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Thanks. 

Yes, Becky's correct.. We don't have a problem announcing Bridge in concept. Our gJidance on 
this is that because of the Save Social Security First commitment we still have the sam1e 
constraints on sp~riding or new starts that are not offset we've faced before_and don't' want to get 
the Administration boxed in this early before everyone has had a chance to look at the' whole 
picture and make decisions on priorities. For my part, I'm using the $150 million preliminary 
estimate as an upper bound on this program to be sure I've put in the highest likely placeholder 
pending further discussions over what makes sense and can be easily and usefully launched. 
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,DRAFT October. 9, 1998 
Building Resou~ces for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employm:ent (BRIDGE) 

Introduction 

On March 13; 1998, the President issued Executive Order No. 13078 entitled 
"Increasing Employment of Adu!ts with Disabi,li,ties." 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 mandat~,the Departments of; Labor, 

. 	 Education, Transportation;90mmerce, Veterans Affairs, and Health and Human Services 'along 
with the Social Security Administration and the Small B,usiness Administration are proposing the 
"Building'Resources for Individuals with Disabilities t~ Gain Employment" ("BRIDGE") 
Program. 

B:RI:DdE will help to increase the emploYment rate of adults with, disabilities by 
fostering integration of employment-:-relatedservices and support services to adults with 
disabilities among state and local disability systems at the pointofdelivery. Through 
competitive grants, BRIDGE willhelp people ",ith disabilities access'all of the services they 
need to find and keep employment through a single pointofentry,. rather than having to sort 
through a dizzying bureaucracy on their own. BRIDGE will also foster effe;ctive integration of 
service delivery so that diff<::frent agencies with related missions will work together to achieve 
their common goal: employment 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. oniy threein ten' 
working-age adults with disabilities are employed full' or part-time. Seventy-five percent of 
those non-employed ad\llts with disabilitieshave.indicated that they would prefer to be 
working (Harris Survey, 1998.) The.vast majority of these individuals receive income support 
and other services through feder~l, state, and local programs like Temporary Assistance for . 
Needy Families (TANF), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Social Security Disability 
Income (SSDI), Medicaid (inc'1udingMedicaid waiver programs), MedIcare, mental health 
services, vocational rehabilitation, subsidized .housing, and food stamps. 

Even though legislation, technology, and changes in societal attitudes have improved the. 
environment for employment, fewer than 1 % per year ofthe eight million SSI and SSDI 
beneficiaries actually return to work and terminate'benefits. In fact, over the 'past decade, the I" 

total number of SSI and SSDI disability beneficiaries has doubled and federal cash payments to 
these individuals have steadily increased to more than $75 billion annually (SSA, 1998). The 
costs of related Medicaid coverage also continues to escalate. These figures will continue to 
increase dram~tically with the increased incidence of disaBility in ~n aging popUlation, and the 
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migration of many Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) recipients with 
disabilities from welfare to SSIISSDI roles. ..' 	 . 

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 the structure, availability and effectiveness of 
their emplo'yment;health care, and other human services and support programs. 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 the same outcome ---' 
that is, helping adults with disabilities becomeemplo)'ed --- they frequently do not work well 
together. 

Lack of service coordination and integration 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 cOuTIs"elors 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 Projects With Industry) may all 

. 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 Hum~ 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 have published 
in<;lividual and joint grant 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 Projec:;:ts which 
Increase Employment ofIndividuals with Disabilities Who Receive Public Support." 
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• 	 The Department of Labor's Employment and Training Administration (DOUETA) . 
. administers a Disability Employment and Initiatives grant program that fosters linkages 
with the One-Stop Center system, interagency co'ordination of multiple service needs, and 
is designed to support the objectives ofExecutive Order No. 13078 to increase .. 

, employment ofpeople with disabilities. . 	 ' 

, • 	 . The Department ofEducation's Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services 
(OSERS)/ Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA), jointly funded with DOUETA, 
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. E,ach adult with a disability --- each "customer" --- seeking the services needed to succeed 
in competitive employment should be able learn about, receive advice about, and gain access to 
all ofthenecessary services with the least .effort possible, preferably with a single call or off}ce 
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 common goal of long-term 
employment and permanent attachment to the workforce. BRIDGE exemplifies new workforce' 
system infrastructure approaches at the state and local level 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. For this reason, state and local 
agencies will be given the greatest leeway possible to assem~le and organize consortiums that 
best serve their populations. Grant proposals will be designed to enhance service delivery , 
through the One-Stop Centers with expanded wrap-around counseling, provision of information 
that can maximize scarce resources and employment outcomes, and other approaches 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 programswould be'allowed to apply for additional funds to expand their 
current efforts.' Finally, all applicants would be required to identify and discuss the implications 
oftheir proposed efforts to grants in their stateor localities under the'existing programs. 

\ ' 	 , 
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Target Population 

, Consortia of agencies providing services to individuals with mental or physical , 
~isabilities, or both, who are participants in federal, state, and/or local public support programs' 
(e.g., TANF, SSI, SSDI, Medicaid, Medicare, subsidized housing, ~d food stamps, etc.) will be 
eligible for grantslmder the BRIDGE program. 

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. 

Successful applicants would demonstrate that they have identified the me'ans to integrate 
and coordinate the services provided across agencies and to remove barriers to employment for" 
adults with disabilities. Successful applicants would also demonstrate that they consulted with, 
diverse elements within the community of adults with disabilities in theplanning, 
implementation, and evaluation of the project. Finally, successful applicants would demonstrate 
that they will match BRIDGE fund~ with appropriate federal, state; and/or lo~al funds. ' 

, To be considered for a BRIDGE g'rant: . ' 

• Consortia must include the following five public agencies which niust, in tum, 'contribute' 
resources to the work of their consortia over the span of the grants: 

Local and/oidistrict offices of SSA, 
Medicaid/state medical assistance agency, 
Veterans Administration Regional OfficeNocatlonal and Counseling 
State Vocational Rehabilitation agency 
Local Workforce Investment Board/One-Stop Cente~s 

Applications will be given substarttiaLadditional credit in the selection process if the• 
consortium includes any ofthe following entities that demonstrate a commitment of 
reso~rces :to the' work of the consortia: ' . ' 

State TANF agency, ' 
Independent Living Centers 
State developmental disability agency 
State mental retardation agency 
State m~ntal health agency 

':. 

Vocational rehabilitation for the blind and deaf 
State/local transportation agency, publictransit authority, 

metropolitan planning organization . 
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• 	 Applications will be given some additional credit in the selection process if the 
, consortium includes the following entities as formal partners (e.~., through MODs or 
other types of formal agreements): 

Community colleges " ' 
Consumer: organizations 
Economic development agency 
Education agency/boards of education 
Labor organizations 

. " 	"Privatenon:'profit service providers 
Protection advocacy agency 
Public housing authority 
School-to-work agency , 
Small business administration office and/or small business development center 

Finally, up to 5 percent of the grant amount would be reserved for rigorous evaluation. 
Each applican'twouldhave to demonstrate 'an ability and willingnes~to cooperate in a ' 
meaningful fashion in an overall evaluation of their 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 self-sustaining employme!1t and economic ' 
independence. Allowable activities include: ' 

• 	 planning, development and implementation of cooperative agreements; 

• 	 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; 

• 	 providirig training amongst 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 sys~em; 

• 	 comprehensive pre-service assistance, including counseling on benefits and incentives 
, under the Social Security Act and information on the array of available services to 
individuals with disabilities that increase the ability to obtain and retain employment; 
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• 	' developing and implementing procedures that promote a "single poiht of entry" or "one­
stop serVice delivery"such as commo,n 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 coordijlated ddjvery of employment-related services to individuals with disabilities; 

• 	 establishing linkages with other providers of serv\ces 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 information technology linkages,to One-Stop Center infrastructure 
providing 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 

• 	 eval~ation of program or activities funded by BRIDGE grants. 

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

Avaiiability of Funding 

BRIDGE grants would be awarded from a national account of$150 million in FY 2000. 
Grants would last for thfee years with funding in FY 2001 and FY 2002 contingent upon 
subsequent appropriations. Current funding for traditional disability employment programs 
would not be supplanted by this initiative. ' ' 

Expected Outcomes 

These grants WIll produce a diverse array of integrated and coordinated service systems in 
, , 

states and'local areas across the country that will effect the following. Some of the expected 
outcomes will include the following: 

Adults with disabilities will: 

• 	 enter into gainful employment within a competitive work environment'at a higher rate of 
pay than they receive currently; , 
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• 	 more easily and rapidly atces~ a \\fidei and inore diverse array of employment services ' 
resulting in efficient and rapid job' placement thatwilhmprovejob 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 ~ecisions; 
, • be more readily accommodated within the work force; .' 
• 	 have a better understanding of work incentiv~ provisions; and 
• 	 report that their quality oflife has improved. 

, State and local service delivery systems will: 

• 	 be less fragmented, have improved communicat~ort 'a~ro~,s systems, and be more 

efficient ,by decreasing duplication of services; 


• be more user friendly and customer oriented; . , 


• . be more cost-effective than services provided in less'integrated delivery service systems; 


• 	 systematically decrease barriers to employment of adul~s v.:ith 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 

accoriltnodations and long-term follow-along supports); , 

increase the use of Medicaid :waivers and individual waivers of SSA elhiibility and 
• 
income requirem~nts; and. ' ", , '. 

realize substantial cost savings in terms of reducing 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 assistance pursuant to grants or contracts with eligible entities in each State 
for-­

(1) 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 
InvestmentAct 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 development, 
and information on employment-related services, programs, and benefits), the development of 
customer databases and customer service hotlines, and appropriate employment-related 
counseling and referrals, utilizing single point-of-entry systems involving appropriate electronic 
and staff assistance; 

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

(7) the establishment of linkages with other providers of services that adults with 
disabilities may need in order to find and keep gainful employment, including such providers as 
local public agencies, not-for-profit service providers, community-based organizations, and 
educational institutions; 

(8) the establishment of arrangements for the provision of comprehensive pre-service 
assistance for individuals with disabilities, including counseling on benefits and incentives under 
the Social Security Act, and information on the array of available services, including 
transportation assistance and subsidies; and 

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

8 


-----....- _________...iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii===:=::::::::::::====~--------------·---

http:participation.of


I 

.... ' ,. 

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

, (1) to enable a State's publicly-funded entities serving specific sub-populations of adults 
with disabilities (including individuals who areblirid or deaf, or have psychiatric or 
developmental disabilities, and others) to provide irainingandtech~ical 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 fqr targeted sub-popUlations, including-- " 

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

(B) resolution of housing issues facing those experiencing de-in'stitutionalization 
or loss o(public 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 TECHNOLOGY.-- Notto 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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DRAFT October 7, 1998 
Building Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment (BRIDGE) 

In trodu ction 

On March 13,1998, the·President issued Executive Order No. 13078 entitled 
"Increasing Employment ofAdults with Disabilities." The Executive Order directs federal 
agencies and departments to create a coordinated and aggressive national policy to accomplish 
that goal. As part ofthe effort to fulfill the President's mandate, the Departments of-Labor, 
Education, Transportation, Commerce, Veterans Affairs, and Health and Human Services along 
with the Social Security Administration and the Small Business Administration are proposing the 
"Building Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment" ("BRIDGE") 
Program. 

BRIDGE will help to increase the employment rate of adults with disabilities by 
fostering integration of employment-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 the services they 
need to find 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 so that different agencies with related missions will wor~ together to achieve 
their common goal: employment of adults with disabilities. . 

Background 

According to the 1998 Harris Survey of Americans with Disabilities, 
individuals with disabilities between the ages of 16 and 64 are not working. On three in ten 
workirig-age adults with disabilities are employed full or part-time. Seventy-fiv percent of 
those non-employed adults with disabilities have indicated that they would pr fer to be 
working (Harris Survey, 1998.) The vast majority ofthese individuals. receive ncome support 
and other services through federal, state, and local programs like Temporary id 0 Needy. 
Families (TANF), Supplemental Security Income (SS1), Social Security Disa . lty Income· 
(SSDI), Medicaid (including Medicaid waiver programs), Medicare, mental health services, 
vocational rehabilitation, subsidized housing, and food stamps. 

Evert though legislation, technology, and changes in societal attitudes have improved the 
environment for employment, fewer than 1 % per year ofthe eight million SSI and SSDI 
beneficiaries actually return to work and terminate benefits. In fact, over the past decade, the 
total number of SSI and SSDI disability beneficiaries has doubled and federal cash payments to 
these individuals have steadily increased to more than $75 billion annually (SSA, 1998). The 
costs of related Medicaid coverage also continues toescalat~. These figures will continue to 
increase dramatically with the increased inciderice~,f disability in an aging popUlation, and the 



. 	 ~';Si~YlL< ~ 
migration of many Temporary ~Needy Families (TANF) recipients with disabilities ITom 
welfare to SSI/SSDI roles. 'U' 	 ,- , 

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 the structure, availability and effectiveness of 
their employment, health care, and other human services and support programs. 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 the same outcome --­
that is, helping adults with disabilities become employed --- they, frequently do not work well 
together. ' 

Lack of service coordination and integration 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 Projects With Industry)' may all 
be independently contacting the same empleyer to develop employment opportunities for persons 
with disabilities. This results in duplicat'ion 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 have published 
individual and joint grant 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 for State Projects which 
Increase Employment oflndividuals with Disabilities ,Who Receive Public Support." 
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• 	 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 ofEducation's Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services 
(OSERS)I Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA), jointly funded with DOL/ETA, is 
administering "Systems-Change Projects to Expand Employment Opportunities for Individuals 
Wfth 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 learn about, receive advice about, and gain access to 
all ofthe necessary services with the least effort possible, preferably with a single call or .office 
visit. Thereafter, each of the services provided to our customer should be sufficiently integrated 
with all ofthe other services so that they collectively accomplish the common goal oflong-term 
employment and permanent attachment to the workforce. BRIDGE exemplifies new workforce 
system infrastructure approaches at the state and local level 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 ofthe delivery of services and 
the need to be flexible and adapt to state and local conditions. For this reason, state and local 
agencies ~ill be. given the greatest leeway possible to assemble and organize consortiums that 
best serve their populations. Grant proposals will be designed to enhance service delivery . 
through the One-Stop Centers with expanded wrap-around counseiing, provision of information 
that can maximize scarce resources and employment outcomes, and other approaches 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 be allowed to apply for additional funds to expand their 
current e:fforts. Finally, all applicants would be required to identify and discuss the implications 
of their proposed efforts to grants in their state orlocalities under the existing programs . 

. / Target Population 

3 




~ 
T/dIn epen entLIvmg 

, 

: StateTANF' agency 

Consortia ofagencies providing services to individuals with mental or physical 
disabilities, or both, who are participants in federal, state, andJor local public support programs 
(e.g., TANF, SSI, SSDI, Medicaid, Medicare, subsidized housing, and food stamps, etc.) will be 
eligible for grants under the BRIDGE program. 

Eligible Applicants 

Each applicant must be a consortium of state and/or local agencies that p;ovide 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 einploymeht"assistive technology, 
health~nd other related services to adults with disabilities. ' , 

Successful applicants would demonstrate that they ha"e identified the means to integrate 
and coordinate the services provided 'across agencies and to remove barriers to employment for 
adults with qisabilities. Successful applicants would also demonstrate that they consulted with 
diverse elements within the community of adults with disabilities in the planning, ' 
implementation, and evaluation of the project. Finally, successful applicants would demonstrate 
that they will match BRIDGE funds with appropriate federal, state, and/or local funds. ' 

To be considetedfor a BRIDGE grant: 

.. 	 Consortia must include the following five public agencies which must, in turn, contribute 
resources to the work of their consortia over the span of the grants: 

Local and/or district offices of SSA 

MediCaid/st,ate 'medical assistan~e agency 

Veterans Administration Regional OfficeNocational and Coun~eling 


State Vocational Rehabilitation agency 

Local Workforce Investment Board/One:..Stop Centers 


• 	 Applications will be given substantial additional credit i~ the selection process if the 
consortium includes any of the following entitie's that demonstrate a commitment of 
resources to the work of the consortia: 

d .. 
" 

C .'enters ' 

State developmental disability agency 

State mental retardation agency" 

