium or a through formal agreement (such as an MOU): 
Vocational Rehabilitation and Counseling (Department ofVeterans of Affairs), independent 
Living Centers, state developmental disability agencies, state mental retardation agencies, 
state mental health agencies, vocational rehabilitation centers for the blind and deaf, 
state/local transportation' agencies, public transit authorities, metropolitan' planning 
organizations, consumer organizations, econom:ic development ~gencies, labor organizations, . 
private non-profit service providers, protection advocacy agencies, public housing 
authorities, small business administration offices and/or small business development centers. 

(' 



Allowable Activities 

Allowable activities include those needed to achieve progra,n integration and improved 
coordination of existing local, state and federal programs in the delivery of services to adults with 
disabilities and their achievement of self-sustaining employment and economic independence. 
Allowable activities include: ' 

• 	 Planning, development and implementation of cooperative agreements, including service 
system planning, and development, planning and creation of core services structures; 

• 	 Establishing partnerships among entities to provide integrated income assistance, health and 
other benefits,job training and placement, and other employment-related services, such as 
transportation assistance and self-employment/entrepreneurial training; , 

• 	 Providing training among consortium partners and required partners under the Workforce 
_ hlvestment Act to increa:se knowledge and ~wareness of incentives, available services, and 

health care waiver provisions, and to promote equal opportunity for the effective 
participation of individuals with disabilities in the workforce investment system; 

• 	 Providing comprehensive pre-service assistance, including counseling on benefits and 
incentives under the Social Security Act ~md information on the array of serviCes available 
to individuals with disabilities that increase the ability to obtain and retain employment; 

• 	 Developing and implementing procedures tl}at promote a "single point ofentry" or "one-stop 
service delivery" such as common intake, coordination of customer databases, customer 
service hotlines, and access to information resources through technology or staff assistance; 

• 	 Establishing linkages of consortium partners with services provided through One-Stop 
Center system, under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, to ensure comprehensive and 
coordinated delivery of employment-related services to individuals with disabilities; 

• 	 Establisning linkages with other providers of services that-people with disabilities may need 
to find and keep gainful employment, including local public agencies, not-for-profit service 
providers, community based organizations, and educational institutions; 

• 	 Implementing accessible information technology linkages between programs and 
infrastructures, such as provided in One-Stop Centers that provide labor market, skill 
requirements, job listings and available training providers. Funding available for information 
technology infrastructure development and implementation will be limited 'to 2.0% by the 

, consortia's grant, with any additional support 'funded by respective consortium partners; and 

• 	 Evaluating programs or activities funded by BRIDGE grants. 

With the exception of pre-service assistance, BRIDGE funds cannot be used for direct 
services and direct services must be provided by the local, state and/or federally funded program 
available for that purpose. 
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October 23, 19983:00pm DRAFT 

MEMORANDUM FOR NEC-DPC DEPUTIES 

FROM: "BRIDGE" WORKING GROUP 

SUBJE<:T: The Proposed BRIDGE Program, 

On March 13, 1998 the President issued Executive Order 13078 directing the federal 
agencies to create a coordinated 'and aggressive national policy to increase employment of adults 
with disabilities. The "BuildIng Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Einployment" 
("BRIDGE") program is one of several'new proposals to grow out of this ,effort. BRIDGE is a 
competitive grant program designed to increase the employment rate of adults with disabilities by 
fostering integration at the local level ofemployment-related services and support services to adults 
with disabilities. ,., , 

The purpose of this meeting is to: 1) review the overall structure oftheBRIDGE program 
developed by the interagency working group and 2) consider how ,to create a strong federal 
interagency coordinating process. 

I. Program Need 

According to the 1998 Harris Survey. ofAmericans with Disabilities, 66% ofindividuals'with 
disabilities between the ages of 16 and 64 are not working. Only 30% of working-age adults with 
disabilities are employed full or part-time. Seventy-five percent ofthose non-employed adults with 
disabilities have indicated that they wouldprefer to be working (Harris Survey, 1998.) The vast 
majority ofthese individuals,receiveincome support and other services through federal, state, and 
local programs. However in many areas, ne~ded services such as health 'care are unavailable and 
those services'that do exist are fragmented and difficult to access. 

II. Proposed BRIDGE Program Structure 

BRIDGE will encourage states and localities to address their particular barriers and create 
seamless service systems for adults with disabilities seeking to find ,and keep jobs. Every adult with' 
a disability should be able learn about, receive advice about, and gain access to all of the necessary 


. services with'the least effort 'possible, preferably with a single call or office visit. Each of the 

services provided should be sufficiently integrated with others so that they collectively accomplish 

the common goal of long-term employment and permailent attachment to the workforce. The 

expectation is th,~t the~e efforts will ultimately inform statewide systems change in policies designed 

to help individuals with disabilities go to work. 

BRIDGE will build on current demonstration grant programs funded by the SSA, Labor, 
Education, and HHS, which are designed to increase program coordination for people with 
disabilities and will enhance ,the new workforce system iilfrastructure being expanded under the 
Workforce Investment Act's One-Stop system. . 



BRIDGE funds will be available on a competitive basis to' consortia of state and local 
agencies serving individuals with mental or physical disabilities, Grant proposals will be encouraged 
to enhance service delivery with expanded wrap-ar~und counseling, provision of information that 
can maximize scarce resources and employment outcomes, and other approaches that address 
barriers to employment by integrated and coordinated service delivery. While the program is 
designed primarily to encourage state and local efforts to assist all people with disabilities, efforts 
can also focus on specific groups, e.g., youth and mentally ill. 