State l11en~al health agency 


" , 

~ 
oca lOnal rehabilitation for the blind and deaf 
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State/local transportation agency/public transit authorities, metropolitan planning 
~~~oo 	 . 

• 	 Applic~tion~ will be given som~ addit~~nal credit in the selection process if the ()/ 
consortIUm mcludes the followmg entItIes as forinal partners (e.g., through M01fs or 
other types of formal agreements):. . ' . 

Community colleges 
Consumer organizations 
Economic development agency 
Education agencylboards of education 
Labor organizations 
Private non-profit service providers 
Protection advocacy agency 
Public housing authority 
School-to~work agency 
Small business administration district office and/or small business development center 

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

Allowable Activities 

Allowable activities include those needed to achieve program integration and improved 
coordination ofexisting 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; 

• 	 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 amongst 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; 

• 	 comprehensive pre-service assistance, inCluding counseling on benefits and incentives 
under the Social Security Act and information on the array of available services to 
individuals with disabilities that increase the ability to obtain and retain employment; 
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• 	 developing and implementing 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 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 information technology linkages to One-Stop Center infrastructure 
providing 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 ofprogram or activities funded by BRIDGE grants . 

. . 	With the exception of pre-service assistance, BRIDGE funds can not be used for direct services 
and direct services must be provided by the local, state and/or 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 national account of $150 million in FY 2000. 
Grants would last for three years with funding in FY 2001 and FY 2002 contingent upon 
subsequent appropriations. Current funding for traditional disability employment programs 
would not be supplanted by this initiative. 

Expected Outcomes 

These gra~ts will produce a diverse array of integrated and coordinated service systems in 
states and local areas across the country that will effect the following. Some of the expected 
outcomes will include the following: 

Adults with disabilities will: 

• 	 enter into gainful employment within a c:ompetitive work environment at a higher rate of 
pay than they receive currently; 
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• 	 more easily and rapidly access a wider and more 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 fotc~; 
• 	 have a better understanding ofwork incentive provisions; and 
• 	 report that their quality oflife has improved. 

State and local service delivery systems will: 

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

• 	 be more user friendly and customer oriented; . 
• 	 be more cost-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 king-term follow-along supports); 
• 	 increase the use of Medicaid waivers and individual waivers of SSA eligibility and . 

income requirements; and 
• 	 realize substantial cost savings in terms of reducing the costs of public benefit programs. 
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Attachment: Proposed Legislative Language for Allowable Activities 

SEC. _',. AUTHORIZED BRIDGE PARTNERSIDP ACTIVITIES.-­
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. . . 
(b) IMPROVED SERVICES TO BETTER SERVE TARGETED POPULATIONS.. -­

In order to better serve targeted sub-popuiations among adults with disabiliti~s, funds made available 
from appropriations for carrying out this Act may be used to provid~ assistance pursuant to grants or 
contracts--. .' . , .... . . 

(1) to enable a State's publicly-funded entities serving specific sub-populations of adults 
,with disabilities (including ind!viduals who are blind or deaf, or have psychiatric or 
developmental disabilities,and others) to provide training and technical assistance to consortium 

. ' .. partners, rel~ting to the specific needs and barriers faced by their clients; 

'. (2) to identify 'and implement sy~temschanges that address unique barriers to 

employment for targeted sub-populations, including-­

, ..... (A)li~kages and improveq access to transportation for those'with mobility 
impairments; 

. (B) resolution of housing issues. facing those 'experiencing de-institutionalization 
or loss of public housing support; and . . 

. (C) other barriers to entry into employmeI).t 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 
c()nfr~nting such sub-populations. . . . 

. ,~ 

(c) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY.-- Not to exceed 20 percent of the amounts available for 
grants 'or contracts under this section may be used for the' acquishion of computer hardware and software 
to facilitate linking or consolidating information or services provided by e:xisting State, local, and Federal 
providers. 
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DRAFT October 5, 1998 
Building Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment (BRIDGE) 

Introduction 
,i 

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 Labor, 
Education, Transportation, Commerce, Veterans Affairs, and Health and Human Services along 
with the Social Security Administration and the Small Business Administration are proposing the 
"Building Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment" ("BRIDGE") 
Program. 

BRIDGE will help to increase the employment rate of adults with disabilities by 

fostering integration of employment-related services and support services to adults with 

disabilities among state and local disability systems at the point ofdelivery. Through 

competitive grantsH, BRIDGE will help people with disabilities access all of the services they 

need to find an:d 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 so that different agencies with related missions will work together to achieve 

their common goal: employment 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, state, and local programs like Temporary Aid to Needy 

Families (TANF), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Social Security Disability Income 

(SSDI), Medicaid (including Medicaid waiver programs), Medicare, mental health services, 

vocational rehabilitation, .subsidized housing, and food stamps. 


Even though.legislation, technology, and 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 terminate benefits. 'In fact, over the past decade, the 


. total number of SSI and SSDI disability beneficiaries has doubled ~md federal cash payments to 

these individuals have steadily increased to more than $75 billion annually (SSA, 1998). The 

costs ~frelated Medicaid coverage also continues to escalate. These figures will continue to 

increase dramatically with the increased incidence of disability in an aging population, and the 

' ..... 



migration of many Temporary Aid to Needy Families (TANF) recipients with disabilities ,from 
welfare to SSVSSDI roles: 

The Policy Problem 

People with disabilities are a diverse popUlation requiring a variety of services and 
supports to find and keep seek or retain employm~nt. While a host of services !lnd supports are 
curreritly provided by government, programs are dispersed among numerous departments and 
agencies. In addition, states and localities vary enormously in the structure, availability and 
effe,ctiveness of their employment, health care, and other human services and support programs. 
The current fragmented approach to supplying these needed services and programs has rendered 
them less effective in assisting a9.ults with disabilities in finding and maintaining competitive 
employment. In addition, while the programs are intended to accomplish the same outcome --­
that is, employment for adults with disabilities --- they frequently do not work well together. 

For example, adults with disabilities experience difficulty obtaining reliable'i~forrnation 
about employment opportunities and services, various work incentives, the mxriad of state 
health care benefits under Medicaid, and the impact of work on their federal benefits status for 
SSI, SSDI, Medicaid and Medicare. ' ' 

Lack of service coordination and integration results in negative consequences for 
employers and service providers, both public <;lnd private. Most important, they do not have 
ready access to skilled and effective workers with disabilities. But they also find their effort 
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 Projects With Industry) may all 
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 employer; the very relationship that is often 
critical to employment success. 

Current Efforts 

Currently, the Social Security Administration, and the Departments of Labor, Education, 
and Health and Human Services have grants 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 have published 
individual and joint grant announcements for competitive grant awards that have been made in 
FY 1998. 
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• 

• 	 The Department of Labor's Employment and Training Administration (DOLIETA) 
administers a Disability Employment and Initiatives grant program [~t~rl*gp]ilU[[[~~ 
tw;ith~One;St6"~@'enteE"s,'ste~inteffr'enc :cQ5rCli:natioti!it0i&rriUlti"l'e~sefv'ice·.rieeas~ and 
,,' ...~.~.scc""~,,,s<;;;;,"R""'·n"c,:Jl.~~. "~,~.".,_~.:";;"",.'y...:=.:,,,,,,,_.,,:.:.::!ii"!~"';;::;;:;;::"!:M.tl\r~,.". .....,..,.......... .".. ",L'.,~2. 

designed to support the objectives ofExecutive Order No. l3078 to increase employment 
ofpeople with disabilities. 

• 	 The Department ofEducation's Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services 
(OSERS)/ Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA), §~!,[i~J]e~!~r~~~ 
is administering "Systems-Change Projects to Expand Employment Opportunities for . 
Individuals With Mental or Physical Disabilities, or Both, Who Receive Public Support." 

The BRIDGE rnitiative 

BRIDGE will build on the grants 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 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. 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 common goal oflong-term 
employment and permanent attachment to the workforce. ~~~~e!n~Ji,:fiImp:0~&'ii~~f61£~ 
~t~'''''':fr~ W--t~·'''''' ·"·"~~'~T'th-*"rWf!!~d"I-""'·lj)jl-'¥<"rtne':"·'~"~·-f"'··~:~""''''':''''''~~~1'''''''''~''~-''~M~"SW.~fl~~~j>Eme~·;J::~\~"Jb:.,~J,~.;·':l, ..;~.;,~·:~.Ii;~JL~§!;,:~R.¥~ID1\1,~~~itSE~Jfl~~~ 

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. For this reason, state and local 
agencies will be given the greatest leeway possible, to assemble and organize consortiums that 
best serve their 0 ulations. @fantK:re osals;';:Wfl1~15'eaesl"""ne1f~to: efih~fsentiCerdel1Me"":':::p p tiihc"'''''''\!iil~n"jf:m1R_'_'', ...'::\%b'''",,~m):'''tii_''''~L:Jl.~'~ .,.",;;""""'_"'''.'"".""",,;;G~_'I;;;*·'b'';,"''C:~ 
tll¥Oumtli'e~®He1SI(r-l@ente~illlitex7:';;an'cle:m~ra;'ar0bntl2:e'0ull'seliif'1~'':'t:oyisi~£,)inf0mnatiofj'Mrmri?irfmg~Wmr~;iT:'>";",....,.'W,,,.Pct'-;;aj;.:E'i: t ;"l:=,~.~'Ft'tw*'m¢wf",{,.~;;;.:~s:::"P_uW.w~~&#j(n#mljf*iiW&;/'M?f'~~?:tR'lli.t~'\\6N.'t~"~~,,'t;;r~'UZfj;,.v'.'·!.i..;:~;~~ 
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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. 

Successful applicants would 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. Successful applicants would also demonstrate that they consulted with 
diverse elements within the community of adults with disabilities in the planning, 
implementation, and evaluation of the proj ect. lEiii'ij:li1¥,~s11~'c'e,s,[f@H!api?1~g~fj[t§jlWoU1fli?i~m§il[t!i~fe

_~~__ ",....,_'*P~~ _" "'" ,,~__~ ,¥ '~',:!:"w ",m __ ' ___ '"~''' ;;, _"'."vmX'~¥~_""_'~V'" _ m~_w,.,><J$iru~_>",J»>", _ N"'__'©~_W _ 

fhatnfie"lwilfiimatcN"'13RIDG1EJffuiiaswith"a" r0~ria:fe federal',:sf[te 'and/dflillli5:cal' funQ~~" '~'llW,,,,,"!!ll~,. ".""'L""",,",_,,,,,,,,,.~"':"L'~,,,,,mEP,::rmP"''''''ill!&'h... ,,,llWm,, " ..,,~,_,<m';;,,;',' ",,,,,L " -"'~"""':::;I"I '" ",,, ,,"m-ili 
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Expected Outcomes 

These grants will produce a diverse array of integrated and coordinated service systems in 
states and local areas' across the' country that will effect the following. Some of the expected 
outcomes will include thefollowing: " ' , '. 
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Adults with disabilities will: 

• 	 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 more diverse array of employment services 
resulting in efficient and rapid job placement that will improvejob 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 l,ife goals and careerplans; 
• 	 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; and 
• 	 report thattheir quality of life has improved. 

State and local service delivery systems will: 

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

• 	 be more user friendly and customer oriented; 
• 	 be more cost-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-tenn follow-along supports); , 

• 	 . increase the use of Medicaid waivers and individual waivers ofSSA eIigibilityand 
income requirements; and 

• 	 realize substantial cost savings in tenns of reducing the costs of public benefit programs. 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP 


cc:' 

Subject: FW: 


A draft of the BRIDGE memo. I would like to get comments back to Becky tomorrow since I'll be 
out Thurs and Fri and the memo should be circulated before the end of the week. 

-- ceci 

---------------------- Forwarded by Cecilia E. Rouse/OPD/EOP on 10106/9806:31 PM _'_______________________c __ 

Ogle' Becky <ogle-becky @ dol.gov> 
10/06/98 06:23:01 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cecilia E. Rouse/OPD/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: FW: 


<WP Attachment Enclosed> 

I don't have Cynthia's email, would you mind doing me <! favor and 
, making sure she gets a copy. The rest of the materials for Cynthia 

are coming via courier tomorrow. Sorry for the delay, but the 
conference just ended for the day. Thanks. 

- BRIDGE2.DFC 
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,NEW CHANGE! "i .• '" " ,,". '. . 

'. 	 The next BRIDGE Program meetilJ-gwill'now tak~'place 'on Tuesday, '. 
October 13th at 2:00 prlIm.room'239 OEO:{3.\ There win not b~another '. 
meeting before this date. This willJ:>ea stafflevelmeeting arid plea~e' 
come prepared to makedeci~ion~ as;we will be wrapping up .. Thank 

• 	 , : - ".' • +,'." " .' , • 

you.,.. 	 . r 
'(: ~ 

Call Sonyiaat456-53Sj'iffaX i~inco1llplete.. 
,;', 
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BRIDGE PROGRAM. DISTRIBUTION LIST 


Lany Matlack, OMB 
Lori Schack ' 
Anne Tumlinson 
Jonathan Travers 
Joanne Cianci, OMB 
Cynthia' Rice 
Lisa Brown, OVP 
Christopher Jennings, DPC 
Jeanne Larnbrew, NEC , 
Judith Heumann, DOEd 
Ray Uhalde. DOL 
Seth Harris, DOL', 
Becky Ogle, DOL 
Gary Reed, DOL 
Bill McKinnon, DOL· 
Ron Stromann, DOT 
Chester Straub, DOC 
Bob Williams, ASPE 
JeffGoetz, VA 
Betsy Myers. SBA ' 
Andy Imparato 
Susan Daniels, SSA 
Marie Strahan, SSA 

. Sally Richardson 

51596 

51596 

53910 

54875 

50851 


. 67431 
66429 
65557 
62223 
205·9252 
219-6827 
219·7971 
219-6523 
219·6523 
219·6523 
366-9371 
501·8007 
401-7733 
275·5122 
205-6903 
272-2022 
41 0~965-9063 
410-965-9063 
410-786-0025 
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CECILIA ROUSE 
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO PRESIDENT 

, NATIONAL ECONOMlCCOUNCIL . 
. (202) 456-5359 (TeL) 

(202) 456-2223 (~ax) 

.f ~, 

PHONE: _____.___________ 

FAX: 
------~-~---------

DAn: _________~~--~"-.-- PAGES TO FOLLOW:-L 

COMMENTS:.___________________~____________~_______ 
--.~------:------ -". .. ,,=-,,-:::::..."" '-', " •. ~'-----­

. CHANGE!' 
" , 

"The BRIDGE Pro!:,rram. meeting will now take place on Tuesday, , 
October 6th at 2:00 pm in room 2390~OB. Not this Thursday, Oetober ' 
ht. Sonyia will update' the Clearance List: Th~k you. 

Call Sonyia at 456-5351. if fax is illcomplete .. 
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BRIDGE PROGRAlV[ DISTRIBUTION LIST. . ." . 

Larry Matlack, OMB 
Lori Schack 
Anne Tumlinson 
Jonathan Travers' 
Joanne Cianci. OMB 
Cynthia Rice . 

-Lisa Brown. OVP 
Christopher Jennings, DPC 
Jeanne Lambrew. NEC· 

_ . Judith Heumann, DOEd 
Ray Uhalde, DOL 
Seth Harris, DOL 
Becky. Ogle, DOL 
Gary Reed. DOL 
Bill McKinnon. DOL 
Ron Stromann. DOT­
Ches~er Straub.D,.OC 
Bob .Willia:m.S, ASPE 
Jeff Goetz, VA 
B~tsy Myers, SBA 
Andy.lmparato 
Susan Daniels, SSA 
Marie Strahan. SSA 
Sally Richardson 

51596 

51596 

53910 

54875__ 

50851 


-67431 

66429 . 


"65557 -, 

62223 
205-9252' . 
2]9-6827 
219-7971 
219-6523 
219-6523 
219-6523 
366-9371 
501-8007 
401-7733 
275-5122 
205-6903 

, 272-2022 
, 	410·965-9063 

410-965':9063 
410-786-0025 

http:Straub.D,.OC


Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

. cc: Cecilia E. Rouse/OPD/EOP 
Subject: BRIDGE Program 

There viti II be another meeting to discuss the above subject on Wednesday, September 16th at 2:00 
pm'room 239 OEOS." I will update all clearances. Please e-mail reply your attendance or call me on 
456-5351. Thank you. ' 

• ,'I 

. Messa 

McKinnon William @ dol.gov @ inet 

uhalde Ray @ dol.gov @ inet 

Harris Seth @ dol.gov @ inet 

ogle beth @ dol.gov @ inet 

reed gary @ dol.gov @ inet 

Larry R. Matlack/OMB/EOP 

Debra J. Bond/OMB/EOP 

Cynthia A, Rice/OPD/EOP' 

Christopher C. Jenriings/OPD/EOP 

Jeanne Lambrew/OPD/E9P 

Judith_heumann @ ed:gov @ inet 


. I 
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c o VE R 

FAX 
s H E E T 

To: See attached list 

Fax#: See attached list 

Subject: BRIDGE Program 

Date: 9/23/98 

Pages: 8 

COMMENTS: 

Attached are two items: 

The first document is the criteria for membership in the consortium. We were asked to 

list all of the possible agencies. 

The second document is a redraft of the background paper. Bill has·incorporated our 

collective decisions on targetting population into this document and the outstanding policy 

issues. The new sectioris of the document are highlighted. 

From the desk of ... 

. Seth Harris 
Counselor to the Secretary 

U,S. Department of Laber 
200 Constitution Avenue. NW 

Washington, DC 20210 

(202) 219-8271 
Fax: (202) 219-4902 
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September 23, 1998 
The Bridge Program: Options for Delining theConsortillm 

• In the September 18, 1998 meeting, theNEC/DPC working group on the BRIDGE 
program generally agreed to Option #2B for defining membership in the consortium--­

-that is~, a fixed core group of mandatory agencies Yllth se1ection criteria encouraging the 
-involvement of other agencies or entities, ' . . 

• 	 The group agreed that the four agencies identified in Option #2B as mandatory -~- the 
WffiIPIC, VR, the-local and/or district offices ofSSA, and the Medicaid and state medical 
assistance agency --- should be the minimum core of mandatory entities . 

• 	 The assignment ~as to make a list ofall the agencies that might be in the consorti~m, so 
that the group can consider adding additional agencies to the mandatory core andlor 
giving different agencies higher and lower levels ofpriority within the selection criteria 
depending on their r~lative importance. ' 

Listing ofAgencies 

Mandatory Core 
_ Workforce Investment .BoardIPrivate Industry Council' 


" Vocational Rehabilitation . ' 

. . local and/or district offices ofSSA . 


. Medicaid~d state medical assistance agency 
~. l~~ 	 . 
AddedEither to' andatory Core or Through Selection Criteria 

state developmental disability agency 

state mental retardation agency 

state mental health agency 

stat.e voe repab for the blind and deaf 

state T ANJF age~cy , 

state transportation agency . 


f]tatet school:..to-work agency 
stare protection and advocacy agency 
Small Business Administration district office andlor small. business developme~t center 
Veterans Administration Regional Office -~ voc rehab and counseling 

, independent living centers " 
local boards ofeducation 
local commu'rnty colleges _ ecoflo (YIi <::" 

localjlevelopmentagency : 
local or regional transit authority andlor metropolitan planning organization 
local public housing authority 
private non-profit -servic,e providers 
Jabor organizations 

stxk;'~pr i~ 
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DRAFTSeptember 23, 1998 
Building Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment (BRIDGE) 

Introduction 

On March 13, 1998, the President issued Executive Order No. 13078 entitled 

«Increasing Employment of Adults with Disabilities" to increase the employment of adults with 

disabilities. The Executive Order directed 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 Labor, Education, Transportation, Commerce, and 


. Health and Human ,Services along with the Social Security Administration, Small Business 

Administration, and Veterans Affairs, are propose the "Building Resources for Individuals with 

Disabilities to Gain Employment" ("BRIDGE") Program. 


BRIDGE will help to increase the employment rate ofadults with disabilities by 

fostering integration of employment-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 the services they 

need to find and keep employment through a single point ofentry. rather than having to sort 

through a dizzying bureaucracy on their own. BRIDGE will also foster effective integration of 

service delivery that will continue well beyond the life ofllie gnints. 


Backuound 
, 

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 inten 

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, state, and local programs like Temporary Aid to Needy 

Families (TANF), Supplemental Security Income (8SI). Social Security Disability Income 

(SSD1), Medicaid (including Medicaid waiver programs), Medicare, mental health services, 

vocational rehabilitation, subsidized housing, and food stamps. 


Even though legislation, technology, and 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 terminate benefits. In fact, overthe past decade, the 

total number of SSI and SSDI disability beneficiaries has doubled and federal cash payments to 


, these individuals have steadily increased to more than $75 billion annually (SSA, 1998). The 

costs of related Medicaid coverage also continues to escalate. These figures will continue to 

increase dramatically with the increased incidence of disability in an aging population, and the 

migration of many Temporary Aid to Needy Families (TANF) recipients with disabilities from 

welfare to SSI/SSDI roles. 


1 . 
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The PoliQ' Problem 

People . with disabilities are a diverse population requiring a variety of services and· 
supports to find and keep seek or retain employment. While a host of services and supports are 
currently provided by government, programs are dispersed between numerous departments and 
agencies. In addition. states and localities vary eno:n:n.ously in the stru<;ture, availability and 
effectiveness oftheir employment, health care, and other human services and support programs .. 
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 the same outcome --­
that is, employment for adults with disabilities -- they frequently do not wor~ well together in a 
cornmon mission. 

For example, adults with disabilities experience difficulty obtaining reliable information 
about employment opportunities and services, various work incentives, .the myriad of state 
health care benefits under Medicaid, and the impact ofwork on their federal benefits status for 
SSI, SSDI, Medicaid and Medicare. 

Lack of service coordination and integration 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 fmd their effort 
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 Projects With Industry) may all 
be independently contacting the same employer to develop employment opportunities for persons 
with disabilities. This results in duplication ofeffort, confusion, and complications in the 
relationship between the service providers and employer; 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 SelVlces have grants 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 have published 
individual and joint grant announcements for competitive grantawards to be made in FY 1998. 

• 	 . The Social Security Administration administers the "Cooperative Agreements for State 
ProjectS which Increase Employment ofIndividuals with Disabilities Who Receive 
Public SuppDrt" . 

2 
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• 	 . The Department of~abor's'Einployment and Training Administration (DOLtETA) , , 
administers a Disability Employment and Initiative grant program d~signed to support 
the objectives ofExecutive Order No: 13078 

'. 	 The Department ofEducation's Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services ' 
(OSERS}lRehabilitation Services AdmiI).is~ation (RSA) is administeririg "Systems-' 
Change Projects to 'Expand EmploymentOpportunities for Individuals With" 
Mental or Physical Disabmtles, or Both, Who Receive Public Support." . ' 

The BRIDGE Initiative 

BRIDGE wiHhUild on the grants programs descripedabove, with a greater emphasis on , 
single-point-of-entry or "bne·stopY) service for adults withdisabiliiies seeking to fmd and keep a 
job, Each adult with;a'disability -~- each "customer" -- seeking the services needed to succeed 
in competitive employine~t should be ableJearn about, receive advice ,about, and gain access to 
all of the necessary services ~th the least effort possible, preferably 'With a single call or office' 

, visit. Thereafter, each ofthe services provided to our customer should be sufficiently integrated 
with all of the other services so that they:collectively accomplish the common goal ,of long-term 
employment and permanerit attachment to the,workforce~' " " , 

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. For this reason, state and local 
agencies ""ill be given the greatest leeway possible to assemble and organize consortiums that' 
best,servetheir populations. ,BRIDGE grantees would be encouraged,.to adopt coordinated and 

. integrated service delivery approaches:' 	 , 

• establishing formal interagencY work'groups and alliances thafillclude the 
customer perspective; 

• ntering into formal agreemenis for information exchange and coordination; 
• involving employers and unionS in the public and private sector in planning and 

designing services and systems; 
., ' deVeloping selected needed waivers offeder8.1and state program requirements 

( e.g~. Medicaid waivers and individual waivers of SSA eligibility and income, 
requirements under SSA demonstration authority); , " .' " ' , ' 

• 	 developing' state~ local. not-for-profit and private expertise in identifying existing lriodel 
employment service< models and assisting individuals in the use, of the myriad of 
programs and incentives; , " ' 

• 	 improving and enhancing.case management and supporting develop!Dent of 
the individual'sability to self-manage program serVices and , benefits; and ' ' 

. J.lfgtllr;o.:p~1~,~~J.j 
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Eligible Applicants 

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

Successful applicants would demo~trate 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. Successful applicants would also demonstrate that they consulted with 
diverse elements within the community of adults with disabilities in the planning, 
implementation, and evaluation ofthe project. 

Finally. each applicant would be required to demonstrate an ability and willingness to 
expend some percentage of the grant funds to evaluate their coordination and integration efforts 
in a valid and reliable manner. 

Expected Outcomes 

These grants will produce a diverse array of integrated and coordinated service systems in 
states and local areas across the country that will effect the foIlomng. Some of the expected 
outcomes will include the following: 

Adults with disabilities will: 

• 	 enter into gainful employment v.rithin acompetitive work environment at a higher rate of 
pay than they do clUTently; 

• 	 more easily and rapidly access a wider and more diverse array of employment services 
resulting in efficient and rapid job placement that will improve job' skills, job 
opportUnities, job placement, andjob retention for adults with disabilities; 

• 	 be more satisfied with employment and related support services; 

4 
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• 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 of work incentive provisions; and 
• 	 report that their quality of life has improv~, 

, 	 , 
State and local service delivery systems will: 

, • 	 be less fragmented" h3ve iniproved communication across sys~ms~ arid be more 
efficient by decr~asing duplication'of services; " ' 

• 	 be more user friendly: and customer oriented; , " 
• 	 be more cost-effective than services ,provided in less integrated deIlver)' service systems; 
• 	 , systematically decrease barriers to employment ofadults with disabilities. at state and , 

locaL Levels (e.g. Lack of: transportati(>n, health care/insurance, education, workforce 
, training, housing, assistive technology, civil rights. on-site and off-site job 	 ' 
accommodations and long-term follow-along supports); 'I 

• 	 , mcrease the use of Medicaid, waivers arid individual' waivers of SSA eligibility and 
mcome requirements; and ' . ' 

• 	 realize substantial cost savirlgs in tenns of reducing the costs of public benefit programs. 
" 	 , ' , 

, 	 ' 

Outstanding Administrative and Policy Issues to be Decided 
~ . . , " 

:'. 

,/ 

: .. , ' 
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RE: REVISED OPTIONS FOR "BRIDGE" PROGRAM, 1_d-fJ- .. 
EVALUATION ' WIlYI 1~"i.JL,vt"~ 

. " • ~t1~ 
, ss-It-:f(/~~~ISSUE: 

, . ~'1JIYl()~~ 
How should grantees under the proposed Building Resources for 
Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment (BRIDGE) Program 
be evaluated? . " 

BACKGROUND: 

The Department of Education and the Social Security Administration: 
, are conducting separate, but coordinated, competitions to fund modei 

demonstration projects of program cOordination and systems change . ' 

designed to increase the employment outcomes for individuals with 

disabilities. The Social Security Administration soon will be awarding 

a contract to conduct an evaluation of these demonstration projects, 


The evaluation will Include two site visits to each project' per year in 

order 'to evaluate the way the State Projects ~re organized, monitor ' 

record-keeping, provide guidance and technical assistance, and 

identify the elements of the demonstration that lead to positive work 

outcomes for beneficiaries. The primary goal of the evaluation is to 

analyze the systems which State Projects develop to streamline 

employment and rehabilitation services and other supports, The 

second, related component, is'to measure the outcomes for 

participants and describe h~ changes in the infrastructure of each of 

the State's service delivery systems leads to these outcomes. 


OPTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

1 
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Building on these demonstration efforts; the Task Force on the 
Employment of-Adults with Disabilities is proposing a similar, but 

-much more significant, FY 2000 Initiative known as the Building 
Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment 
(BRIOGE) Program. An evaluation component of this program will be 
critical. Below are two options for consideration as -the BRIDGE 
Program takes shape. ' 

1. 'Longitudinal Study: This option would require five waves of data , 
collection on a statistically significant sample of individuals served 

-by each project as well as interviews and reviews of documents. 
Each wave would include: a) site visits for the purpose'of 

. Interviewing relevant personnel, obtaining data from case recOrds, 
project records and other sources, and b) surveys of a sample of 

, consumers who were followed longitudinally. The'first data 
collection wave would focus on obtaining baseline data on relevant 
elements of the local communities and states involved including 

"" J' descriptions of service delivery networks, program cooperation and. 
coordination, and 10ea.1 economic and labor market charaderistics.' 
Baseline data would also be obtained on asignificant sample of 
consumers regarding employment histories, enhanced data on their 
disabilities, additional data on current and prior receipt of services. ' 
and their expedations regarding the services they have applied for. 
Comparative data would be gathered from matched geographic 
areas/communities not directly affected by the demon$tratlons 
using available records, and-this comparative data would be 
monitored during each successive wave of data collection. The . 
remaining four waves of data colledion would occur one year apart 
and would query the consumers on their satisfaction with services 
and the outcomes they obtained including employment outcomes 
and integration into the community. New consumers would be 
inducted Into the study sample during waves two and three and 
would also be followed longitudinally in order to assess the affects . 
of projed implementation on the consumer population over time. 
DUring each wave, the study sample's case reco,rds would be 
abstracted, and project records, cooperative agreements, policies~ 
procedures, relevant State and local-legislation, etc. would be 
reviewed and service providers, managers, admlnistrators,State 
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and local decision makers and other key personnel involved would:' 
be interviewed to document the projects' systems change, . 
infrastructure-building, and program integration. The purpose of 
the lntervlews and records review would be to provide an analysis 
of what changes occurred at the State and local levels, how they 
were accomplished, and how they achieved or encouraged the 
achievement of consumer outcomes. Where the service·model 
permitted, ttlere would be random assignment of individuals to 
either model or.conventional services to identify the. services' 
impact. There would be a comprehensive analysis of the 
integrated projed database and relevant ancillary databases (e.g. 
Unemployment Insurance, etc.). This option would provide 
information on the impad of services at project or sub-project level, 

, (atleastr where the services models permitted). and 

compret:lensive information on project evolution, services provicjed, 

and outeomes attained. This \Vould provide thertchest analytical 


(database for subsequent decision making. If is estimated that the 
cost of Option 1 would be $10 million to '$12 million, , 

2. 	Documentation ofModel Projects' Processes and Consumer 
Surveys: This option al~o would require five waves of data 
col.lection b""t would not select a sample of consumers to be 
followed longitudinally ..Each wave would consist of site visits for 
the purpose interviewing relevant personnel, obtaining data from 
cas,e records, project records and other sources. The first data 
collection wave would focus on obtaining baseline dat.a on relevant 
elements of the local communities and States involved including 
descriptions of service delivery networks, program cooperation an~. 
coordination, and local economic and labor market characteristics. . 
During the first wave, baseline data would also be obtained on a 
Significant sample of consumers whose cases had recently been 
,closed regarding the services they received, their satisfaction with 
services, their employment backgrounds, dependence on public 
assistance and current employment situation. Data would be 
abstracted from their case recOrds documenting their trajedory 
through services. Comparative data would be g~thered from 
matched geographic areas/communities not directly affected by th~ 
demonstrations using available records,'and this comparative data 
would be monitored during each successive wave of data ' 
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collection. The remaining four waves of data collection would occur. 
one year apart. During each wave project records, cooperative 
agreements, policies, proced~res, relevant State and local 
legislation. etc. would be reviewed and service providers, 
managers, administrators, State and local decision makers and 
other key personnel involved would be interviewed to document .' 
the projects' systems change, infrastrudure-building, and program 
integration. The purpose ofthe interviews and records review 
would be to provide an analysis of what changes occurred at the 
State and local levels, how they' were accomplished. and how they 
achieved or encou~ged the ,achievement of consumer outcOmes. 
During the fifth data collection wave. another statistically significant 

. sample of consumers, whose cases had recently been closed, 
would be surveyed and data would be obtained on the services 
they received, their satisfadion with services, their employment 
backgrounds, dependence. on public aSSistance and current 
employment situation. Data would be abstracted from their case 
records documenting theirtrajectory through services. The sample 
surveYeQ in the first wave would then be compared with the sample 
surveyed in the fifth wave. There would be a comprehensive 
analysis of the integrated projed database and relevant ancillary . 
databases as in Option 1. It is estimated that the cost of· Option 2 
would be $8 million to $10 million. 

As a condition for re~ivlng grants, all applicants should agree that 
they will adopt computerized, Integrated da.ta systems with ~ey data 
.	identl~1 across all projects. and grant funds should support the . 
development and implementation of such systems. The computerized 
data systems should include: a) uniform (for all projects) case record . 
data on each person served including characteristics ofindividuaJs 
served. serviceS provided, s~rvice costs. and employment outcomes 
and b) a real-time tracking system so the individual's trajectory . 
through the Integrated, coordinated service system can be 
documented along with the support services provided and those' 
service costs. These data systems should include links to other key' ,,' 
databases Including Welfare, JTPA, Unemployment Insurance, etc. . 
Moreover, at the project level (which transcends the case level) a 
uniform taxonomy of services should be adopted by all projects as well 
as uniform methods of accounting for key costs - particularly 
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overhead costs, 
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14 September 98 

TO: 	 CECILLlA ROUSE & CYNTHIA RICE 

FROM: 	 JUDITH E. HEUMANN & CURTIS RICHARDS 

RE: 	 LINKAGES BElWEEN THE P.ROPOSED "BRIDGE" 
PROGRAM & EXISTING COMPETITIONS . 	 . 

. ISSUE: 

How will the proposed BRIDGE Program be linked and/or integrated 
with similar existing grant and cooperative ~greement programs, 
such as· the ones administered by the Social Security Administration 
and the Department of Educati,?n? 

BACKGROUND: 

Currently. there are two coordinated efforts underway to establish 
. model demonstration projects that stimulate and advance systems 
change in order to expand competitive employment outcomes for 
individuals with disabilities. With $4.5 million, the Social Security 
Administration is coordinating one demonstration grant competition 
targeted at people with disabilities who are on SSI or SSDI. With 
another $2 million. the Department of Edu~tlon. through itS 
RehablUtation ServiCes Administration. is coordinating another 
competition aimed at removing employment barriers for individuals 
with disabilities on 'any form· of public assistance. 

Both efforts have the participation of other Departments. such as 
Labor and Health & Human Services. Both efforts' are coordinated 

.' with the assRstance of an Interagency Employment Initiative 
Committee. And, ·there is a coordinated evaluation mechanism for , 0 
both efforts, as wen, administered by the Social Security . ~# 
Administration. Grants and cooperative .agreements under both 
efforts wiU be in place by S~ptember 30th 

• The Department of 
Education expects to fund five or sIx projects. w~ile the Social 
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Security Administ{ation anticipates funding 10 demonstration 
projects.. . 	 \ 

\'\ 
Through the Task Force on the' Employment 'of Adults with . 

.'-	Disabilities. a\ FV 2000 budget request has b,esn proposed and is 
. 	 beginning to take shape. The proposal is to create a new $.150 

million grant program known as the BRIDGE' Program. The purpose 