BRIDGE grants would be awarded from a national account of $150 million in FY 2000.. 
Each grant would be worth $1 - $2 million per year and would last for up to five years with funding 
beyond the first year contingent upon subsequent appropriations. Up to' 5 percent of the grant 
amount would be reserved for rigorous evaluation. Current funding for traditional disability' 
employment programs would not pe supplanted by'this initiative. 

III. 	 Program Design Issue to Consider: Interagency Structure 

Agency representatives involved in the working group consider it critically important that 
this new program be a true interagency effort. Reasons include: 1) the federal government can and 
should set an'example; 2) multi-program expertise is essential for judging each proposal's quality 
and in helping the consortia access'needed federal assistance. Options include: ,. . 	 - ' 

(1) . 	 Use an inter-agency board to' review applications and provide on-going policy 
guidance and technical assistance, but fund the program through one agency. The 
current Task Forc~ could potentially serve as the inter-agency board, at least through 
200.2 (the life of the Task Force); or 

(2) 	 Fund the program through one agency, but require the Se?retary of that agency to 
make the BRIDGE . grants in consultation with the Secretaries (or 
CommissionerslDirectors) of the other agencies; or 

(3) 	 Fund several agencies and require them to work together to review applications and 
provide on.,.going policy guidance and technical assistance. 

If funding is provided solely to one agency, the Department ofLabor is the working group's 
consensus choice. If some funds are allocated to other agencies as well, then the Department of 
Education and SSA would also want to be considered for funding. The BRIDGE program will need 
to be coordinated 'with implementation of the Kennedy-Jeffords legislation to improve health care 
access for people with disabilities who work. . , 



Appendix of "Non-Controversial" Program Design Issues 

Eligible Applicants 

Each applicant must be a con~ortium of state and/or local agencies that provide or could 
provide a range ofsupports and services to adults with disabilities which lead to finding and keeping 
employment. The agencies must have the legal authority to provide the services they propose. 
Consortia may include not-for-profit providers ofemployment, assistive technology, health and other 
related services to adults with disabilities. 

\ 	 , 

, To be successful; applicants would need to demonstrate that they have identified the means 
to integrate and coordinate the services provided across • agencies and to remove barriers to 

employment for adults with disabilities.' Further, they would need to demonstrate that they consulted 

with diverse elements within the community of adults with disabilities in the planning, 

implementation, and evaluation ofthe project. In addition, to be successful, applicants would need 


, to demonstrate'that they will match BRIDGE funds with appropriate federal, state, and/or local funds 

or in-kind services. Finally, preference will be given to applicants that demonstrate how they would 

ensure the continuation ofhealth care coverage to persons with disabilities after the return to work. 


To be considered fora BRIDGE grant: 

• 	 Consortia must include the following six public agencies which are required to contribute 
resources to the work of their consortia over the span of the grants: local and/or district 
offices of SSA, Medicaid/state medical assistance agencies, state vocational rehabilitation 
agencies, state TANF agencies, st.ate education agencies (eitherK-12 or post-secondary), and· 
local workforce investment boards/One-Stop Centers. All six agencies are not required to 
participate, however, if an applicant can demonstrate that the excluded agency (or agencies) 
would not help achieve the stated goal of the proposed consortium. . 

• 	 Applications will be given additional credit in the selection process if the consortium 
includes any' of the following entities either. through a demonstrated commitment of 
resources to the work ofthe consortium or a through formal agreement(such as an MOU): 
Vocational Rehabilitation and Counselipg (Department of Veterans of Affairs), independent 
Living Centers', state developmental dIsability agencies~ state mental retardation agencies, 
state mental health agencies, vocational rehabilitation centers for the blind and deaf, 
state/local transportation agencies, public transit authorities, metropolitan planning 
organizations, consumer organizations, economic development agencies, labor organizations, 
private non-profit service provide~s, protection advocacy agencies, public housing 
authorities, small business administration office~ and/or small business development centers. 



Allowable Activities 

Allow:able activities include those needed to achieve program 'integration and improved 
coordination of existing local, state and federal programs in the delivery of services to adults with 
disabilities and their achievement, of self-sustaining employment and economic independence. 
Allowable activities include: 

• 	 Planning, development and implementati~n of cooperative agreements, including service ' 
system planning, 'and develop~ent; planning and creation of core services structures; 

, 	 ' ' 

• 	 Establishing partnerships among entities to provide Integrated income assistance, health and 
other benefits; job training andplacement, and otheremployment-related services, such as 
transportation assistance and self-employmentle'n'trepreneurial training; 

• 	 . Providing training among consortium 'partners 'and required partners under the Workforce' 
Investment Act to.increase knowledge and awareness of incentives, available services, and' 
health care waiver provisions, and to promote equal opportunity for the effective 
participation of individuals with disabilities in the workforce investment system; 

• 	 Pro,vlding comprehensive' pre-~ervice ~ssistance, including counseling on benefits' and 
incentives under the Social Security Act and information on the array of services available 
to individuals with disabilities tha~ increase the abiiity to obtain and retain employment; 

• 	 Developing and implementing procedui~s that promote a "single point ofentry" or "one-stop 
service delivery" such as common intake, coordination of custo~er databases, customer 
servicehotlines, and access to information resources through technology or staff assistance; 

• 	 Establishing linkages of consortium partners with servic~s p'rovided' through One-Stop 
Center system, under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998,to ensure comprehensive and 
coordin~ted delivery of employment-related services to individuals .with disabilities; 

• 	 Establishing linkages with other providers of services ,that people with disabilities ,may need 
to find arid keep gainful erriployment,)nc1uding local public agencies,not-for-profit service 
providers, community based organizations, andeducational in,stitutions; , 

'. Implementing accessible information technology' lillkages b,etween programs and 
, 	 .1' . . 

infra:structure~;' such as provided in One-Stop' Centers' that provide labor market, skill 
requirements,Job listings and available training providers. Funding available for information, 
technology infrastructure development and implementation will be limited to 20% by the 
consortia's grant, with any additional support funded by respective consorti~ partners; and 

• 	 Evaluating programs or activities funded by BRIDGE grants.: 

, With the exception of pre-service assistance, BRIDGE funds carm~t be used for direct 
services and directsen:ices must be provided by the ~ocal, state ~mdlor federally funded program 
available for that purpose. " ,,' ' . 
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SUBJECT: ,The ProPdsed~BRIDG~Program 

On March 13, 1998 thep'resident :issued 'Executive Order B078 directing the fede~al 
agencies to create a coordinated,and aggressive national policy to increase employment of adults 
with disabilities. The ."Building Resources for Individuals with DisabIlities to Gain Employment" 
C'BRIDGE") pr~gram is'oI}e of several new proposals to grow out of this effort. BRIDGE is a 

" competitive grant ptograll1dt;:signed to increase the employment rate of adults, with disabilities by 
. fosteringiritegrationat the local level of employn:lent-rel~ted services and support services'to adults 
, w:ith disabilities .. 

, The pirrposeor'this meeting is to': 1) review the ovenill structure of the BRIDGE program 
. ,developed by the interagency working group; and 2) consider two design-issues: a) the proposal to 

cre';:tte a strong federal interagency coordi~ating process while providing all, or nearly all, funding 
to one agency; and b) which state and local agencies should be required members of the applicant 

, con!)ortium. 

" I. Program Need 

According t6 the 1998 Harris Silrveybf Americans with D'isabilities, 66% ofindividuals with 
disabilities between the ages of 16 (illd 64 are not working: Only :30% of working-age adults with 
dis~bilities are employed ,full or'p'art-time:"'SeveptY~five percent oflhose non-employed adults with 
disabilities have indicated that they ~Olild prefer to be w:orking (Harris Survey, 1998.) The vast 
majority ofthesejndividuals receive incom~ suppo.rtand other services through federal, st~te, and 

, local programs. However in many areas, needed seryices such as health care are unavailable and 
, those. services that do exist are fragmented and difficult to~c~ess. ' 

II; Proposed BRIDGE Program Structure 

BRIDGE will encourage states and iocalities to create seamless service systems for adults 
with disabilities seeking to find a~d- keep jobs. Every 'adult with a disability should be able learn ' 
about, t~ceive advice about, and gain access to all' of the necessary services. with the least effort . 
possible, preferably. with a single call or office visit. Each of the serVices provided should be ' 
sufficientlyintegrated with others so that they collectively accomplish the,c6mmongoal of long:. 
term employment and permanent attachment to the workforce. ' 

•BRIDGE willb~ild on current demonstration,grarit programs funded by the SSA, Labo~, 
" . "" \ . . 

"" '". 



Education, and HHS which are designed to increase program coordination for people with 
disabilities and will enhance the new workforc,e system infrastruCture being,expanded under the 

, Workforce Investment Act's One-Stop system. ' 

BRIDGE funds will be available on a competitive basis to consortia of state and local 
agencies serving individuals with mental or physical disabilities. Grant proposals will be encouraged 
to enhance service delivery with expanded wrap-around counseling, provision of information that 
can' maximize scarce resources and employllent outcomes, and other approaches that address 
barriers to employment by integrated and ,coordinated service delivery. While the program is 
designed primarily to encourage state and local efforts to assist all people with disabilities, efforts 
can also focus on specific groups, e.g~, youth and mentally ill. 

, BRIDGE grants would be awarded from a national account of $150 million in FY 2000. 
Grants would last for up to five years with funding beyond the first year contingent upon subsequent 
appropriations. Up to 5 percent of the grant amount would be reserved for rigorous evaluation. 
Current funding for traditional disability employment:programs would notbe supplanted by this 
initiative. 

" 

III. 	 Particular Program Design Issues to Consider , 

A. Interagency Structure 

Agency representatives invol~ed in the working group consider it criticaiIy importartt that 
this new program be a true interagep,cy effort. Reasons include: 1) the federal government can and 
should set ail example; 2) multi-program expertise is essential for judging each proposal's quality 
and in helping the consortia access needed federal assistance. Opti,ons include: 

(1) 	 Create an inter-agency board to review applications and provide on-going policy 
guidance, b,u~ fund the,program through one agency. The currerit Task Force could 
potentially s~rve as the inter-agency board, at least in the short-term. 

,(2) 'Fund the program through one agency, but require the Secretary (or Director) of that 
agency to make the BRIDGE grants' in consultation with the Secretaries (or 
Directors) of the other agencies. 

(3) Fund several agencies andrequire them to work together in awarding grants. 