of this proposed grant program would be to increase the employment 
rate of adults with disabilities by fostering the development of 
consortiums among state and local disabifity service systems or 
programs that promote full integration of employment-related' 
services and support to adults with dis~bilities. The work of the 
consortiums would be to identify and eliminate conflicting policies 
and programmatic barriers, and to create pOlicies and programs that 
integrate service delivery systems and the support services needed 
to obtain and maintain 'employment. 

. OPTIONS FOR CONSIDERAnON: 

What will be the relationship of the existing projects to the new 
BRIDGE Program? What will the impact of the BRIDGE Program be 
on the eXisting projects. and vice verse? How can duplication be . 
avoided, and les$ons learned be applied? Should.there be any 

. linkages? If so, what should they be? 

The eXisting demonstration projects will be in their second year of . 
fundjng by the time the BRIDGE Program competition could be 
completed. Preliminary data would be available. but a full scale 
evaluation of the existing, projects will not. 

" 	 , 

Below are several options which must be considered when shaping a 
new grant competition. such as is proposed with the BRIDGE 
Program. Anyone. or a combination, of these options could be built 
into the'BRIDGE Program proposal. 

~) 
DIRECTED COMPETITION: Under this option, the BRIDGE 

Program would be a "dlrectedJlcompetitlon, or set of 
competitions, designed to create ahybrid of the two existing~ 
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'" .~I% ~jectsusing any lessons I~amed by that point in time as well 
~y • . as use infonnation based on preliminary data analyses. For 
. example, the grantappUcation could require a broader base of 

agency participants than the two existing demonstration 
projects.' . 

2) 	 AtL NEW COMPETInON: Another option would be to run a 
separate," disconnected grant competition to spread the money 
around and draw additional proposals from state and local 
jUrisdIctions. Under 'this option, there would be no direct 
linkage between the existing demonstration projects. and the 
BRIDGE program. 

3) 	 SUPPLEMENT EXISTING 'PROJECTS: One option is to have 
the BRIDGE Program competition limited to simply providing an 
augmentation for the existing projects, particularly for those 
which .are substantially undefended. 

4) 	 FUND NEXT PRIORITIES FROM EXISTING COMPETITIONS: 
An option for linkages also could be to use new BRIDGE .' 
Program dollars to fund the next revers of acceptable 
demonstration projects under the .Education and Social 
Security competitions. In other words, if. for exampre, SOCial 
Security had 18 viable 'projects under its competition. but was 
only able to fund the top 10, 'then BRIDGE funds could be 
directed toward the next eight applicants. . : 

Under any option, or combination of options. the BA-IOGE Program 
must be viewed as both an opportunity to .create "glue" or "magnet" 
money to draw resources iTom a variety ofplaces , as.well as an 
opportunity for practicable demonstration projects. . 

. 	 I 
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Cynthia A. Rice 09/20/98 05:24:38 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cecilia E. Rouse/OPD/EOP, Lisa M. Brown/OVP @ OVP 

cc: Cynthia Dailard/OPD/EOP, Sonyia Matthews/OPD/EOP 

Subject: Friday's BRIDGE meeting and next steps 


In your absence: 

1) NEXT MEETING 

We tentatively planned to meet again on Thursday September 24th from 2:00-3:30. 
Does that time work for you? 
Is rm 239 available? 
If so, can Sonyia send out a reminder? 

2) ISSUES DISCUSSED 

a) Options for Defining the Consortium 

, We discussed the Sept. 16th options paper prepared by DOL. DOL and the Task Force 
recommended option 2 (b) [which encompasses 2(a)L in which applicant consortiums would be 
required to include 3-4 core agericiesand would gain additional points in their applicant evaluation 
if additional agencies were included. Nearly everyone agreed upon this option, but had slightly 
different lists of who would be mal!datory and who should be optional. Andy Imparato of the 
National Council on Disability prefers option 1 (b) which encourages but does not require any 
agencies to' be in the consoritia but was willing to entertain option (2). Questions on the table 
include: should TANF (Bob Williams strongly advocated yes), state education agency & school to 
work (Andy and Becky argued yes) and state DDMR agencies (Becky and Marie Strahan from SSA 
argued yes) be mandatory? Shouldn't employers, non profits, people with disabilities, and housing 
agencies be at least on the extra point list? Next steps: DOL will redraft its option paper to present 
altert:lative combinations of mandatory and optional consortia members. 

b) Target Population Issues 

[)OL and the Task Force recommended Option #3, but there was a great deal of discussion 
as to whether $150 million would be enough to provide grants for 1) systems integration to help all 
people with disabilities and 2) for demonstration projects for special populations. If so, should an 
application process allow consortia to apply for 1 & 2 separately or would an applicant have to do 
#1 in order to propose to do #2? One option is to have a s'eparate pot 6ffunding for each purpose. 

'Bob Williams made the point that we would want to fund demonstrations in order to learn more ' 
about what works. Andy Imparato made the point that we need to be concerned about equity -­
we don't want to repeat past hist~ry of directing most funding to certain subpopulations. Next 
steps: DOL will redraft its option paper to present new alte,rnatives ba~ed on the discussion. 

c) Allowable Actitivies 

The discussion centered around the issues of 1) whether "pre-service", activities should be 



I 

allovvable and what that term means and 2) should acquisition of computer software and hardware. 
be allowable. DOL is going to rethinkg these issues and present updated options paper. 

3) Agenda for next meeting: 

a) Linkages bet. proposed BRIDGE program and existing co~petitions (9/14 memo) 

b) Revised options for BRIDGE program .evaluation· (9/18. memo-- revised from 9/14)) 

c) Options for Defining the Consortium (revised DOL memo lO be produced) 

d} Target Population Issues (revised DOL memo to be produced) . . 

e) Allowable Actitivies (revised DOL memo to be produced) 
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Friday, September 18, 1998 Catherine Noe or 
For Immediate Release John Trollinger 410-965-8904 

News Release 

SOCIAL SECURlTY 

Vice President Al Gore Announces 
5-year, $25 Million Grant Program 

at the Social Security Administration 

Vice President AI Gore announced today that the Social Security Administration will 
award grants to nine States initially totaling $4.4 million to develop innovative projects to 
assist adults with disabilities in their efforts to reenter the work force. These competitive 
grants are the first of a five-year $25 million program designed to provide coordinated 
approaches to increase work opportunities for people with disabilities. 

"I am pleased to announce this new grant that will help people with disabilities and severe 
mental illnesses return to work and take their place as full members of the American 
family," Vice President Gore said. "We know every time a person with mental illness or 
disability is able to keep and obtain a job, it doesn't just benefit them--it enriches our whole 
society." 

The grants are the first activity launched under an Executive Order signed on March 13, 
1998 by President Clinton that created the National Task Force on Employment of Adults 
with Disabilities. This task force will establish a coordinated and aggressive national 
policy to bring working age individuals with disabilities into gainful employment at a rate 
similar to that of the general population. 

The goal of the State projects is to return as many participants as possible to work. It is 
expected that the new approaches developed by States will create F ederallState . 
partnerships and serve as models for other States to replicate. 

"We want to make sure that those individuals with disabilities who want to work have 
access to programs that will allow them to do so," Kenneth S. Apfel, Commissioner of 
Social Security, said. "These awards will help States develop state-wide programs of 
services and support for their residents with disabilities that will increase job opportUnities 
for them and decrease their dependence on benefits - including Social Security and 
Supplemental Security Income (SSI)." 

-- MO RE-­

. , 
SSA Press Office 4-H-9 West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX 410-966-9973 



,; .'! t 

Page 2 

States receiving demonstration funding include: 

• California, $509,887 
• Minnesota, $517,243 
• New Mexico, $660,690 
• New Hampshire, $464,284 
• . North Carolina, $290,549 
• Oklahoma, $292,625 
• Ohio, $349,980 
• Wisconsin, 946,525 
• Vermont, $341,481 

Other federal agencies such as the Department ofLabor, the Department ofHealth and 
Human Services and the Department ofEducation will join the Social Security 
Administration in support of these projects. 

SSA pays monthly disability insurance benefits to some 6.2 million workers and their 
families at an annual cost of$50.6 billion. Another 5.2 million individuals receive 
disability benefits under the SSI program, totaling $25 billion annually. 

# # # 

NOTE TO CORRESPONDENTS: ABSTRACTS OF STATE PROGRAMS ARE 
ATTACHED. 

SSA Press Office 4-H-9 West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX 410-966-9973 



California 

California - Lead Agency: Department of Rehabilitation (DR; 

Project Name: Individual Self-Sufficiency Planning (ISSP) 

Initial Year Funds Approved: $509,887 

Target Population: People with severe psychiatric 

disabilit 


Abstract: The Individua~ If-Sufficiency Planning pr~ject 
will involve three of the 28 existing DR/Mental th 
Cooperative Project sites; it will add services 
least 200 individuals with severe psychiatr disabil 

year at sites t have One-Stop Career Centers. 
es will enhance services ~hroigh adding two staff 

-positions: a Benefits Coordinator and a-Service 
Coordinator. The service delivery to individual ;~ii.ll 

use a team approach wi~~ representatives of SSA, State 
Rehabilita~ion,State Mental Heal , and relevant 

es. At the State level, a Sta~e Coo ing Council 
will seek wa rs from SSA, HC?A, and perhaps ot rs (i.e., 
HUD) . The waivers will be used to pi ways to encourage 
adults with disabili~ies to work and be less dependent on 
public assistance. They propose to seek Medicare, ca~G 

and SST wa to extend Medicare beyond the Extended 
Period of igibility, to allow Medical income limits 
SSI recipien~s and to de property essential to self 
support more broadly. 

Sites: To be determined from t 28 project sites. 
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California State Statistics 

Social Security Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 4,027,852 beneficiaries $2,848 million $707 average monthly benefit 

Retired workers 2,570,010 $1,996 million $777 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 341,013 $ 133 million $390 average monthly benefit 

Disabled workers 386,778 $ 285 million $736 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 122,489 $ 25 million $206 average monthly benefit 

Survivors 607,562 $ 409 million $673 average monthly benefit 

Social Security Earnings and Employment Data - 1994 
o About 14.7 million residents worked in Social Security covered employment.. 
o Covered earnings totaled about $306 billion. 
o About $38 billion was paid in Social Security taxes. 

Supplemental Security Income Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 1,023,102 beneficiaries $479 million $443 average monthly payment 

Aged 323,906 $131 million $398 average monthly payment 

Disabled & Blind 699,196 $348 million $464 average monthly payment 

SSA Press Office 4-H-9 West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX 410-966-9973 



Minnesota 

Minnesota 	 Lead Agency: Depar~men~ Econo~ic 


Security, Rehabilitation Services Branch 


Project Name: Making Work !:lay: Reducing Medicai= and 

s al Sect.:r.:..ty rriers ~c Employme~~ 


Ini~ial Year Funds Approved: $517,243 

Target Population: SSA beneficiaries who are V~ consumers 
(with mental .1. ss, men1: retardation, physical 
impairmen~s) 

Abstract: The project will address iers cre=.- bv ~i!e 

Iear I.l.Clar have of losing public health insurance 
income supports. 3arriers will be addressed through 

education on _ lable work incentives, p~omotion of VR 
services, the use waivers pert to Medi G 

Earned Income Dis and suspending the Ext 

in OC1:ober 1998. s ~ne 

Income Dis Waiver" 

Period 
of 
lll= waiver 
"Medicaid " ve 
emcloved ~sons on SSG! who 
assistance access ~o continued 
prcject involves good employ-:ment he=.lth care =.gency 

tion and addresses maJor health c=.re concerns and 
~ong-te=m c~re needs. It so reflec~s s1:rong .l.n7ClVernen1: 
and commitment cf consUJ.Ilers and advoca1:ss. 

Si~es: Primarily Minneapolis and ?aul with ta-:.i.on 
wi1:h individuals lable sta1:ew 

require r:::-,::.--- ...... ­ .... 

'-' c:Jverace. 

http:ta-:.i.on
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Minnesota State Statistics 

Social Security Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 720,723 beneficiaries $499 million $693 average monthly benefit 

Retired workers 468,074 $353 million $754 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 60,725 $ 24 million $389 average monthly benefit 

Disabled· workers 60,204 $ 42 million $705 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 19,775 $ 4 milliori $200 average monthly benefit 

Survivors 111,945 $ 76 million $682 average monthly benefit 

Social Security Earnings and Employment Data - 1994 
o About 2.8 million residents worked in Social Security covered employment. 
o Covered earnings totaled about $55.5 billion. 
o About $6.9 billion was paid in Social Security taxes. 

Supplemental Security Income Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 62,621 beneficiaries $22 million $324 average monthly payment 

Aged. 10,286 $ 2 million $222 average monthly payment 

Disabled & Blind 52,335 $20 million $344 average monthly payment 

SSA Press Office 4-H-9 West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX 410-966-9973 



New Hampshire 

New Hampshire - Lead Agency: Division of Behavioral Health 

Project Name: Project Dollars and Sense 

Initial Year Funds Approved: $464,284 

Target Popu~ation: SSI/sSDI beneficiaries with serious 

mental illness 


Abstract: This projec~ will integrate current workforce 
development efforts in ways tha~ increase efficiency of 
operations, enhance program quali.ty and outcomes, and 
ultimately increase the number and wages of individuals with 
disabili~ies in meaningful jobs. The project will request 
waivers from HC:A, SSA, and HUD. Employment services will 
be integrated ~hrough One-Stop Career Centers, a centrali:ec 
locat.ion that can simplify the service interface for 
conSlli~ers. The project will also explore new s~ruc~ures 
such as "Consumer Crecit Onions" to help soliTe ~he 
complicated fine·ncial problems '.;f consumers and establish a 
Ste~ewide managemen~ informa~ion system. The projec~ will 
culmina~e in two regional pilots (in Keene anc Manches~er) 
to test employment vouchers in years 3-5 of the funding. 
New Hampshire will pursue a Medicaid buy-~n Option and 
waivers from HUD, and SSA (if waiver authority is restored) 

Sites: State wide with two pilots for emplOyment vouchers 
in the last 3 v=.:::.r- in Manchester and Keene.- ~--~ 

http:quali.ty
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New Hampshire State Statistics 

Social Security Beneficiary Data -- Decem her 1997 
o Total 189,845 beneficiaries $136 million $715 average monthly benefit 

Retired workers 126,585 $ 98 million $775 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 10,940 $ 5 million $417 average monthly benefit 

Disabled workers 19,992 . $ 14 million $723 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents . 7,965 $ 2 million $193 average monthly benefit 

Survivors 24,363 $ 17 million $701 average monthly benefit 

Social Security Earnings and Employment Data -- 1994 
o 	 About 700,000 residents worked in Social Security covered employment. 
o 	 Covered earnings totaled about $14.1 billion. 
o 	 About $1.7 billion was paid in Social Security taxes. 

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) Beneficiary Data - Decem her 1997 
o 	 Total 11,098 beneficiaries $4 million $307 average monthly payment 

Aged 1,202 $.2million $177 average monthly payment 

Disabled & Blind 9,896 $3 million $323 average monthly payment 

Nationally there are currently 5.2 million persons receiving SSI payments based on a 
disability. Ofthose, 90,368 are working. 


In New Hampshire there are currently 9,896 persons receiving SSI based on a disability. Of 

those, 1,177 are currently working. 


SSA Press Office 4-H-9 West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX 410-966-9973 · 
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New Mexico 

New Mexico -- Lead Agency: DepartmenL of RehabilitaLi~nf 


Division of VR 


P=oject Name: Succeed 

Initia~ Yea= Funds App=oved: S660,690 

Ta=get Popu~ation: SSI/SSDI beneficiaries with 
disabilities, especially Lhcse with mental illness. 

Abst=act: Ttis project is an interagency cooperative 
project that coorcinates and links sysLems among the varl~US 
agencies and Service providers Lhrough coorcinating 
agreements and memoranda of undersLanding at the StaLe and 
local level. The project will provide training and 
employment s...:pport for fessionals, agency staff, 
employers, 2:1C consume~s. It will also involve professional 
peer ern:;:1~Y1nent liaisons who are people It.'i t:: sabiL.':ie5 
who have =~rn~leLec co ege anc/er success 

~ew Mexicc wlll develop new job opporLuniLies 
-ougn ::'::19" employ·e::s =.jou-c tc.:~ inee!1:':' '\ies I suppo::--:~c: 

employmenLf and naLural supporLs. They 11. so reauesL _ 
Me::=-::=i~ w~2:' ~~;-==. 

Sites: Albucueraue and Roswell 
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New Mexico State Statistics 

Social Security Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 262,695 beneficiaries $166 million $634 average monthly benefit 

Retired workers 150,981 $108 million $717 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 24,921 $ 9 million $353 average monthly benefit 

Disabled workers 28,618 $ 20 million $705 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 12,765 $ 2 million $-182 average monthly benefit 

Survivors 45,410 $ 27 million $591 average monthly benefit 

Social Security Earnings and Employment Data - 1994 
o About 860,000 residents worked in Social Security covered employment. 
o Covered earnings totaled about $13.7 billion. 
o About $1.7 billion was paid in Social Security taxes. 

Supplemental Security Income Beneficiary Data - December 1997 . 
o Total 45,365 beneficiaries $15 million $313 average monthly payment 

Aged 9,497 $ 2 million $197 average monthly payment 

Disabled & Blind 35,868 $13 million $343 average monthly payment 

SSA Press Office 4-H-9 West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX 410-966-9973 



North Carolina 

North Carolina -- Lead Age~cy: DeDa=~men~ of He 
Hurnan Services, Division of VR Se=-..c':" ::es 
(DVR) 

Project Name: Alliance for ~mployment Enhancement (AEE) 

Initial Year Funds Approved: $290,549 

Target Popu12t SSI/SSDI benefi 2ries who have ·seve-e 
and persis~ent mental illness and a=e se=ved by JVR; 
:'enefi.c who a=e blind or sually impaired and __ _ 
served by ~he vision of Se_ CeS for ~he Elind; and 
consumers who have physical disabili eS whomigh~ a~_e 

~o ~ranSl~lon ~o employ~en~ through the Nor~h Carolin2 
I:1dependent Living Progra..rn. 

.-":-~..:::':l.==Abstract: use two ..... ..- ...... - -...; I 

i:1come disrega=d; and ensuri:1G heal ca=e bv 
SSI 1619 th=eshold, targe~ing employers who provide 
:'enefi.ts, 2nd providing specific training to make 

cipant.s a~:.ractive to ~hose employers. :or one g-01..:P 
o~ cents, would also provi funds fo= child ca=e 
transportation. North Carolina will seek waivers to 
increase the SSI section 1619(b) threshold; and raise 
~S- .;;;; .L earnec income disregard. 

Sites: and Ch2.= 
-group site 

igh and Ch2rlo~te, to increaSe employrnen~ a:1d dec=ease 
se1eo-:2:: 

The -oject will =educe 