If funding is provided solely to one agency, the Department ofLabor is the working group's 
consensus choice. If some funds are allocated to other agencies as well, then the Department, of 
Education andSSA would also want to be considered for funding. ' ' 

B. Mandatory Members of the Applicant Consortia 

To be considered for a BRIDGE grant, consortia must include five public agencies which are ' 
'required to contribute resources to the work of their consortia: 



Local and/or district offices of SSA 
Medicaid/state medical assistance agencies . 
Department ofVeterans Affairs (VA) Regional Offices 

. State Vocational Rehabilitation agencies 
Local Workforce Investment Boards/One-Stop Centers 

Applicants will receive additional credit in the selectionproce'ss for other niember~ of the 
consortia. An unres'olved que~tion is whether State T ANF agencies and educational institutions 
should be: 

(1) 	 A required member ofthe applicant consortia, meaning 'that a 'consortia that did not 
include the state TANF agency and at least one educational institution would be 

'. ineligible for BRIDGE funds: 

(2) 	 An optional member of the applicant consortia, meaning that, a consortia including 
the TANF agency and/or an educational institution would get extra points in the 
selection process. " 

I . 



Appendix of "Non-Controv.ersial" Program Design Issues 

Eligible Applicants 

Each applicant must be a consQrtium Qf state andlQr IQcal agencies that provide Qr CQuid 
provide a range Qf SUPPQrts and services to' adults with disabilities which lead to' finding and keeping 
~mpIQyment. The agencies must have the legal authQrity to' provide the services they proPQse. 
CQnsQrtia may include nQt-fQr-profit providers QfemplQyment, assistive technQIQgy, health and Qther 
related services to' adults with disabilities. 

TO' be successful, applicants WQuid need to' demQnstrate that they have identified the means 
to' integrate and cQQrdinate'the services provided across agencies and to' remQve barriers to' 
emplQyment for adulfswith disabilities .. Further, they WQuid need to' demQnstrate that they cQnsulted 
with diverse' elements within the cQmmunity Qf adults with disabilities in the planning, 
implementatiQn, 'and evaluatiQn Qf the prQject. In additiQn, to' be successful, applicants WQuld 
demQnstrate that they will match BRIDGE funds with appropriate federal, state, andlQr lQcal funds 
Qr in-kind services. Finally, prefen::nce will be given toapplicants that demQnstrate hQW they WQuid 
cllsure the cQntinuatiQn Qfhealth care CQverage to' persQns with disabilitie~ after the return to wQrk. 

To be considered for a BRIDGE grant:, . 

• 	 CQnsQrtia must include the fQllQwing five public agencies which'must, in tum, contribute 
reSQurces to' the wQrk Qf their cQnsQrtia Qver the span Qf the grants: lQcal andlQr district . 
Qffices of SSA, Medicaid/state medical assistance agencies, 'Department Qf Veterans Qf 
Affairs (VA) regiQnal Qffices, state vQcatiQnal rehabilitatiQnagencies, and IQcal wQrkfQrce 
investment bQards/One-StQP C~nters. 

• 	 Applic'atiQns will be given substantial ,additiQnal credit in the selectiQn process' if the 
cQnsQrtium includes any Qf the fQllQwing entities that dem~:mstrate a cQmmitment Qf 
reSQurces to' the wQrk:Qfthe CQnsQrtia: state TANF agencies, independent Living Centers,' 
state develQpmental disability agencies, state mental retardatiQn agencies, state mental health 
agencies, vQcatiQnal rehabilitatiQn centers fQr the blind and deaf; .statellQcal transPQrtatiQn 
agencies, public transit allthQrities, andmetroPQlitan planning organizatiQns. 

• 	. ApplicatiQns will be given SQme additiQnal credit in the selectiQn prQcess if the cQnsQrtium 
includes the fQllQwing entities as fQrmal partm;rs (e.g., tlv'Qugh MOUs Qr Qther types Qf . 
fQrmal agreements): educatiQnal institutiQns, agencies, and bQards Qf educatiQn, CQnsumer 
QrganizatiQns, econQmic develQpment agencies, lahQr QrganizatiQns, private nQn-prQfit 
service providers, protection advQcacyagency, public hQusing authQrities, small business 
administratiQn Qffices andlQr small business develQpment centers. 



Allowable Activities 

Allowable activities include those needed to achieve program integration and improved 
coordination of existing local, state and federal programs in the delivery of services to adults with 
disabilities and their achievement of self-sustaining employment and economic independence. 
Allowable activities include: 

• 	 Planning, development and implementation of cooperative agreements,' including service 
system planning, and development, planning and creation of core services structures; 

• 	 Establishing partnerships among entities to provide integrated income assistance, health and 
other benefits, job training and' placement, and other employment-related services, such as 
transportatIon assistance; 

. . 
• 	 Providing training among consortium partners and required partners under the Workforce 

. Investment Act to increase knowledge'i'and awareness of incentives, available services, and 
health care waiver prpvisions, and to promote equal opportunity for the effective 
participation of individuals with disabilities 'in the workforce investment system; 

• 	 Providing comprehensive pre-servic~ a~sistance, including counseling on benefits and 
incentives under the Social Security Act and information on the array of services available 
to individuals with disabilities that increase the ability to obtain and retain employment; 

• 	 Developing and implementing procedures that promote a "single point ofentry" or "one-stop 
service delivery" such as common intake, coordination of customer databases, customer 
service hotlines, arid access' to information resources through technology or staff assistance; 

• 	 Establishing linkages of consortium partners with services provided through One-Stop 
Center system, under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, to ensure comprehensive and 
coordinated deFvery of employment-related services to individuals with disabilities; 

.• 	 Establishing linkages with other providers of services that people with disabilities may need 
to find and keep gainful employment, including local public agencies, not-for-profit service 
providers, community based organizations, and educational institutions; 

• 	. Implementing. accessible information technology linkages between programs and 
infrastructures, such as provided in One-Stop Centers that provide labor market, skill 
requirements, job listings and available training providers. Funding available for information 
technology infrastructure development and implementation will be limited to 20% by the 
consortia's grant,with any additional support funded by respective consortium partners; and 

..• 	 . Evaluating programs or activities funded by BRIDGE grants. 