of increased wages on 

s"Crearn~ - 2ccess t'8 lovment su~oor~s- - -
usi:lC fi.t c8unselo.:-s; 

incen~ives for wo=king via waivers to =aise the SST 
-n: 

http:enefi.ts
http:Progra..rn
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North Carolina State Statistics 

Social Security Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 1,278,793 beneficiaries $845 million $661 average monthly benefit 

Retired workers 782,645 $571 million $730 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 71,996 $ 27 million $379 average monthly benefit 

Disabled workers 170,738 $117 million $687 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 53,875 $ 11 million $199 average monthly benefit 

Survivors 199,539 $119 million $594 average monthly benefit 

Social Security Earnings and Employment Data - 1994 
o About 4.2 million residents worked in Social Security covered employment. 
o Covered earnings totaled about $75.3 billion. 
o About $9.3 billion was paid in Social Security taxes. 

Supplemental Security Income Beneficiary Data - December 1997 . 
o Total 193,135 beneficiaries $59 million $286 average monthly payment 

Aged 40,382 $ 6 million $158 average monthly payment 

Disabled & Blind 152,753 $53 million $320 average monthly payment 

SSA Press Office 4-H-9 West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX 410-966-9973 



Ohio 

Oh~o -- "-'~_ -~J~~l~co~cV· D2~c::.-_r-L~lo~~_!:;" __ ~_~~ -_ He~l~___ n- Tp~C' _. .ll '_ .~en~L~l__ -- __ '" 

Project Name: Jobs 1!1centive Focus (J1F) 

Initial Year Funds Approved: $349,980 

Target Population: PeoDle with serious men~~l illness 

Abstract: JIF will achieve signl=lcan~ increases in 
employme!1t among people with seriot1s mental ill!1ess throucr:. 
4 s~rategies that will focus 0!1 the Department of Me!1tal 
He~l~h's (DME)ow!1 leadership. DME will coll~borate wi~ ~ne 

Ohio Rehab Services Commission anc providers to educate 
consumers and providers about be!1efits;incre~se empldyme!1~ 
oppor-'c:unities avail~ble to clients through :::mployer'Li~isons 
In demo sites: and develoD a rese~rch-b~s job ~ 

~o improve providers' capacity ~o make successful job 
ma~C!1es. DME will collabor~te with o~her Sta~e agencies, 
including Medicaid, to e!1sure tha~ curreni work incer:.tives 

necessary ~o reduce barriers to fir:.ancial independe!1ce. 
They plan to seek waivers for Medic d (to implemen~ sec-:i:;r 
4733 of -:he 3alancec 3udge~ Ac~ on a less ~han Sta-:ew 
basis) and for SSDI (similar ~o section 1619 for SSI), 
waiver authori~y 

Sites: Franklin County (includes Columbus), ?or~age COUI-:.t y 
(borders Lake Erie), Montgomery County (includes Day-:on), 
Western Ohio Rural ?eder~~ion (a co~lition of local men-:al 
health boards in mostly rur~l and some suburban communities: 
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Ohio State Statistics 

Social Security Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 1,896,613 beneficiaries $1,344 million $709 average: monthly benefit 

Retired workers 1,138,445 $ 889 million $781 average monthly benefit· 
Their dependents 168,083 $ 68 million $406 average monthly benefit 

Disabled workers 183,726 $ 135 million $734 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 64,697 $ 13 million $206 average monthly benefit 

Survivors 341,662 $ 239 million $699 average monthly benefit 

Social Security Earnings and Employment Data -1994 
o About 5.8 million residents worked in Social Security covered employment. 
o Covered earnings totaled about $108 billion. 
o About $13.4 billion was paid in Social Security taxes. 

Supplemental Security Income Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 247,018 beneficiaries $94 million $355 average monthly payment 

Aged 19,714 $ 4 million $207 average monthly payment 

Disabled & Blind 227,304 $90 million $368 average monthly payment 

SSA Press Office 4-H-9West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX 410-966-9973 



Oklahoma 

Ok~ahoma -- Lead Agency: Department of Rehabilitation 

Services 


Project Name: Oklahoma Keys to Increasing Employment 

Initia~ Year Funds Approved: $292,625 

Target Popu~ation: Consumers of mental health services who 
a~e SSI or SSDI beneficiaries/applicants. 

Abstract: In the Keys project, the Department of 
Rehabilitation Services will collaborate with the 
Departments of Mental Health and Substance Abuse Services 
and Oklahoma Health Care Authority to focus on creat 
an integrated service delivery system with special emphasis 
on incentives for effective long term support and job 
retention. The project will compare the existing employment 
model with an enhanced employment model, called the KEYS 
model, using consumer choice of providers and a combined 
milestone/voucher payment system. The model will emph2.size 
work incentive education and will enhance long ~erm support 
by adding job retention vouchers, similar to that described 
in the Ticket to Work and Self Sufficiency legislation. 
Milestone payments would be id to providers with a higher 
rate of payment for placement in jobs with medical benefits. 
It will be tested at 6 sites, at least 2 rural. Oklahoma 
will request a Medic2.id waiver. 

Sites: First Year, Tulsa and Oklahoma City with 2 sites in 
each city; Future, 2 rural (one with a minority focus) 

http:Medic2.id
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Oklahoma State Statistics 

Social Security Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 582,961 beneficiaries $386 million $662 average monthly benefit 

Retired workers 352,040 $257 million $729 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 46,848 $ 17 million $373 average monthly benefit 

Disabled workers 58,605 $ 42 million $711 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 21,297 $ 4 million $199 average monthly benefit 

Survivors 104,171 $ 66 million $633 average monthly benefit 

Social Security Earnings and Employment Data - 1994 
o About 1.7 million residents worked in Social Security covered employment. 
o Covered earnings totaled about $27.9 billion. 
o About $3.5 billion was paid in Social Security taxes. 

Supplemental Security Income Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 73,791 beneficiaries $24 million $306 average monthly payment 

Aged 13,303 $ 2 million $164 average monthly payment 

Disabled & Blind 60,488 $22 million $337 average monthly payment 

SSA Press Office 4-H-9 West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX 410-966-9973 



Vermont 

Ve:rmont --Leac!. .!l.gency: Di sion of Voca~ional 

Project Name: Work Incentive, Counseling and Assis~ance 
Program for SSI Reci~ien~s 

$341,481 

Ta=get Population: SSI reCipients i:1 Mental Heal Ce!1te.::s 
and those worki~g with VR 

Abst=act: This project, run by Division of Vocational 
Rehabilitation (VR) , in cooperation with Division of Mental 
Health (MH) , will provide S5I _ ents in MH Centers and 
those working wiLh VR witD improved access to vocatio~al 
services and employmen~ outcomes, and imDroved benefits 
counseling on the impact that work w 1 have on -::heir 

prc'j ec:: will document ::he impac:: of se 
improved benefiL5, and compare the ccsts of providi:1'; these 

will _ 'ze if these viduals go to work much 
It includes consumers as 

counselors and evidence of good intra-agency collaboration. 

Sites: Statewide 
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Vermont State Statistics 

Social Security Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 100,267 beneficiaries $68 million $682 average monthly benefit 

Retired workers 62,694 $47 million $754 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 7,228 $ 3 million $387 average monthly benefit 

Disabled workers 11,191 $ 8 million $686 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 4,170 $ .8 million $184 average monthly benefit 

Survivors 14,984 $10 million $660 average monthly benefit 

Social Security Earnings and Employment Data -1994 
o About 350,000 residents worked in Social Security covered employment. 
o Covered earnings totaled about $6 billion. 
o About $740 million was paid in Social Security taxes. 

Supplemental Security Income Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 12,715 beneficiaries $4 million $321 average monthly payment 

Aged 1,900 $ .3 million $174 average monthly payment 

Disabled & Blind 10,815 $4 million $347 average monthly payment 

SSA Press Office 4-H-9 West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX 410-966-9973 



Abstract: This project is 
It will 

ficiaries in four ta_ 
securi~g and maintaini~g 

The 1 

opment will 
organi=ations 
establish local 

tion, 
sionals and 

Wisconsin 

Wisconsin -- Lead Agency: r~ment of Heelth a~d :a~i 
Ser-vices 

Project Name: Pathways ~o Independence 

Initial Year Funds Awarded: $946,525 

Target Population: s with physical disabili~ie , 
men illness, developmental ties and AIDS/~IV 

of 5 years of 
SSI/SSDI 

with Comorehensive he­
employme!1t in 13 tc: :: 

, .. ,,

sites. It will make be~~er uSe of sLlng worK lncen~lves, 
new ass~rances of 1 

ess of earnings. .~ will reduce fragmentation 
assure parLi=ipants are je~ter f as a result of 


lOYllien~. The two leac 
 Departme!1~ 

Family Services and ~he L of Workforce 
solicit proposals from local Dublic cr 

to serve as Pathways access 
netwo provide services. 

include heal~h and oyme!1t consul~atio~ _= 
pieces togeLher" by involving vocational 
counselors, 

case managers 
also 

entatives 
mental 

ce 

from housinc an~ 
prospective health 

care servi=es. 
organizations will about use cf 

work ives (1619, Imoairment Work ExpenSes, 
PASS, etc.), help develop employment s, assess skills, 

t emplOyers and match employees to jobs. The projec~ 
reflects significant outreach, coordination of services, 
counseli fellow-on SUDDor~. Wiscor..s will Dursue a 

buy-in under section 1733 
bases 

waiver ty is ~estored, 

pro~ec~ and 

Balanced Budge::. 
combi:1e several ca::.a 1 caLa i::-: a 

M .. ~ .. ec..l.. 

s data base. If SSDI ::.nev 
will seek a waiver to freeze od for the 3 

tion of the the SSG: 
"c 

-. -- -­c_:..-=_Sites: Fi eer.. sites to be determined bv competition 
awa 
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Wisconsin State Statistics 

Social Security Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 884~281 beneficiaries $638 million $721 average monthly benefit 

Retired workers 582,205 $456 million $784 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 66,151 $ 27 million $408 average monthly benefit 

Disabled workers 76,248 $ 55 million $725 average monthly benefit 
Their dependents 26,425 $ 5 million $205 average monthly benefit 

Survivors 133,252 $ 94 million $705 average monthly benefit 

Social Security Earnings and Employment Data - 1994 
o About 3.0 million residents worked in Social Security covered employment. 
o Covered earnings totaled about $58.6 billion. 
o About $7.3 billion was paid in Social Security taxes. 

Supplemental Security I~come Beneficiary Data - December 1997 
o Total 90,580 beneficiaries $31 million $324 average monthly payment 

Aged 11,294 $ 2 million $186 average monthly payment 

Disabled & Blind 79,286 $29 million $345 average monthly payment 

SSA Press Office 4-H-9 West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX 410-966-9973 



SOCIAL SECURITY 


Kenneth S. Apfel 
Commissioner of Social Security 

Kenneth S. Apfel was nominated on May 23,1997 by President Clinton ~d confinned by the 
Senate on September 19, 1997 as the Commissioner ofthe United States Social Security 
Administration (SSA). Mr. Apfel has the honor of becoming the flrst conflrmed Commissioner 
of Social Security since it became an independent agency in April of 1995. He brings a lifetime 
of leadership and public service experience to a position that has been frequently described as 
one of the most complex and challenging in the Federal government. He heads an agency that 
delivers beneflts each month to more than fifty million people. He is responsible for the actions 
ofapproximately 65,000 employees who, among other responsibilities, serve the needs of 
twenty-six million visitors each year to SSA's 1,300 field offices and answers almost sixty-four 
million phone calls annually on the agency's toll-free telephone lines. 

Kenneth S. Apfel came to SSA from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in the 
Executive Office of the President where he served since 1995 as the Associate Director for 
Human Resources. His responsibilities included budget, policy and management review ofall 
the human resource agencies of the Federal government, including the SSA, the Departments of 
Labor and Education and parts of the Departments ofAgriculture and Health and Human 
Services. 

Prior to his appointment at OMB, Mr. Apfel served as Assistant Secretary for Management and 
Budget at the U.S. Department ofHealth and Human Services (HHS). He was nominated by 
President Clinton in March 1993 and was subsequently conflrmed by the U.S. Senate. In this 
capacity, Mr. Apfel served as the senior budget official and chieffmancial officer for HHS. He 
formulated and executed the third largest budget in the world -- a $700 billion budget for a 
department staffed nationwide by 125,000 people, with half ofHHS' resources in support of 
SSA. During his tenure, Mr. Apfel served as a principal on the Secretary's task force to'elevate 
SSA to independent agency status. 

Before joining,the Clinton Administration, Mr. Apfel worked for two decades in the area of 
social policy; From 1989-1993, he served as legislative director to Senator Bill Bradley, 
overseeing the formul~tion and development of all aspects ofcongressional policy making. 
During 1982-1989, he was the Senator's chief staff person for Federal social policy, with a 
particular focus on programs under the jurisdiction ofthe Senate Finance Committee. He served 
as the Senator's key staff person for the Committee's actions on the historic 1983 Social 
Security reform legislation. 



Between 1980-1982, Mr. Apfel was committee stafffor human resource programs for the U.S. 
Senate Budget Committee. From 1978-1980, he served a Presidential Management Internship at 
the U.S. Department ofLabor. He was a college administrator from 1973-1976 at Newbury 
College in Massachusetts, coordinating a grant from the Department ofHealth, Education, and 
Welfare to provide outreach and remediation to veterans. 

Kenneth S. Apfel was born in Worcester, Massachusetts, October 12, 1948. He received his 
bachelor's degree from the University ofMassachusetts, Amherst, 1970; a master's in 
rehabilitation counseling, Northeastern University, 1973; and a master's degree in public affairs 
from the LBJ School ofPublic Affairs, University ofTexas, 1978. 

Mr. Apfel is married to Caroline Hadley and has two sons, Derek and Dana. 

October3.1997 



Fact Sheet 

A. BENEFICIARIES IN CURRENT-PAYMENT STATUS,DECEMBER31,1997 


Number of Average 
beneficiaries Monthly rate monthly 

Type ofbenefit [In thousands] [In millions] amount 
Total 43,971 $30,464 (!I) 

Retired workers and their family members, 
total 30,638 22,167 (II) 

Retired workers 27,275 20,864 $705 
Wives and husbands 2,922 1,149 393 
Children 441 154 349 

Survivors of deceased workers, total 7,180 .4,718 (II) 
Children 1,893 946 500 
Widowed mothers and fathers with 
child beneficiaries in their care 230 122 532 
Aged widows and widowers, and aged 
parents 4,869 3,559 731 
Disabled widows and widowers 188 90 480 

Disabled workers and their family 
. members, total 6,153 3,579 . ( 11) 

Disabled workers 4,508 3,253 7'12 
Wives and husbands 207 37 177 
Children 1,438 289 201 

Uninsured persons generally 
aged 72 and over before 1968 (~I) (~I) 201 

I Since the benefit amounts for workers and for the various types of family members and survivors are based on 

different proportions of the worker's benefit, average monthly amounts for groups of these different kinds of 

beneficiaries are not meaningful. 

2 Fewer than 500. 

3 Less than $500,000 . 

. Note: Totals may not equal the sums of rounded components. 

B. 	SELECTED CATEGORIES OF BENEFICIARIES (INCLUDED ABOVE) IN 
CURRENT-PAYMENT STATUS, DECEMBER 31, 1997 

Number of 
beneficiaries Monthly rate 

Type ofbenefit [In thousands] [In millions] 

Disabled beneficiaries (OASDI)--Workers, disabled 
children aged 18 and over, and disabled widows and 
widowers 5,401 $3,673 
Children (OASDI) 3,772 1,390 

. 97Student children 45 
Disabled children aged 18 and over 705 330 
Children under age 18 2,970 1,014 

Survivor children and widowed mothers and fathers 2,123 1,069 
Beneficiaries aged 62 and ovef(OASDI) 35,686 26,027 
Beneficiaries aged 65 and over (OASDI) 31,883 23,547 
Note: Totals may not equal the sums of rounded components . 

. SSA Press Office 4-H-9 West High Rise 6401 Security Blvd .. Baltimore, MD 21235 410-965-8904 FAX410-966-9973 



C. AVERAGE MONTHLY FAMILY BENEFITS IN 
CURRENT-PAYMENT STATUS, DECEMBER 31,1997 

Average 
Number of Average number of 

families family beneficiaries 
Selected family 1 group [In thousands] benefit per family 

Retired worker alone 24,123 $750 1.000 
Retired worker and spouse, aged 62 
and over 2,779 1,288 2.000 
Disabled worker, spouse under age 
65, and 1 or more children 151 1,197 ·4.044 
Widowed parent and 2 children 74 1,509 3.000 
Children ofdeceased worker 2 1,009 688 1.369 
Aged widow(er) alone 4,701 731 1.000 
1 A family means beneficiaries entitled on one w.orker's account. 

2 In most cases, the family includes a widowed parent whose benefits are withheld due to earnings. 


D. MEASURES OF PROTECTION 

1. Coverage 
About 148 million persons will work in OASDI-covered employment or self-employment in 1998. 
About 96 outof 100 jobs in paid employment and self-employment are covered or eligible for 

coverage· under the program. . 

2. Retirement . 
Ninety-five percent of the people aged 65 and over at the beginning of 1998 were receiving 

benefits or would be able to receive benefits when they or their spouses retire. 

3. Survivor 
About ninety-eight percent of the children under 18 and their mothers or fathers (with children 

under age 16) can count on monthly cash benefits if a working parent dies. 

4. Disability . 
About four out of five men and women aged 21-64 can count on monthly cash benefits in the event 

the wage earner suffers a severe and prolonged disability.· 

E. OPERATIONS OF OASI AND DI TRUST FUNDS, COMBINED 
(In billions) 

Cumulative 1937 through end of--
Cahmdar year . Fiscal year Calendar year Fiscal year 

1996 1997 1996 1997 
Income $424.5 $446.6 $5,461.3 $5,802.1 

Contributions 378.9 398.5 5,100.0 5,414.3 
Other 45.6 48.1 361.3 387.9 

. Expenditures 353.6 365.2 4,894.4 5,171.3 
Benefit payments 347.0 358.3 4,774.7 5,045.5 

OASI 302.9 312.9 4,247.7 4,484.3 
DI 442 ·45.4 527.0 561.2 

Other 6.5 7.0 119.6 125.8 
Assets, end of period 567.0 630.9 567.0 630.9 
Note: Totals may not equal the sums of rounded components. 
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The BRIDGE Program. Options on AI.lciwable Activities 
, , 

The discussion ofoptions for aUowable activities under the BRIDGE program is addressed under 
three possible grant scenarios: 

1) 	 Grants would ~ incJudesystetnS change activities for the population ofall adults 
with disabilities; 

2) 	 Grants would include both systems cbange activities .anc! demonstration grants to 
provide pre-service functions far all adults ,with disabilities. 

'\"'" 	 -. ... 

3) 	 Grants would include both systems change aetivities for the population ofall adults 
with disabilities .and. systems change activities that allow better service to targeted 
sub-populations. . 

OpUoD #1) AIIgn!!I. AcMilies fbr QaIy :n-m CIIID'" GrUb: ~ 
Allowable actixities would jnclude; 	 , r" ~(' '1 ~~,~,,~,&tvr 1 

, 	 I.A(I~ 

I. Establish new structures and partnerships that use existing local, state, and federal resources to 
integrate income assistance, health or other benefits~ job training and job placement services. and 
other services relating to employment that serve or could serve adults with disabilities. . 

2. Link services with the One-Stop system in a manner that supports coordinated delivery of . 
services to individuals with disabilities. 

3. Establish cOoperative agreements and coordinated activities. aIIlong members of the consortium. . 

4. Provide training and technical assistance among consortium partners and to the workforce 
d~elopment system on availability ofbenefits. services~ and training for adults with disabilities 
relating to employment, and the eligibility requirements for these benefits. services,-and programs. 

5. Promote equal. effective, and meaningful participation by individu8.ls with disabilities in 
workforce investment activities in the state through traiiung and technical assistance to 
consortiurn members on program ac:c:;essibility. 

6. Develop and implement common inta.ke and refe1Tal procedures. customer data baseSt resource 
information, and customer service hotlines. j 

7. Create unified infonnation systems that link all' components of statewide workforce inv~ent ' 
system and other consonium partners relating to labor market infonnalion such as employment 
statistics, infonnation on jOb va.cancies, and resume and career planning. 

http:individu8.ls
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8. Establish linkages with service providers outside the consortium required for adults with 
disabilities to find and keep gajnful empIoymcmt. . " 

9. Establish Urikages among local public agencies and not-for-profit service providers, community 
based organization~ and educational institutions necessary to the employment ofadultS with 
disabilities. . . 

10. Evaluation ofthe efforts fUnded under these grants. 

Prohibited ACtivities would inclyde: 

.], Building construction and renta1 offacilitieS. except as'required for participation in the'On~ 
Stop system. . 

2. Payment for direct services -- otber than those specifically enumerated above -- to adults with 
disabilities.' . . 

Pros and CODI pf Activities under Systems Chan!:; Qnly 

Would provide incentives to state Sy$tem5 - workforce development, vocational 
rehabilitation services agencies. and others _ .. to integrate systems directed to '~one 
point ofdelivery ofservice" for people with disabilities seeking employment. , 
Would provide incentives to understand and implement waiver authorities under 
Medicaid and other SSA work incentives. ' 

Would primarily fund state or local bureaucracies that mayor may not be"able to 
improve service to people with severe. disabilities. 
Does not allqwfor innovation and flexibility in services to disabled consumers 
since activities/services are delivered within the constraints ofexisting federal 
eligibUity and other requirements. 

I 
~'iJl, Option #2. 'Dowable Activities for Systems Chance and Demonstration Gra~ts: 

\IIk 8.) Systems change allowable activities are those describoo above in Option #1. ". 

~\. ! b) 'A1low~le activities for demonstration grants would include only pre-service functions that -are 
necessary to ensure the array ofavailable programs and supports are made available to adults 
with disabilities seeking.employment~ . 
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~ Vfl . Provision of information, referral. and employment-related tou seling regarding.. \ 
. services. programs, and benefits relating to employment through a single p int-of-entry (wheth~ 

electronic or staft) to adults with disabilities. 
.,/' 
-l 

.2. Acquisi!ion ofcomputer hardware and software to facilitate linking or consolidating 
information or services provided by existing state, . local, and fedeql provider~. ~ ;.,,: ~_ ;. 

. ~~,eros and CoDs ofDemonStratioD Grants with Pre-Service Functions ' 	 ~'-::r, ­

Combined systems change and demonstration grant activities provide greater 
flexibility by and within states to meet thei.- specific situations and need. This 
would be helpful since states and local areas vary in terms of how integrated and 
progressive their workforce systems and collaborati~e linkages have evolved to­
date. 
Demonstration grants may expand upon, or leverage, coordinated local effortS 
supported under Welfare-to-Work demonstration grants, generally consortia ofa 
broad spectrum of local s~ce providers. funded projects to serve individuals·with 
severe disabilities. . 

Does not aUow for innovation and flexibility in services to disab,ledconsumers 
r 	 since activitie&lseryices are delivered within the. constraints ofexisting federal' 

eligibility and other requirements. 
Will not address inadequacy oftraining and employment opportunities for 
individuals with the.most significant disabilities Who may need pe.-sona! assistance 
on thejob. 

OptiOD #3. AlloQble Actiyities for Only Systems Chance Grpnts for AU Adults with 
r • DisahilitieS aDd to BeUer Scoe Tarpted PODulations 

a) Systems change aJlowable activities are those described above in Option #1. 

b) Allowable activities for systems change grants to better serve targeted popUlations mclude 

~-

. those activities described in Option '# 1. plus: . . 

J: Training and technical assistance provided by publicly funded state entities serving explicitly 

h defined SUb-populations ofadults with disabilities ~ blind. deaf, psychiatric. developmenta1 

~ y~. disabiUties, and others) to members of the consortium on the specific,needs and barriers faced by 

~ their clients. 

2. Identification and implementation of systems changes that address unique barriers to 
employment for the targeted sub-population, including linkages and improved aCcess to . 

CAf/)L In Ci 1\ ~I ) 
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transportation for those 'With 'mobility impainnents, resolution ofhousing issues filcing those 
experiericingdeinstitutionalization or public housing'support. and other smilarbarriers to entry 
into employment and job retention. 

3. Identification and implementation ofapproaches to serviCe delivery for targeted. sub-

populations that cut across state systems to address the specific barners. . 


Pros' and Coni for S)'Stems Chanse Directed to Iacset Populations 

Would provide incentives to address other publicly or privately:funded support 
systems that arc necessary for'some sub-populations of the disabled to obtain and 
retain employment. , 
Would ,engage the expertise ofnational and local organizations servicing specific 
,client groups to ensure ~ con(.'iCms for service delivery are met. 
WQuld increase likelihood ,of consumer organization involvement in systems 
change efforts. ' 

j 
, , 

~ght be tOQ 'narrowin scope given amount offt.mds inyotved. P 
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. BRIDGE Progr~m's :Target Population Issues 

- . 

eThisoptions paper addresses whether successful grant appli~ts should be required to 
.serve the general disabilIty population., or should they also b~ permitted to serve sub-
populations. ' . 

Option #1: Require that grants be used to fund systems change that benefits all cUstomers with 
disabilities: 

. . 

Effectively requires grantees to address the large, systemic problems in their . 
disability services delivery systems to address the common issues experienced by 
a1l adults with disabilities seekingempJoyntent. 

,.- Decreases .the chances of' applicants choosing to focUs on ~he easiest-to-serve 
groups within the disability communitythereby assuring more equitable use of . 
funds. ' 

States vary enonnotisly with respect.to systems charigct'effectiveness of different 
agencies. and the relatioIiships between various agencies and programs. One size 
doesn't fit alL . . . 
Populations that are the most under served and/or have the greatest need might not 
receive the special and extra. attention they need. 
Customer involvement could be made more difficult:; 
Could be more difficult to accomplish large•. systemic 'change all' at once with 
relatively modest grants. Change might better be aCcompU~hed insma11er, targeted 
efforts. . 

Lik~y to be opposed by State and local official~ and their advo,catesin Congress.. 

who will want' to provide n:tllXimum fiexiliilityto graJrtees. .' . 


Option #2: Require that grants be used. to fund systems change tha.t benefits onlJ targ.etede1 sub,.. 
,populations within the disability community., ~~ f.,u.;-c ~ 

fma 

Greater t1exibility to applicants,for targeting groups:whose services are in the 
. greatest need of systems change and developing innovative approaches to do 
achieve systems integration ror those subpopuliltions. 

\ 

http:respect.to


09/18/98 10:50 	 -+-+-+ DOMESTIC POLICY III 001.... 

. Easier to accomplish systems change in a smaller, targeted effort than in all 
systems at once, particularly with relati\'ely.smal~iTantS being given. 

Might result in "crearing." SUb-populations that are the. most in need. most 
difficult to se.,ve, and currently under served miJht reCeive Jess attention than 
others. However, "Creaming" could be effectively addresSed in the award criteria. 
Might result iri only'limited systems change rather,thai1 a widespread integration of 
systems that serve adults with disabilities: ' 

., 	 May not accomplish the larger goalofincreasing the employinentrate ofadults 
with disabilities by allowing too narrow a focus for too small a population . 

. I * Option #3: Requir~ grantees to use grants to fund sYstems chanSethat benefits all customers 
. .' with disabilities but also.. pennit appli.·cation~ for grants that fund, systems change that benefits 

I.t.." /Jf\A~g;ted sub-populB.tions~ .. ' . wb W .e..:-,).., 0/QfIl~ ~ ~ ~ ful>1h 'I 
LA'U 1 (1I~::t .. ' ..... -'),(h~~ ~ :::> ~~'d,~~CJrN?Pfms. ... . v . or - " -, 	 ) 

! 
Offers a "best of both worlds" by allowing states to undertake 1arge, systemic 

) 	 changes that benefit all adults with disabilities while also seeking funding that . 
addresses sYStems that serve targeted. sub-populations most in need ofchange. 

-- Gives some flexibility to state and local officials to design cOnsortia in several ways . . . 
and address their most acute systems change needs. May be sufficient to gain their 
support. 

'. ." \ . ' 

A.sks for too much to be accomplished with"comparatively small amounts of 
meney. As a result. it may not &cQOmpUsh either goal. , 
May not adequateJy address the "creaming' problem in the design ofconsortia to 
address the needs Qftargetcd sub-populalions. Again. "creaming" could be 
effectively addressed in the award criteria. . 

\ . 
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September 16, 1998 

The Bridge Program: Options for Dennin: the Consortium 

, Backsround 

• 	 The proposed Bridge program builds on existing programs that provide grants to 
consortia to better integrate service delivery for personS with disabilities, but these 
programs take distinctly di1ferentapproaches to defining which entities haveto be in the 
consortium and which entities are eligible to receive the grant on behalf of the consortium. 

• 	 The SSA program is least prescriptive in specifYing the composition ofthe consortium but 
most pr~ptive in defining eligible applicants. 

• - The SSA program does not specifY that any agency or entity has to be in the consortium, 
but instead relies on the evaluation criteria for judsins the adequacY, orthe grant 
application to ensure there is adequate cooperation and.col1aboratidn, including evidence 
ofcOordination with and commitment from (e.g. such as int~ency agreements or other 

/

agreements}m number ofdifferent agencies and entities serVing a broad range ofpersons 
with disabilities. ' 

• 	 At the same time, the SSA program limits eligible applicants to one type ofentity - a 
State agency. 

• 	 In contrast,. the Education program is fairly prescriptive in specifYing a minimum core of 
five State agencies that must be in the consortium.. and in specifying that the consortium 
must develop pannership agreements with a variety of other Federal, State and local 
entities.' 

• 	 At the same time, the Education program is very flexible in defining eligible applicants by 
allowing the members ofthe consortium to designate one oftheir members to apply for 
the grant or allOwing the consortium to establish. aseparate, eUgible legaJ entity to apply 
for the grant.' 	 , 

'. 	 This options paper first presents options for defining the consortium, ranging from . 
significant flexibility with no' Jllinimum core ofparticipants to minimum flexibility with a 
long list ofentities that must be included in a consortium, with suboptions for each option 
related to adding evaluation criteria that would give preference to applications that have 
the desired composition for their con..c::ortium., 

• 	 As a secondaiy issue, the paper then considers two different options for defining eligible 
applicants. 
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Options ror tbe Comppsition gribe CQn.ortium 

Option 1: (ar ..Y.pecify 110 ret/ulnd memben ofcOlUorlium 

Would produce the greatest diversity in composition of consortia and 

perhaps greatest iMovation in integrating service delivery for persons with 

disabilities. 

AI:lows effective and motivated agencies or programs to "work around" 

ineffective agencies and programs. 

Allows the greatest flexibility in tailoring the structure of consortia to a 

particular state's or locality's population of~dults with disabilities. ' 

,Will appeal to local and state officials. and to members ofCongress who 

, oppose federal mandates attached to federal funding, 


May resu1t in numerous applications for consortia and, as a result, 

service'delivery systems -- that do not include entities essential ~o 

•promoting empJoyment for persons with disabilities. such as voc rehab, the 
public health'insurance agency, the local PIC or w.IB. and public and 
private sector employers. ~, 

•• ~ Does not require bringing, ineffective agencies or programs into an 
intepted service delivery system that would'likeJy dramatically improve 
their performance. ' 
Could result in adults with disabilities not being mainstreamed into the job 
training and job placement systems iftbose agencies are not included iIi a 
consonium. 

(b). 8pedb /10 required members ofCOlI$ol'tillm, but tulJl general eP01u.atiOIl 
criteria simillu to SSA criteria. \ 

I'mI 
Retains significant flexibility for local and state officials, but encourages 
them (without a mandate) to include all ofthe appropriate agencies and 
programs in their consortia. ' 

'StilllikeJyto result in numerous applications that do not include the entities 
'essential to promoting employment. 
Forces applicants to make an "educated guess" as to which structure ofa 
consortium will "win" a grant by making requirements for participants 'in 

, ' consortia less transparent than a specific, advance mandate. 
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Option Z: :t-. 	 (a). RelJllinl tlud every con.wrtium incbi.3-4 core·~elU!ie.s"; YIJCdlibntd . 
ReJuJlJilittltiDlI, the pu.blic hetdth. iftSlU'lUIce agency, ~lg~ uti the 
lot!tl1 PTiWIJe l"dusby CO""ci1 0' Wo1'k/07ce In."estment BINI:fyJ - esaell.tlal ~. \ \ \ Ct -1") 

promoring employment . ·.·7 ;V1 c\~~,vr- 7 ~ob~ 
~. . . ." ~~t~ ssA 

Ensures that each consonium will include the agencies that pro~~e 
largest volume ofservices to the largest popUlation ofadultS with 

disabilities that are essential to promoting employment. 

Permits a -significant amount· ofdiversity and innovation in consortia. 

Assures that the systems providing closely related services and, therefore. 

most in need ofintegra.tion -- particularly the VR and WIB agencies --­

are included in every consonium. Also, assures that the largest funding 

streams for services to adults with disabilities will be leveraged in the 

process ofsystems integration. 

Consistent with the Workforce Investment Act. 

AsSures state and local officials.· and their Bdvocates in Congress. that their 

agencies wiU receive some: JX?rtion ofeach gr8:nt. 


May result in consortia that focu.s too heavily on persons with disabilities 

who are the hardest to serve .. 

May result in consortia that do not involve nongovernmental entities 

essential to promoting employment - e.g. public and private employers .. 

Assures that every consortium will be focused in part. or dominatal by 

large public organizations rather than smaller not-for-profit entities. 


(\ ,. (, ~' t' (b). AtItl specific evtilJl.lllion. criteria requiring ptU1icipation ofotlae..., entities, 
~'f"\ o.lrr<' y inclu.ding the state rMlUal health. IZgMCy, the sttde welfare agenc'y, loc:al school 

''''\'~~ ~b()lII'ds' local t!iimmunity COI.leges, the local trllllSporlntiOIl age",::y, .IOCtll S~ 
~~'() - /} ~ >( .tHstnct offices, aiJd the local snlaU business ofJlce. Qnd economic development 

. if agl!1lCY. ~r\Johs.@c..tDfl {\o(\f(}~J fwD5 hOl1.s~nj ( 

&m ·~~~Pt?MR ..... 
Provides structureallowing mandated consortia members to supervise and 

ensure performance ofentities that are linked to consortia by agreements. 

Assures that consortia will not be limited to, the mandated agencies. but 

pennitssome flexibility in the selection ofadditional participants in . 

consortia. . 

Increases the: likelihood that consortia will include both agencies that 

traditionally participate in employment-related services for adults with 

disabilities and others that h~ve not traditionally participated. 


mailto:r\Johs.@c
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May limit diversity and innovative consortia .. 
Ct.eates a class system in which certain agencies are deemed essential to the 
employment ofadults with dis8buities while others are stigmatized as 
"expendable. ... .. . . .. . 
Forces applicants, in part, to make an "educated guess" as to ~hich , 
structure ofa consortium will "win" a grant by making some requirement.s 
for participants in consortia less transparent th8.n a Specific, advance 
mandate. .' 

Option 3: 	 MtZlUlate memberJ ofconsorllum to iIu:lil.1l11 tlgenci&<r tUld e",tit.ies ifttiIuded 
in Options Z(tI.) fUJd J(b). . . 

~ 
Ensures that all entities relevant to promoting employment of persons 'With 
disabilities and to serving those target groups that are the hardest .to serve 
are included in theconsordum. _, . 
Avoids requiring applicants to "guess" which ·agencies should and should 
nOt be included in their consortia, 
Assures a comprehensive, integrated service system in those jurisdictions 
,that participate in the grants prograin. 

Likely to be very cOmplex to form ~rtjum with so many inandatory 
members, and may create a disincentive to participation for sOme 
juris~i~tions. ., . " . . 
Would eliminate concept of limited number ofconsortium members 

, supervising and ensuring performance ofother entit;es involved in eifort. 
J>rohibitsflexibility for local and state officials and, as a result, may req~ire 
structures and delivery systems that are not appropriate to a population of· 
adults with disabilities in a particular state or locality, 
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Options for Delillllnl Eligible AppliuUD 

Option 1: (a). Spe.dfy one govenzmentQl entity to reCeive ,rant, su.ch us PIC or WIB. 

Ensures that all consortia are led by the local governmental entity most 
essential to promoting employment ofpersons with disabilities. 

May result in consortia Jed by local PIC or WID .that is not effective in 
particular local area and therefore local entity not most eifective in 
promoting employn:tent opportUnities for persons with disabilities. 

(b). Specify one entity' as nbtwe, bllt tdlow wt:i.i~ers to Teq"i7elMn~. 

Ensures that all consortia are either led by local PIC or WIB iftbat local 
entity is effective and therefore Jed by local governmental entity most 
essential to p.omoting employment. 

May result in w.lvers based on political considerations as opposed to 
effectiveness considerations.' , 

OptiOD2: Allow c:onsortlu.1ft members to decide who IlPpliesfOr the grant. 

Allows fur greater diversity and possibly greater innovation in the 
designation ofentity to head consortium. 

May result in consortia whose focus is not totally on promoting 
employment for persons with disabilities_ 
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.Office of the Commi$sioner· 

September 16, 1998 

MEKOitANJ)tJM FOR. 'l'RB BONORABLE ERSKINB B. BOWLES . 

·1 /.A/:::~ JI ~~I 
FROM 	 Kenneth S. Apfel"-~·N..:~ 

Commissioner of Social-Security . 

SUBJECT 	 Social Security Administration's Weekly Report­
September 21 - October 2, 199B--INFORMATION 

BY AGENCY NEWS 

-


SSA to Award Grants to states to Deve10p Approaches to Increase 
Work Opportunities for.Peoplewith Disabilities: On 
September 18, SSA will award grants totaling $5 million to nine 
States to develop innovative approaches to i,ncrease work 
opportunities for people with disabilities. The objectives of 
the grant prog'ram are to create federal/state partnerships and to 
provide support services to assist people with disabilities in 
achieving employment, including vocational training, health care 
services, and transportation assistance. The Vice President will 

. announce these grants for SSA as part of a Town Hall event that 