With the exception of pre-service assistance, BRIDGE funds . cannot be used for direct 
services and direct services must be provided by the local, state and/or federally funded program 
available for that purpose. 



Ree.d Gary <reed-gary @ dol.gov> 
10/23/9805:24:26 PM. 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPO/EOP, Cecilia E. Rouse/OPO/EOP 

cc: "'Fiala, Gerri'" <ETA.EO.FIALAG @ OOLETA.GOV>, Harris Seth <harris-seth @ dol.gov>, Ogle 
Becky <ogle-becky @ dol.gov> 

Subject: Proposed Revisions to Oeputies Memo 

Having had an opportunity to consult with high-level ETA staff and 
Seth Harris, I believe that the Labor Department is opposed to making 
the revisions to the Deputies memorandum proposed by Education in 
today's meeting. 

First, it is unfair to everyone involved in the process, and 
particularly unfair to both of you given the energy and attention you 
have devoted to this issue, for an agency to raise new issues at the 
last possible minute. You made every effort to get all issues on the 
table, discussed and resolved prior to this point. Today's meeting 
significantly undercut your efforts to run an open and fa.irprocess. 

Second, we continue to be opposed to adding the T ANF agency to the 
list of mandatory participants. In the previou~ draft, the placement 
of the TAI\IF agency was an issue of the Deputies and we believe it 
should continue to be a Deputies issue. The primary reason, as we 
have offered before, is that making TANF a mandatory participant will 
skew the program toward a welfare focus, regardless of the intent of 
the grant recipient. T ANF should be involved i.n a consortium only if 
the primary focus is to be. on welfare recipients. 

Third, we are adamantly opposed to Education's new proposal to add a 
State educational agency to the. mandatory list of participants for the 
much the same reason. Such mandatory participation is likely to shift 
the focus of BRIDGE grants too much toward the ongoing education 
system (K-12 system and postsecondary) and away from moving adults 
with disabilities into employment. Again such agencies should be 
involved in a consortia when a primary focus is to be on the ongoing 
education system. 

Four, we are also 0 the mandatory list of 
partiCipants into quasi-man ator 1st. As you have pointed out in 
our meetings, the Inlstration views the Workforce Investment Act, 
with the Workforce Investment Boards and the associated One-Stop 
Concept, as one of their most important accomplishments in the area of 
education and training. To now suggest that we might envision.funding 
BRIDGE grant consortia without the involvement of the local workforce 
investment system would se~m to run directly counter to Administration 
policy. If One-Stops are to be a focal point for the integration and 

http:OOLETA.GOV
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coordination of services at the local level, as envisioned not only by 

the Administration but also by key members of Congress, the' Workforce 

Investment Boards and the One-Stops need to be mandatory participants 

in the BRIDGE consortia. 


We are content to have these issues discussed and debated at the 

Deputies-level if no further resolution is possible at the, 

staff-level. 




Cecilia E. Rouse 
10/21/98 12: 16:37 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A .. Rice/OPD/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Ou(lost agencies 


Cynthia, 

I've aske9 Sonyia to call Mark Brennan (DOT), Jim O'Connor (SBA), and Chester Straub 
. (Commerce) to ask that they make a special effort to b!=l at Friday's meeting .. Do you think that we 
need to do anything further? (Such as calling them ourselves?) 

-- Ceci 
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DRAFT . October 20, 1998, 

, Building Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment (BRI,DGE) 

Introduction 

On March 13;1998, the President issued Executive Order No. 13078 entitled 
"Increasing Employment of Adults with Disabilities." The Executive Order directs federal 
agencies and departments to create a coordinated and aggressive national policy to accomplish 
that goal. As part of the effort to fulfill the President's mandate, the Departments of L'abor, 
Education, Transportation, Commerce, Veterans Affairs, and Health and Human Services along 

, with the Social Security Administration and the Small Business Administration are propo~ing the 
"Building Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment" ("BR.IDGE") , 
Program. 

,'BRIDGE will help to increase the' employment rate of adults with disabilities by 
fostering integration of empioyment~related services and support services to adults with 
disabilities among state and local disability systems at the point ofdelivery. Through 
competitive grants, BRIDGE will help people with disabilities access all of th~ services they 
need tofind and keep employment through a single point of entry, rather than having to sort 
through a dizzying bureaucracy on their own. BRIDGE will also foster effective integration of 
service delivery by better ensuring so that different agencies with related missions will work 

. together to achieve their common goal: employnlent of adults with disabilities. . 

Background 

According to the 1998 Harris Survey of Americans '. with Disabilities, two-thirds of 
individuals with disabilities between the ages of 16 and 64 are not working. Only three in ten 
working-age adults with disabilities are employed full or part-time. Seventy-five percent of 
those non-employed adults with disabilities have indicated that they would prefer to be 
working ,{Harris Survey, 1998.) The vast majority of these individuals receive income support 
and other services through federal, stat~, and local programs like Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families (TANF), SupplementaLSecurity Income (SSI), Social Security Disability 
Income (SSDI), Medicaid (inc1uding'Jong-term services Medicaid waiver programs); Medicare, 
mental health services, v6cation~1 rehabilitation, subsidized housing, and food stamps. 

Even though legislatiori, technology; arid changes in societal attitudes have improved the 
environment for employment, fewer than 1 % per year of the eight million SSI and SSDI 
beneficiaries actually return to work and terininate benefits. In fact, over the past decade, the 
total number of SSI and SSDi disability beneficiaries has doubled and fede~al cash payments to 
these individuals have steadily increased to more than $75 billion annually (SSA, 1998). The 
costs of related Medicaid co~erage also continue~'toescalate. These figures will continue to, 
increase dramatically with the increased incidence of disability in an aging population, and the ' 



'. 

migration of many Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) recipients with 
disabilities from welf~e to SSIISSDI roles. Moreover, as TANF roles go down, the 
percentage of those with disabilities continuing to received temporary cash assistance will 
likely increase.. . 

.The Policy Problem 

People with disabilities are a.diverse popUlation requiring a variety of services and 
supports to seek and retain employment. While a host of services and supports are currently 
provided by government, programs are dispersed among numerous departments and agencies. In 
addition, states and localities vary enormously in.t~e struc~ure, availability and effectiveness of 
their employment, health care, and'other human services and support programs. For example, 
many states do not take fun advantage of available authority to .provide services that are vital to 
persons with disabilities returning to work, such as continued health care coverage,' so that there 
may be a need for states to consider possible changes to their existing policies. Moreover, the 
current fragmented approach to supplying these 'needed services and programs has rendered them 
less effective in assisting adults with disabilities in 'finding and maintaining competitive 
employment. In addition, while the programs are intended to accomplish thesame outcome --
that is, helping adults with disabilities become employed --- they frequently do not work well 
together. Young people with with disabilities, graduating from high 'school or college, often 
lack accessible pathways to the world of work. 

Lack of service coordination and integration frustrates the efforts of (results in negative 
consequences for) employers and service providers, both public and private. Most important, 
they do not have ready access to skilled and effective workers with disabilities. But they also 
find their efforts frequently wasted. For example, in some states, job counselors do not have 
access to job listings from agencies that administer employment and training programs. In 
addition, many different service providers (a vocational rehabilitation counselor, an employment 
training specialist, a supported employment job developer, or a representative from Proj ects 
With Industry) mayan be independently contacting the same employer to develop employment 
opportunities for persons with disabilities. This results in duplication of effort, confusion, and 
complications in the relationship between the service providers and employers;' the very 
relationship that is often critical to employment success. 

Current Efforts 

Currently, the Social Security Administration, and the Departments ofLabor, Education, 
and Health and Human Services have grant programs to develop and evaluate models of 
program coordination, service/systems integration and systems change to increase employment 
outcomes' for people with. disabilities at the state and local level. These agencies haye published 
individual and joint gr~nt announcements for competitive grant awards that have been made in 
FY 1998. 



• 	 The Social Security Administration, jointly funded with Health and Human 
Services/Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration/Center for Mental 
Health Services, is administering the "Cooperative Agreements forState Projects which 
Increase Employment oflndividuals with Disabilities Who Receive Public Support." 

• 	 The Department of Labor's Employment and Training Administration (DOLIETA) 
administers a Disability Employment and Initiatives grant program'that fosters linkages 
with the One-Stop Center system, interagency coordination ofmultiple service needs, and 
is designed to support the objectives ofExecutive Order No. 13078 to increase 
employment of people with disabilities. . 

• 	 The Department of Education's Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services 
(OSERS)/ Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA), jointly funded with DOLIETA, 
is administering "Systems-Change Projects to Expand Employment Opportunities for 
Individuals With Mental or Physical Disabilities, or Both, Who Receive Public Support." 

The BRIDGE Initiative 

. 	 . 

BRIDGE will build on the grant programs described above, with a greater emphasis on 
single":point-of-entry or "one-stop"service for adults with disabilities seeking to find and keep a 
job. Each adult with a disability --- each "customer" --- seeking the services needed to succeed 
in competitive employment should be able learnabout, receive advice about, and gain access to 
all of the necessary services with the least effort possible, preferably with a single call or office 

r visit. Thereafter, each of the services provided to our customer should be sufficiently integrated 
with all of the other services so that they collectively accomplish the cominon goal o£long-tenn 
employment and permanent attachment to the workforce. BRIDGE exemplifies new workforce 
system infrastructure approaches at the state and'locallevel that promote universal access 
through One-Stop,Centers, integrated service delivery, enhanced customer information, and 
choice to improve employment potential and opportunity. 

BRIDGE will emphasize the need to focus.on the point of the delivery of services and 
the need to be flexible and adapt to state and local conditions as well as ensure that needed 
services are available. For this reason, state and local agencies will be given the greatest leeway 
possible to assemble al).d organize consortiums that best serve their populations. Grant proposals 
will be designed to enhance service delivery with expanded wrap-around counseling, provision 
of information that can maximize scarce resources and employment outcomes, and other 
,approach~s that address customer and community barriers to employment by integrated and 
coordinated. service delivery. ' 

BRIDGE would be linked to the existing grant programs in that grant competitions under 
BRIDGE would incorporate any.lessons learned in the existing programs. Further, grantees 
under the existing programs would b,e allowe~ to apply for additional funds to expand their 
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current efforts. Finally, all applicants ~ould be required to identify and discuss the implications 
, 'of their proposed efforts'to grants intheir state or localities under the existing programs. 

Target Population 

Consortia of agencies providing services to working age individuals with mental and 

(or) physical disabilities; or both, who are participants in federal, state, and/or local public 

support programs (e.g., TANF, SSI, SSIH, Medicaid, Medicare, subsidized housing, and food 

stamps, etc.) willbe e.ligible for grants under the ,BRIDGE program. 