day. 

Socia1 security Advisory Board: On S~ptember 22 - 23, the Social 
Security Advisory Board will hold public hearings in Dallas, TX. 
The subject will be "Service to the Public." 

OTHER AGENCY NEWS 

SSA Receives John N. Sturdivant National Partnership Award: SSA 
was one of four agencies honored by receiving the 1998 John N. 
Sturdivant National Partnership Award. This annual award, first 
presented by Vice President. Al Gore and renamed this year to 
honor the late John N. Sturdivant, former President of the 
American) Federation of Government Employees (AFGE), recognizes 
achievements of labor-management partnerships working together to 
create a Government that works better and costs less. SSA's 
National Partnership Council (NPC) and its Partnership Evaluation 
Team were recognized for efforts made by 'the Agency and the AFGE 
in conducting a nationwid~ evaluation of its partnership 
activities. The NPC team was the first to issue a report 
involving an agency-wide evaluation of the effects of partnership 
on agency performance and is serving as a benchmark for ' 

SOCIAl SECURITY'ADMlNISTRAnON BAL11MOilE MD 11235-0001 
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organizations considering assessment of their partnership' 
activities. 

Hammer AW8J:d Ceremony: On September 24, Commissioner Apfel will 
present the Vice President's Government Reinvention "Hammer" 
award to approximately 300 SSA employees who have developed new 
and creative ways to perform important governmental functions. 
These employees represent nine teams,that have worked on a 
variety of projects including development of an automated notice 
to send, to widow (er) s, before age 65 to let ,them know of their 
potential eligibility tor higher ben~f~ts, and a project in which 
Mississippi field office employees developed a package of ' 
service~ that helped to increas~ the Mississippi Band of Choctaw 
Indian'S educational awareness or 'Social Security programs. 

CONGRESS 

Bearing' on the Securit;y of Gover:Dmel'lt Computer Systems: On, 

September 23, The Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 

(Chairman Thompson) will hold a 'hearing on the security of 
government computer systems .. John Dyer, SSA's .Principal Deputy 
Commissioner, w1lltestify for SSA. Other scheduled witnesses 
include representativ~sof the General Accounting Office arid the 
Department of Veterans Affairs. 

C0MM7SSIONIR'S SCHEDULE 
) , 

No travel scheduled for this period.' 

OTHEa SIGNIFICANT MEETI»GS AND CONFEaENCE~ 

,On September 21 - 24, Yvette Jackson, 'SSA's Deputy Commissioner 

for Finance, Assessment and Hanagement, will be in London, 

England whe~e she will participate in discussions of SSA's 


,electronic funds transfer and automated clearinghouse (ACH) 
initiatives with ,senior officials at, Bankers Automated Clearing 
Services (BACS) and the British ISocial Security System.BACS is 
the'British equivalent of this country's national ACH system. 

On September 24, Carolyn Colvin, SSA's Deputy Conunissioner "for 
Operations, will be in New York, NY where she will be ? guest on 
Qj?TV's cable'television series, "Social Security and You." The 
live-an-tape progra':rl, a monthly half-hour show, will focus on 

'solvericy and customer servi~eand will be carried by dver 
95 cable televisiori stations throughorit New York, New Jer~eYI 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.' Ms. Colvin will also 
participate in a town hal,l meeting wi,th over 100 communi ty 
advocates and leaders .. The. meeting will foc,us on current issues 
related to nonqualified alien legislation, slervice delivery" and 
Social ,Security solvency. '. 
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14 September 98 

TO: CECILLIA ROUSE & CYNTHIA RICE 

FROM: JUDrTH E. HEUMANN &CURTIS' RICHARDS 

RE: OPTIONS FOR "BRIDGE" PROGRAM EVALUATION, 

ISSUE: 

How should grantees under the proposed Building Resources for . 
Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment (BRIDGE) Program 

. . be evaluated? 

, , 

BACKGROUND: 
, , 

The Department of Education and the Social Security Administration 
are conducting separc.te, but coordinated. competitions to fund model 
dem,onstration projects of program coordination and systems change 
designed' to increase employment outcomes for individuals with 
disabilities. The Social Security Administration soon will be 
awarding a contract to .conduct an· evaluation of these demonstration 
projects. 

The evaluation will include two site visits to each project per year in 
order to evaluate the way the State Projects are organized, monitor 
record-keeping, provide guidance and technical assistance, and , 
identify the elements of 'tho demonstration that lead to positive work 
outcomes for beneficiaries. The primary goal of the evaluation is to 
analyze the systems which State Projects develop to streamline 
employment and rehabilitation serviCes and other supports. The 

. second related component is to measure the outcomes for . 
partiCipants and describe .how changes in the infrastructure ofeach 
of the State's ~ervlce delivery systems lead to these outcomes. 

1 ' 

I 

http:separc.te


.......... DOMESTI C POll CY 

-09/18/98 10: 58 e- . 

OPTIONS FOR CONSIJ;JERAnON: 

Bunding on these demons6-ation efforts. the Task Force on the 
"\ .Emptoyment of Adults with Disabilities is proposing a 'similar, but, 

much more significant. FY 2000 initiative known as the Building 
Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment 
(BRIDGE) Program. An eVilluation component of this program will 
be critical. Below are a few options for consideration as the BRIDGE 
Program takes shape. 

1) Longitudinal study: this option would require four waves of 
data collection on ,a statistically s~gnificant sample of individuals 
served by each project. The first wave would incrude baseline 

. data from t;!ach colisumerregarding employment histOries., 
enhanced data on their disabilities, additional data an current and 
prior receipt of services, and their expectations regarding the 
services they have applied for. The remaining three waves' of. 
data collection would.occur one year apart and would query the 
consumer on their satisfaction 'with services and the outcomes 
they obtained including employment outcomes and integration into 
the community. During each wave. the study sample"s case 
reCords wourd be ab~tracted. and project records. cooperative 
agreements. policies, pl'Qcedures. relevant state and IQcal 
legislation, etc. would be reviewed and'service providers, 
managers, administrators, state and local decision makers and 
other key personnel Involved would be interviewed to document 

. the proje~' systems-change, infrastructure-building. and ,program 
integration. The purpose of the interviews/and records review 
would.be to provide an analysis of what changes occurred .at the 
state and local leve,ls, how they were accompUshed. and how they 

. . achieved, or encouraged, the achievement of consumer 
outcomes. Where the service model permitted, there would be 
random assignment of individuals to either model or conventional 
serviCes to identify services' impact.. There would be a 

. comprehensive analysis of the integrated project database and 
rei~vant anCillary databases (e.g. Unemployment Insurance, 'etc.). 
This option would provide information on the impact of services at 
project or sub-project level (at least. where the services models 

2 
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permitted). and, comprehensive infonnation on project evolution. 
services provlded. and outcomes attained; This would provide the 
richest analytical· database for subsequent decision making. It is 
estimated that the cost of Option 1 woul~ be approximately 
$8,000,000. 

2) ·Longitudinal case Studies and Comprehensive Survey: In 
this option, a restricted number of consumers, service providers, . 
managers, administrators and local decision makers would be· 
followed intensively for four years and their experiences would be 
documented in-depth .. Relevant supporting records would be .. 
reviewe~. This would produce aseries of intensive case studies 
for each project. In the fourth year, a comprehensive survey. 
would be conducted with a statistically significant number of 
consumers· and interviews would be condu.cted with relevant 
providers, managers; administrators local decision makers. etc.. . 
Case and project records, cooperative agreements, state and 
local legislation, etc. would be revlewed~ and the integrated· project 
databases and ancillary databases would be cOmprehensively 
analyzed. This option would provide qualitative (but 
non..generalizable) data on the.projects' evolution, processes. and 
consumer experiences through the case studies. It would also . 
provide a comprehensive retroactive examination of project 
processes. services and outcoryles.This option would not contain 
optimal service impact measurement methods. but it would still 
provide a relatively rich analytical database. It is estimated that 
the cost of Option 2 would be approximately $6.000,000. 

3) 	Comprehensive Survey: In this option. the projects would be 
monitored through three annual site visits. Unstructured 

; interviews would be conducted with small numbers of consumers, 
service providers, managers administrators, state and focal 
decision makers and other personnel involved in the projects .. 
Project records, policies, procedures, cooperative agreements and 
reports would be reviewed. -In the fourth year a: 1) comprehensive 
survey would be conducted. and 2) Comprehensive analysis of the 
integrated database and an~illary .~atabases would be 

3 
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implemented per Option 2. This option would provide very useful 
data and analyses, but the data aoalyses would not be as 
compelling as those derived from Options 1 and 2. It is estimated 
that the cost of Option 3 would be approximately $2,000,000. ' . . 

As a condition for receiving grants, all applicants should agree that 
they will adopt computerized, integrated data systems with key data 
identical across aU'projects, and grant funds .should support the 
development and implementation of such systems. The . . . 
computerized dala systems should include: a) uniform (for all 
projects) case record data on each person served including 
characteristics of indivIduals served, services provided, service 
costs, and employment outcomes·and b) a real-time tracking system 
so the individual's trajectory through the Integrated. coordinated 
service system can be documented along with the support services 
provided and those service costs. These data systems should 
include links to other key databases including Welfare. JTPA, . 
Unemployment Insurance. etc. Moreover, at the project level (which 
transcends the case level) a uniform taxonomy of services should be 

. adopted by all projects as well as uniform methods of accounting for 
key costs - particularly overhe~d costs .. 

4 
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. D.RAFT September 14,1998 
Building Resources for 'Individuals with Disa~i.8itiesto Gain ~mployment (BRIDGE) r· 

IntrOductioD 

On March 13, 1998, the President issued E:xecutiveOrderNo: 13078.imtitled "Increasing 
Employment of Adults.'with Disabilities" to increase the employment of adults with disabilities. 
The Executive'Order directed federal agencies and departments to c~eate a coordinated and 
aggressive national p()licy ,to aCcOinplish t;h.at goal. As part of the effort to fulfill.the President's 
mandat~, the Departments ofLabor, Education,'Transportation, Commerce, and Health and 
Human Services, along with the Social Security Administration, Small Business Administration, 
and V crerans Affairs, are propose th~ "Building Resources Jor Individuals with Disa~ilities to' 
Gain Employment" ("BRIDGE") Pioglam. ' 

, BRIDGE,YJil1 help to fncrease:theemployment rate ofadults with disabilities by fostering 
integration of employment-related .services and support services to adults ,with disabilities among; 
state and local disability systerris at the point ojdelivery. Through competitive grants, BRIDGE 
willhelp people'with disabilities access all of the services they need to find and keep 
employment through a single point pf entry, rather than having to Sort through a dizzying 
bureaucracy on their own. BRIDGE will also foster effective integration of service delivery that 
Will continue well beyond the life of the grants. ' ' " . ' , , 

Background ' ' 

According to the ·1998 Harris Survey of AInericans with pisabilities, two-thir'ds of . 
iudividwy,s with disabilities between the ages of 16and 64 are :riot working. Only three in ten 
working-age adults with disabilities are employed full or part-time. Seventy-five percent of 
those non-emplored adults wi~ disabilities have indicated that they ~ould prefer to be 
working (Harris Sbrvey, 1998.) The vast majoritY ofthese individuals receive income support 
and other serVices through federal, state, and local programs like Temporary Aid to Needy 
Families (TANF),Supp1ementalSecurity Income (SSI). Social Security Disability Income 
(SSDI), Medicaid (including Medicaid waiver programs), Medicare, mellta! health· services, 

, vocational rehabilitatioh, subsidi~ed housing, and food stamps. 
, . 

Even though legislation, technology, and changes in 'soCietal attitudes have improved the 
. environment' for employment, .feweithan 1 % per year of the eight million SSI and SSDI 
beneficiaries actu3.Ily return to work and terminate benefits. In fact, over the past detade, the 
total number of SSl and SSDI disability beneficiaries has doubled and federal cash payments to 
these individuals have steadily increased to more than $75 billion annually (SSA, 1998)., The 

costs of related Medicaid coverag~ also contiD.ues to escalate. These figures will contiriue to 

increase dramatiCally with the increased incidence of disability in anaging:population, and the 


, migrati~n of~any Temporary Aid to Needy Families(TANF) recipients with disabilities from 

welfare to ,SSIJSSDI roles. ' ' 

1 
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The Poliey Problm! 

People with disabilities are a diverse population requiring a variety of services and 
supports to find and keep seek or retain employment. While"a host "of seivicesand supports are 

I " "" " 

currently provided by government, programs are dispersed between numeroUS, departments and 
agencies. In addition, states and localities vmy enormously in the structure, availability and 
effectiveness of their employment, health care, aIld other human services and support programs. 
The current-fragmented approach to supplying these needed services and programs has rendered / 
them less effective in assisti.ng adults with disabilities in finding and maintaining competitive 
employment.. In addition" while the programs are intended to accomplish the same outcom~ --­
that is, employment for adults with disabilities --~ they frequently do not work well togethedn a 
common mission. 

~ " 

I 

For example. adults Vlith disabilities experience difficulty obtaining reliable information 
about employment opportunities and services, various /work incentives, the myriad of state 
health care benefits under Medicaid, and the impact ofwork on their federal benefits status for 

/ SSI, SSDI, Medicaid and Medicare. 

Lack of serVice coorcfuiation and integration 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 effort 
frequently wasted. For example, in some states, job couns'elors 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 specihlist, a 
supported employment job developer, ora representative from Projects With Industry) may all 
be independently contacting the same employer to develop employment opportunities for persons 
with disabilities. This resultS in duplication ofeffort, confusion, and complications in the 
re1ationship betw,een the service providers and employer; the very relationship that is often 
critical to employment success. 

.~,CurrIYnt Effom . 

" " 

Currently the Social Security Administration, and the Depa:rtments ofLabor•. Education, 
and Health and Human ·Services have grants programs to'develop andeval"uate 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 have published 
individual and joint grant BlUlouncements for competitive grant awards to ~e made in FY 1998. 

• The Social Security Administration administers the "Cooperative Agreements /0'" State 
Projects which Increase Employme~, ofIndividuals with Disabili(ies Who Receive. Public 
Suppt;Jrl. 11 . . •• 
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• 	 The Department ofLabor's Employmentand Training Administration (DOI..rET~) 
administers a Disability Employ~ent and Initiative grimt.program designed to support 

. the objectives ofExecutive Order No. 13078 . . 
• 	 The Department ofEducation's Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services 

.' 	 (OSERS)! Rehabilitation Services AdJninistration (RSA) is administering "Systems­
Change Projects to Expand Employment Opportunities for Individuals With Mental or 
Physic~ Disabilities, or Both, Who Receive Public Support" 

Ibe BRIDGE Initjativs: 

BRIDGE will build-on the grants 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 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. Thereafter, each of the services provided to our cus~mer should be sufficiently integrated 
with all of the other services so that they collectively aCcomplish the common goal of long-term 
employment and permanent attachment to the workforce. 

BRIDGE grants would be awarded, primarily or exchlsively, on a competitive basis from 
a national account of$150 million iIi FY 2000. Grants would last for three years with fimding in 
FY 2001 and FY 2002 being contingent upon subsequent appropriations. Current funding for 
traditional disability employment programs would not be supplanted by this initiative. 

BRIDGE will emphasize the need to focus on the point of the delivery ofservices and 
_ the need to be flexible and adapt to state and local conditions. For this reason, state and local 

agencies will be given,the greatest leeway possible to assemble and organize consortiums that 
best serve their populationS. BRIDGE grantees would be encouraged to adopt coordinated and 
integrated service delivery approaches: 	 . 

• 	 establishing fonnal interagency work groups and alliances that include the 
cus~mer perspective; " 


•• entering into forrilal agreements for information exchange and coorQination; 

• 	 involving employers and unions in the public and private sector in plarming and 


designing services and systems; 

• 	 developing selected needed waivers of federal and state program requirements 


(e.g., Medicaid waivers and individual waivers ofSSA eligibility and income 

requirements under SSA demonstration authority); . 


• 	 -developing state, local, not-for-profit and privatc,expertise in'identifying existing model 
. employment serviee models and assisting individuals in the use ot· the myriad of 
programs and incentives; ; , 

• 	 developing ~levant cross-ageney-data analysis and comparative·ana1ysis; 
• 	 developing multi-program., mu1ti~level evaluation capacity; 

3 ' 
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• 	 im.p~oving and enhancing case management and supporting development of 

the individual's ability to self-manage program services and benefits; and 


• 	 supporting employers in the hiring. accommodation and provision of ongoing 

supports for workers with disabilities (as needed). 


EUdble AppIi~ant!i 

Each applicant must be a consortium ofstate 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. Consortiums may include not-for-profit providers ofemployment. assistive 
technology, health and other related services to adults with disabilities. 

Successful applicants woUid ~monstrate that they have identified the means to integrate 
and coordinate the services provided across agencies and to remoye barriers to employment for 

;) 	 adults with disabilities. Successful applicants would also de~onstrate that they consulted with 
diverse elements within the communitY ofadults with disabilities in the planning, 
implementatio~ and evaluation of the project. 

Finally, each applicant would be required,to demonstrate an ability and willingness to 
expend some percentage of the grant funds, to evaluate their coordination and integration efforts 
in a valid and reliable manner. 

Expected Outcomes 