Eligible Applicants 

Each applicant must be a c,onsortium of state and/or local agencies that provide or could 
provide a range of supports arid services to adults with disabilities which lead to finding and 
keeping employment. The agencies musthave the legal authority to provide the services they 
propose. Consortia' may inc1~de not-for.,profit proyiders of employment; assistive technology, 
health and other related services to adliltswith and without disabilities, including young people 
transitioning to employment. 

: .. ' 

Successful applicants would demonstrate that they have identified the means to integrate 
and coordinate the services provided across agenCies and to r~move barriers to employment for' 
adults with disabilities. Further, successful" applicants' would demonstrate that they consulted 
with diverse elements within the community of adults ~ith disabilities in the planning,' , 
. implementation, and evaluation of t,he project. In addition, successful applicants would 

demonstrate that they will match BRIDGE funds with appropriate federal; state, and/or local 

funds or in-kind services. Finally, preferencewiJI be 'given to applicants that demonstrate how 

they would ensure the continuation of health care coverage to persons with disabiiities after the 


, return to work.' . 	 ..., 

To be considered for aBRIDGE grant: 

. • 	 Consortia must incl~de the follo~ing five public agencies whiCh must, in turn,contribute 
re~ources to the work of their consorti~,overthe span of the grants: 

. 	'Local and/or district offices of SSA 
Medicaid/state medical assistance agencie~ 
DepartmentofVeteraris Affairs (VA) Regional Offices 

, State Vocational Rehabilitation,agencies ' 
Local Workforce Investment Boards/One-Stop Centers 

• 	 Applications will De given substantial additional credit in the selection process if the 

consortium includes any of the following entities that demonstrate a commitment of 

resources to the work of the consortia: 


State TANF agencies 

. 4, 



Independent Living Centers 
State developmental disability agencies 
State mental retardation agencies 
State mental health agencies 
Vocational rehabilitation agencies for the blind' and deaf 
State/local transportation agencies, public transit authorities, 

metropolitan planning organizations 

• 	 Applications will be given some additional credit in the selection process if the 
consortium includes the' following entItles as formal partners (e.g., through MOUs or 
other types of formal agreements): 

Educational institutions, agencies, and boards of education, 
Consumer organizations' ' 
Economic development agencies 
Labor, organizations 
Private non-profit service providers 
Protection advocacy agencies 
Public housing authorities 
Small business administration offices and/or small business development centers 

Finally, up to 5 percent ofthe grant amount would be reserved for ngorous evaluation. 
Each applicant would have to demonstrate an ability and willingness to cooperate in a 
meaningful fashion in an overall evaluation oftheir coordination and integration efforts. 

Allowable Activities 

Allowable activities include those needed to achieve program integration and improved 
coordination of existing local, state and federal programs in the delivery of services to adults 
with disabilities and their achievement of ~elf-sustaining employment and economic 
independence., Allowable activities include: ' 

.' 	planning, development and implementation ofcooperative agreements, including service 
system planning, and development, planning and creation of core services structures; 

• 	 ' establishing partnerships among entities to provide integrated income assistance, health 
and other benefits, job training and placement, and other emp~oyment-related services, 
such as transportation assistance; 

• 	 providing training amongst consortium partners and required partners under the 
Workforce Investment Actto increase knowledge and awareness of incentives, available 
services, and health care waiver provisions, and to promote equal opportunity for the 
effective participation of individu~ls with disabilities in the workf6rc~ investment system; 
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• 	 comprehensive pre-service assistance, including counseling on benefits and incentives 

under the Social Security Act and informa~ion on the array of available services to 

individuals with disabilities that increase the ability to obtain and retain employment; 


• 	 developihg and implementirig procedures that promote a "single point of entry" or "one
stop serVice delivery" such as common intake, coordination of customer data bases, 
customer service hotlines, and access to information resources through technology or 
staff assistance; , 

• 	 establishing linkages of consortium partners with services provided through One-Stop 
Center system, under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, to ensure comprehensive 
and coordinated delivery ofemployment-related services to indiviquals with disabilities; 

• 	 establishing linkages with other providers.of services that people with disabilities may 
need to find and keep gainful employment, including local j:mblicagencies, not-for-profit 
service providers, community based organizations, and edu9ational institutions;, 

• 	 implementing acces$ible information technology linkages between programs and 
infrastructures, such as provided in One-Stop Centers that provide labor market, skill 
requirements, job listings and available training providerS. Available 'funding for 
information technology infrastructure development and implementation will be .limited to 
20%, with any additional support funded by respective consortium partners; and 

" 	 , ' 

• 	 evaluation of program or activities funded by BRIDGE grants. 

With the exception ofpre-service assistance; BRIDGE funds can not be used for direct services 
and direct services must be provided by the local, state andJor federally funded program available 
for that purpose. The intent of BRIDGE is to make these services readily accessible and' 
comprehensible to the consumer. 

Availability of Funding 

BRIDGE grants would be awarded from a pational account of$150 million in FY 2000. 
Grants would last for up to five years with funding in FY 2001 through FY 2004 contingent upon 
subsequent appropriations. Current funding for traditional disability employment programs 
would not-be supplanted by this initiative. 

Expected Outcomes 

These grants will produce ~ diverse array of integrated and coordinated service systems in 
states and local areas acro~s the couiltry that will effect the following. Some of the expected 
,outcomes will include the followin~: 

. , 

Adults with disabilities will: 

6 


http:providers.of


• 	 Have a greater rate of gainful. and sustained employment within a competitive work 
environment than before BRIDGE or compared to n~n-B:iuDGE participants. 

• 	 enter into gainful employment within a competitive work environment at a higher rate of 
pay than'they receive currently; 

• 	 more easily and rapidly access a wider and mo!e· diverse array of employment services 
resulting in efficient and rapid job placement that will improve job skills, job 
opportunities, job placement, and job retention for adults with disabilities; 

• 	 be more satisfied with employment and related support services; 
• . have more input concerning their life goals and career plans; 
• 	 have more choices with respect to employment and career decisions; . 
• 	 be more readily accommodated within the work force; 
• 	 have a better understanding ofwork incentive provisions; 
• 	 report that their quality of life has improved; and 
o minimize or avoid relying on income support programs such as SSI, SSDI or 
TANF.. 

State and local service delivery systems wilF 

• 	 be less fragmented, have improved cOmrrlunication across systems, and be more 
efficient by decreasing duplication of services; 

• 	 be more user friendly and customer oriented; 
• 	 be more c~st-effective than services provided 'in less integrated delivery service systems; 
• 	 systematically. decrease barriers to employment of adults with disabilities at state and 

local levels (e.g. lack of: transportation, health care/insurance, education, workforce 
training, housing, assistive technology, civil rights, on-site and off-site job 
accommodations and long-~erm foll()w-alongsupports); 

• 	 increase the use of Medicaid waivers and individual waivers of SSA eligibility and 
income requirements; and 

• 	 realize substantial cost savings in terms ofreducing' the costs of public benefit programs. 
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Attachment: Proposed Legislative Language for Allowable Activities 

SEC, _' AUTHORIZED BRIDGE PARTNERSIDP ACTIVITIES.-

(a) Systems Change Grants.-- Funds made available from appropriations for carrying out this 
Act may be used to provide assistancepursuant to grants or contracts with eligible entities in each State 
for-- . 

(l) the establishment ofpartnerships utilizing existing local, State, and Federal resources 
for the purpose of achieving the coordinated provision of integrated income' assistance, health 
and other benefits, job training and placement, and other employment-related services for adults 
with disabilities; 

(2) the' planning, development, and implementation of cooperative agreements among 
consortium members establishing such new partnerships; 

(3) making arrangements to link such services with local one~stop delivery systems under 
the Workforce Investment, Act of 1998.in a manner that comprehensively supports coordinated 
delivery of employment-related services to individuals with disabilities; . 

(4) the provision of training and technical assistance to consortium partners under this 
Act and to all components of the Statewide workforce investment system under the Workforce 
Investment Act of 1998 in order--" . 

(A) to increase awareness of the availability of and the eligibility requirements 
for employment-related benefits, services; and training for adults with disabilities; and 

(B) to promote equal opportunity for the effective participation of individuals 
, with disabilities in workforce investment activities in the State through improved 

understanding and knowledge ofprogram accessibility needs and requirements; 
(5) the development and implementation of procedures designed to enhance the provision 

of services for adults with disabilities through such means as common intake, resource 
information and assistance (including assistance in resume preparation and career developmel).t, 
and information on employment-related services, programs, and benefits), the development of 
customer databases and customer servicehoHines, and appropriate employment-related 
counseling and referrals, utilizing single point-of-entry systems involving appropriate electronic 
and staff assistance; , 

(6) the d,evelopment of information systems that link consortium partners,with the 
Statewide workforce investment system and with national, State, and local labor market 
inf01:mation resources, including employment statistics and information on job vacancies; 

(7) the establishment of linkages with other providers of serv~ces that adults with, 
disabilities may need in order to find and keep gainful ~mployment, including such providers as 
local public agencie~"not-for~profit service providers; community-b~sed organizations, and 
educational institutions; " . ' . , 

(8) the establishment of arrangements for the provision of comprehensive pre-se,rvice 
assistance for individuals with disabilities, including counseling on benefits and inc$ntives under 
the Social Security Act,and'information on the amiyof available services, including 
transportation assistance and subsidies; and 

(9) evaluation of programs or activities funded under this,Act. 
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.... . . . 

(b) IMPROVED SERVICES TO BETTER SERVE TARGETED POPULATIONS.-~ 
In order to better serye targeted sUb-populations among adults with disabilities, funds made available 
from appropriations for ~arrying out this Act may be used to provide assistance pursuant to grants or 
contracts-- ' 

(I) to enable a State's publicly-funded entities serving specific sub-populations of adults 
with disabilities (including individuals who are blind or deaf, or have psychiatric or 
developmental disabilities, and others) to provide training and technical assistance to consortium 
partners, relating to the specific needs and barriers faced by their clients; 

(2) to identify and implement systems ,changes that address unique barriers to 
, employment for targeted sub-populations, including-

(A) linkages and improved access to transportation for those with mobility 
impairments; 

(B) resolution ofhousing issues facing those experiencing de-institutionalization 
or loss ofpublic housing support; and . . ' , 

(C) other barriers to entry into employment and job retention; and 
(3) to identify and implement service delivery approaches for targeted sub-populations 

that bridge or cut across the relevant State systems, in order to address specific barriers 
confronting such sub-populations. 

(c) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGV.-- Not to exceed 20 percent of the amounts available for 
grants or contracts under this section may be used for the acquisition of computer hardware and software 
to facilitate linking or consolidating information or services provided by existing State, local, and Federal 
providers. 
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