These grants will produce a diver~ array.of integrated and coordinated service systems in 
states and local areas across the country that will effect the following. So~e ofthe expected ' 
outcomes will include the following: 

Adults with disllbilities ;"ill: 

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

• 	 more easily and rapidly access a 'Wider and more diverse array ofemployment services 
resulting in efficient and rapid job placement that will improve job skills, job 
opportunities. job placement, and job retention for adults with disabi1itie~; 

• 	 be more satisfied with employment and related support seIVices; 
• 	 have more input concerning their life goals and career plans; 
• 	 havc more choices with respect to employment and career decisions; 
• 	 be more readily accommodated within the work force; 
• 	 have a better understanding ofwork incentive provisions; and· 
• .report that their quality of life has improved~ 

4 
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State. and local service delivery systems will:· . 

• 	 be less fragmented. have improved communication across systems, and be more 
efficient by decreasing duplication ofservices; 

• 	 be more user friendly and customer oriented; 
• 	 be more cost-effective than services provided in less integrated delivery service systems; 
• 	 systematically decrease barriers to employme,nt ofadults 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-term follow-along supports); 

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

• 	 realize substantial cost savings in teans ofreducing the costs of public benefit programs. 

5 
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DRAFT September 2, 1998 

Building Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employment (BRIDGE) 
, , ' 

n ••• We mustforge a national disability policy that is based on three simple 

creeds-inclUSion, not exclusion; independence, not dependence; and emJ'owerment, not. 


l ' "paterna ISm •• , 


President Bill Clin.ton 

1996 

IntrodRction 

, On March 13, 1998, the President issued an Ex~utive Order entitled "Increasing 

Employment ofAdults with Disabilities" with the goal of increasing the employment of adults 


, with disabilities to a rate that is as close as possible to ,the employment rate ofthe general adult 
population. The Executive Order called for the Federal Government to create a coordinated and 
aggressive national policy to reduce the unemployment rate of mdividuals with disabilities and to'· 
assist those individuals in obtaining competitive jobs, To accomplish this go8.I, the -Labor 
Department, Education Department, Social S~curity Administration, Small ,Business' 
Administration, Transportation Depa.rt:IDent. Commerce Department, Health and Human Services 
Depariment, and the Veterans Affairs Departments are proposing an initia1ive called "Building 
Resources for Individuals with Disabilities to Gain Employme~t" ("BRIDGE") Program. 

The purpose ofthis proposed grant program' isto increase the employment rate of adults 
with disabilities by fostering the development ofcoIisortiumsantong state and local disability 
service systems or programs that promote full integration ofemployment.l'elated services and 
support to adults with,disabilities. The work ofthe consortiums would be to identify and 
eliminate conflicting policies and programmatic barriers, and to create policies and programs that 
integrate service delivery systems and the support services needed to. obtain and maintain 
employment. 

Baclw'ound 

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. And, of the non-employed, 

75% have indicated that they would prefer to be working (Harris Survey, 1998), Most 


. importantly, the numbers ofworking age adults with disabilities who are not employed have not 
increased in the past 10 years. The vast majority of these individuals receive. income support and 
other services through programs funded at the federal, state,and local level, and often at all three 
levels. Examples of these programs include Temporary Aid to Needy FamIlies (TANF), 
Supplemental· Security Income (SS1), Social Security Disability Income (SSDI), Mediqaid 
(including Medicaid waiver programs), Medicare~ subsidized hoUsing. and food stamps. 

Despite the increase in potential for employment -- created by legislation, technology, 
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I" 	 and changes in societal attitudes -- only a small percentage of adultswi1h disabilities on public 
benefit progranls actUally leave these programs for employment. Forexamp!e, over the past 
decade, the total number of SSI and SSDI disability beneficiari~s has doubled to more than eight 
million working age individuals. Federal cash ,payments to these indiyiduals have steadily 
increased to more than $75 billion per year (SSA. 1998). Yet, annually, fewer than 1 % of the 
eight million SSI,and,SSDI beneficiaries actually return to work and terminate benefits. 

Ihe'PolicyProblem 

" ... Eligihility is linked to SSDI and gros~ earned income qualifying determinations. EIII.er I 
have it or I don't .••Incredihly, despite these kinds 01requirements, there is no such tl.ing as 
Federal or State accounting assistance/or working henefit recipients! Government' 
representatives. .'. deal with only 'one program per letter, and nothing ever gets 
comprehensively integrated • .• " , 	 " 

PhiIScI,ultz, SSDI heneficiary 
Racine, WlSconsin 

People vvith disabilities are acllverse popula~o~,'ihey need a variety ofservices and 
supports to seek or retain employment and federal assistance is dispersed between many 
programs and agencies. In addition, states and localities vary enormously in the structure, 
availability and effectiveness of their employment, health care, and other human services and 
support programs.· Lack of information 'and poor integration of public support programs causes 
program-related barriers and complexities that Inhibit~dividua1s with disabilities from , 
. effectively using available services. From the individuaI's perspective, public profirams make no' ' 
sense, are too compleX, have conflicting rules and goals and work at cross-pwposes much of the 
time. 	 . 

• f _ 

There is also limited infonnatjon sharing andlor program coordination by federal," 
administrators with their counterparts at other federal~ state, local, and nonprofit agencies, and 
with the private sector or with the disability COInmunity. The consequence of this is evidenced in 
the difficulty adults Wi1h disabilities experience in getting reliable information about the various 
work incentives, the myriad of state health care benefits under Medicaid, and the impact of work 
on their federal benefits status for SSI, SSDI, Medicaid and Medicare. , 

, Lack of service~oordination and integration also has ~egativeconsequences for' 
employers and service providers, both public and private. For example, in some states, 

,coUnselors do not have access to job listings from agencies that administer employment and 
t:rain.ing programs. In addition, many different servicepr~viders (a vocational rehabilitation 
'counselor, an employment training specialist, a supported employmentjoh developer. or a 
representative from Projects With Industry) may all be independently contacting the' same 
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employer to de~eiop employment opportuniti~~ for persons' with disabilities. This results in , ' 

duplication of ~ffort. cOnfusjon, and complications in the reiationship between the service " 

providers and employer; the very relationship that is critical to employment success. ' 


Cle/iI'ly programs and agencies need to coordinate. by sharing basic program information, 
, establishing compatib'le eligibility criteria, and cooperating in service provisions .. . . ' . . 

Current Efforts 

Currently the Social Security Administration, and the Departments ofLabor, Edu~tion, 
and Health and Human Services have'discretionary and demonstration graJlt initiatives to 
develop and evaluate models ofprogram coordination, service/systems integration and systems 

, change to increase employment outcomes for people with disabilities at the state and local level. 
Much of this effort is focused on beneficiaries ,of federal SSI and SSDI programs.' These 
agencies have publisbed individual and joint grant announcements for competitive grant awards 
to be made in FY, 1998 (less than $8 million total for projects in 4-6 states)~" ' 

The following f'i:veexamples'ofproposed projects under the current demonstration grants 
initiative at the Social Security Administration provide insight into different approaches to 
'addressing employment barriers experienced by certain SSA beneficiaries; (Applicants are"not 
identified because the SSA awards,have not'yetbeen announced. These examples do not ' 
necessarily represent the grand award recipients.) 

I." Project til ,proposed to involve three of2S existing Department ofRehabilitationfMental 
Health Cooperative Project sites, by adding .services for at least 200 individuals with severe, , 
psychiatric disabilities each year at sites that have One-Stop Career Centers. The sites will 
eDhance services by adding two staff positions: a Benefits Coordinator and a Service 
Coordinator. The service delivery to the individual Will use a t~am approach with representatives 
ofSSA, VR, MH, and other relevant agencies. At the state level, a State Coordinating Council 

, wj.1l seek waivers from. SSA, HCFA, and perhaps others (i.e., HUD). The waivers will be, used to 
pilot ways to encoUrage adults with disabilitiesto work and be less dependent on public ' 
assistance. ' 

2. Project #2 proposed to address barriers created by the fear of losing public health insurance 
and income supports experienced by beneficiaries who are mentally'ill, mentally r~tarded,and 
developmentally disabled. Barriers will be addressed through e~ucatiOli of SSA'beneficiaries 
who are VR clieri1;s on available work incentives, promotion ofVR services, and the use ofa 
Medicaid Earned Income Disregard Walver and an SSA Waiver to Suspend.the Extended Period 

) There is also a similar ongoing multi-year health care project sponsored by the Robert 
Wood 10hnson Foundation (RWJ). ' 
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ofEHgibility. 

3. Project #3 proposed to integrate cw-rent workforce develoPment efforts in waysthat increase 

efficiency of operations, enhance program quality and outcomes, and ultimately increase the .. 

employment and wages of beneficiaries with serious mental illness in meaningful jobs. The 

proposal.will request waivers from HCFA, SSA, and I-IUD. Employment services will be 

integrated through One-Stop Career Centers, a centralized ioeation that can simplify the service 

interface for consumers. The project will also explore ne~ structures such as. "Consumer Credit .. 

Unions" to help solve the complicated financial problems ofconsumers. The project also· 

projects two regional pilots to test employment vouchers in years 3-5 of the funding. . 


. 4. Project #4 proposed to use interVentions in two cities to increase employment and decrease 
reliance on public supports. A third comparable city· v.,ill be selected to collect control group 
data. The proj~ct plans to serve SSIISSDI beneficiaries "",ho have .severe and persisterit mental 
illness and are serVed by DVR; who are blind or visually impaired. and are served by the 
Division of Services for the Blind; and consumers who have physical disahilities that might be 
able to transition to employment through the Independent Living Program (ILP) .. The main 
approaches will be to reduce uncertainty regarding the effect of increased wages on benefits and 
streamlining access to employment supports and services through use ofBenefit Counselors, 
increasing incentives for working via waivers regarding SSI related benefit reductions. ensuring 
health care by targeting.employers who provide health benefits, and proyiding specific training to 
make participants atfractive to those'employers. . 

5. Project #5· is· the product of five years ofsttldyand pre-testing: Toc~ntinue its workin this 

area, this project, coordinated through a state health agency, proposed to provide 1,800 


, SSUSSDI beneficianes with physical disabilitfes, mental illness, developmental disabilities, and 
AIDS/HIVwith.comprehensive help in securing and maintaining gainful employment. It will 
make better use ofexisting SSI/SSDI work incentives and add new assurances ofhealth and long' 
tenncare coverage regardless ofearnings. It will reduCe fragmentation and assure participants 
are better off financially as a result ofemployment. . . , 

The BRIDGE Initiative 

The new: BRIDGE grant program builds onthe currimt efforts of the federal agencies, 

desCribed above. It would begin by providing all interested applicants intensive orientation to 

the relevant federal programs and technical assistance on'the flexibility in federal programs, 

. including the ability to obtain waivers and develop options speCific to the state· or local 
community. It would then support a much greater number of states and localities in the planning, 

. creation and early implementation of integrated and coordinated service delivery at the state and 
local levels. Projects would be designed to put into practice the best appmaches to competitive 
employm~nt ofadults with disabilities and take into account the economic. educational, health, 
and public policy environment in'the state or locality in question: 
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In order to promote coordination and integration of services, the BRIDGE program 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. Specifically, individual programs nnd services would be 
linked by: (1) convincing service providers and officials of the need to cooperate and developing 
incentives for them to patticipate in cooperative consortiums, (2) getting key participants to agree 
to the goals of the initiative and the role ofeach enti.ty in developing and implementing policy, 
program and systems changes, and (3) establishing a forum to address isslles and promote 
crumge anc\ to establish ongoing communication and integration of services. Some states have 
developed strategies that use this type ofpractical approach to improve service delivery and have 
reported that their coordination efforts have reduced time and expense for administrators and 
consumers alike: (p. 20, GAOIHEHS-96..126, 1996.) 

"The BRIDGE program would encourage coordinated and integrated service delivery 
approaches by encouraging the use ofthe following mechanisms by grantees: '" 

• 	 establishing formal interagency wor~groups and alliances; 
• 	 entering into fonnal agreements fot information sharing and coordination; 
• 	 developing needed waivers of federal and state program requirements 

. 	 . . (e,g:. Medicaid waivers and individual waivers of SSA eligibility and 
income requirements under SSA demonstration authority); 

• 	 developing state, local and private expertise in providing employment services 
and assisting individuals in the use of the myriad of programs and 
incentives; 

• 	 improving c~stomer infonnation systems and customer service; 
• 	 developing relevant cross-agency data analysis and comparative analysis; 
• 	 developing mUlti-program, multi-level evaluation capacity; 
• 	 improving and enhancing case management and supporting development of 

the individual's ability to self-manage program services and benefits; 
• 	 involving employers and unions in tbepublic and private sector in planning and 

design of services and systems; . . 
• 	 supporting employers in the hiring, accommodation and provision of ongoing 

supports for workers with disabilities (as needed); 
• 	 measuring inter and intra-governmental cost~savings of retum-to-work activities; 
• 	 measuring customer satisfaction; . 
• 	 evaluating the impact ofwork on other social factors 

(quality oflife. community participation, recreation, health status, etc.); 
• 	 evaluating effectiveness and efficiency of interventions. 
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E1idbJe Applicant! 

, Applicants must demonstrate that they represent a consortium of stllte andJor local 
agencies that provide or could provide a range of supports and services to ~Ldults with disabilities . 
which lead to identification, access and maintenance ofemployment. The public agencies should 
have the legal authority to provide the services they propose. Consortiums may include not-for­
profit providers ofemployment, assistive teclUlology, health and o~er related services to adults 
with disabilities. ' . 

For example, a consortium could consist of a local Private Industry Council, the local 
Small Business Admjnistration office, the local metropolitan planning orgmrization, the state 
vocational rehabilitation agency, the local One-Stop office,the local school district,the state 
Medicaid program office and. if appropria~e, agencies providing access to the Medicare program. 
Successful applicants would demonstrate ~t they have identified the means to integrate and 
coordinate the services provided across disciplines and to remove barriers to employment for 
adults with disabilities. The consortium must also demonstrate that it has consult~d with diverse 
elements, within the coriununity ofadults with disabilities in the planning, implementation, and 
evaluation ofthe pI'oject~ . 

Finally. each applicant would be required to demonstrate an ability and willingness to . 
expend some percentage of the funds provided to evaluate customer satisfhction and the 
efficiency and effectiveness oftheir coordination and integration efforts in a valid and reliable 

I 	 . . 

manner. 

Expected QutcQm~s 

These grants will produce a diverse array ofintegrated and coordinated service systems in 
states and local areas aCross the country. Some of the expected outcomes will include the. 
following: 

Adults with disabilities will: 
" , 

• 	 enter into gainful employment within a'competitive worken'vironrnent at a higher rate of 

pay than they do currently; 


• 	. more easily and rapidly access a wider and more 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 cOIl,ceming 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 <?f work incentive provisions; and 
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• 	 be less fragmented, have improved communication across systems, and be more efficient 
by decreasing duplication ofservices; . 
be more user friendly and customer oriented; • 
be more cost-effective than services provided in less integrated delivery s~rVice systems;• 
systematically decrease barriers to employment ofadults with disabilities at state and • 
local levels (e.g. lack of: transportation, health care/insurance, education, w~rkforce/ 
training, housing, assistive technology, civil rights, on-site and off-site job . 
accommodations and long-term follow·along supports);. . 

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

• 	 realize substantial cost savings in terms ofreducing the costs of public benefit programs. 
. . SfJ;-~Drhbv 

OutstandjngAdminjstratiye and Policy Issues to be Decided . 	 . ~III ~ 

if;k~. 
1. Which federal agency or agencies will admi.i:rister the graIlq,rogram? ..CDt'l50-..n~ 
(Which agency or agencies will receive the funding in the President's budget?) . 

/
)0L VV2. ~ich fed,:al agencies' loc/al affi!iates/systelll,s m.1J§1 participate, ~ a consortium for it to be a . . 

~. qualIfied apphcant? ~.'(¥fi ~. '. , . . 


.3. What is an appropriate amount for a grant, in teqns ~a caEl?ed Qra floor-funded program? . 
, 	 ."' 

rt" 4. Should grants be given out exclusively on a competitive basis,· or should there be a fonnula 

fIr.. ~ component to assure that every state participates in this activity? For example, should some 

VIr" . portion of the money be given to states or cities by formula and the remaining given to local 


co~sortiums by competition?(~, ~t1~:h~.'~~b_,it-~~. '.' 
/ 	 c:ommvv~,-' (;5.. '\'.CY",,~ ~~:J ' 

l..wwmowwiIlthegranteeSbeevaluated? ~ t..J:-; ... ~~.?~+4-. 
1) /\n;hoUldthere be' a re;vard for ac~eving ce~.outco es?~.;,.;fr ,/I:: j ~ . ,~' . , 

~.-t t;r:. flJhot-~ Cf)YDorthv:--~ ( , ~ ? . \ (tvOVC 1-'»U 

. 
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Here are background papers for tomorrows BRIDGE Program meeting 
at 2:00 pm in room 239 OEOB. (2 memo's, Target population Issues, 
Options for defining the consortium, BRIDGE draft paper.) Thanks. 

Call Sonyia at 456-:-5351 if fax. is incomplete. 


