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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Panel’s Advice Report is to provide analysis and recommendations
regarding design of the Adequacy of Incentives Study authorized by the Ticket to Work
and Work Incentives Improvement Act of 1999. The Adequacy of Incentives Study was
mandated by Congress to evaluate how the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program
can be used to increase employment among those with significant disabilities. The
Commissioner is required to report to Congress on recommendations for a method or
methods to adjust payment rates to Employment Networks to ensure the participation of
individuals with disabilities in four specific groups. The Commissioner must implement
the necessary adjusted payment rates prior to full implementation of the Ticket to Work
and Self-Sufficiency Program. The statute requires that the Panel be consulted during the
development and evaluation of the study.

This Advice Report is based on relevant documents, including reports from an Experts
Roundtable and public testimony coordinated and convened by the Design and
Evaluation Committee of the Work Incentives Advisory Panel in Washington, DC, on
July 27, 2001. In addition, this Advice Report is based on related research on
employment of people with significant disabilities and targets the four groups in the
disability population noted in the Adequacy of Incentives provision of the legislation who
are likely to be “involuntary nonparticipants.” These four groups are individuals with a
need for ongoing support and services, individuals who need high-cost accommodations,
individuals who earn a subminimum wage, and individuals who work and receive partial
cash benefits.

Summarized in this Advice Report are a report by the Social Security Administration
(Working Paper 003, Design of the Study of the Adequacy of Incentives for the Ticket to
Work Program, Huynh and O’Leary, July 14, 2001); key points from the July 27, 2001,
Experts Roundtable; and Panel and Experts Roundtable recommendations that will
provide a framework for additional research related to the Adequacy of Incentives. The
points offered in this Advice Report are intended to support and enhance, not supplant,
the overall proposal described by the Social Security Administration’s Office of Policy in
Working Paper 003 and discussed at the Experts Roundtable.

PANEL RECOMMENDATIONS

The 13 recommendations offered here include recommendations from the Panel related to
the ongoing process for the Adequacy of the Incentives Study. They are followed by
recommendations from the Experts Roundtable on nine specific issues raised by the
Social Security Administration (SSA) and/or the Panel.

Design Process of the Study

Panel Recommendation 1: An ongoing structure must be established for review of
emerging information, analysis of trends, and creation of recommendations regarding
modification of incentives and making use of multiple evaluation methods.
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Panel Recommendation 2: The Social Security Administration should convene an
Adequacy of Incentives Advisory Team, similar to the team of consultants approach
being used under the $1 for $2 research, for ongoing technical support for the Adequacy
of Incentives Study, specifically related to the four targeted groups. This group should
consist of diverse individuals who have research background, knowledge, and/or
expertise in the successful employment of individuals in the four groups. This group
could include, but not be limited to, the experts identified by the Panel for the Adequacy
of Incentives Expert Roundtable. These experts would be charged to further develop
recommendations from the Experts Roundtable for serious consideration by the Social
Security Administration. At least two members of the Adequacy of Incentives Advisory
Team should become members of the Technical Evaluation Support Group, the technical
group advising Social Security Administration on overall Ticket evaluation, to ensure
coordination of the two research efforts.

Panel Recommendation 3: Given the impact of this and other studies the Office of
Policy conducts on the lives of people with disabilities and their families, the Office of
Policy should develop a policy and practice for incorporating the input and experiences
of consumers, their families, and/or their representatives as it develops new research
designs, including the Adequacy of Incentives Study.

Panel Recommendation 4: As the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program is
implemented, the Social Security Administration should provide to the Panel, Congress,
and the President ongoing interim reporting on the participation of members of the four
targeted groups in the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program.

Panel Recommendation 5: The Panel recommends that Congress approve a technical
amendment to require the Social Security Administration to provide to the Panel,
Congress, and the President ongoing interim reporting on the participation of members of
the four targeted groups in the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program.

Panel Recommendation 6: Ongoing data collected and outcomes determined for the
Adequacy of Incentives Study should be included in the Social Security Administration’s
overall Ticket evaluation research.

Panel Recommendation 7: Due to delays in issuing the tickets, the deadline for the
Adequacy of Incentives Report to Congress should be extended by the amount of time the
ticket rollout has been delayed (13 months). The Panel recommends that Congress
approve an amendment to adjust the timeline for the Adequacy of Incentives Report so
that it is due 49 months, rather than 36 months, after the enactment date. Implementation
of the necessary adjusted payment rates should occur as soon as practical following the
release of the Adequacy of Incentives Report but no later than 1 year after its release.
Further, the Panel requests preliminary progress reports on the Adequacy of Incentives
Study at 36 and 42 months after the date of enactment of the law.
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Identifying the Four Groups

Panel Recommendation 8: While there is a need to take advantage of what is known
about the diagnostic categories with high proportions of those most likely to fall into one
of the four groups relative to work capability, the Social Security Administration, in
addition to diagnostic data, should use other information, such as survey information,
information on earnings, onset date, and medical improvement assessments. SSA should
also go to outside data sources, such as those identified in Expert Roundtable
Recommendation 1 (below), to identify members of the four target groups.

Survey Methodology

Panel Recommendation 9: The Social Security Administration has proposed a survey to
supplement its administrative data, improving its ability to target the four groups. If the
survey uses a telephone protocol, the protocol should include two other elements. First,
there should be face-to-face home interviews if the phone survey fails for a given
respondent, except for cases of incorrect phone numbers, empty residences, and so on.
Second, if the potential respondent’s disability prevents effective participation in the
survey, the interviewer should use as a proxy another individual who knows the
respondent well and, preferably, who has communicated on the respondent’s behalf in the
past, such as a parent, spouse, sibling, or supervisor in a group home. Members of the
Adequacy of Incentives Advisory Team (see Panel Recommendation 2) should review
the interview protocol used by the contractor conducting the survey.

Supplementary Research

Panel Recommendation 10: Recognizing the need for research to supplement what can
be studied using Social Security administrative data, SSA has proposed a program of
supplementary research. It has solicited the suggestions of the Panel for possible research
topics to supplement the research using SSA data. The Panel recommends the following:

 Review existing research on the four groups or related groups, including relevant
behavioral demonstrations and field experiments.

 Conduct or commission new research on these groups using State data or other
Federal data.

 Conduct or commission new research related to Employment Networks and other
providers.

 Review and consider best practices of successful programs relating to employment of
those with significant disabilities.

 Review best practice systems of results-based funding and/or individual milestones
payments.

 Conduct or commission a review of supported employment literature, research, and
best practices.

 Conduct or commission ongoing demonstration projects, modeling, and evaluation of
the effectiveness of alternative incentives identified.
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Employment Networks

Panel Recommendation 11: SSA should identify the data elements that Employment
Networks (ENs) should collect on whom they serve and do not serve from the four
functional groups identified in the statute. The data should include descriptions of why a
ticket is accepted or is not accepted on the basis of the EN’s perception of cost, degree of
difficulty, or lack of expertise on the part of the EN to provide the necessary services.
SSA should use a sampling of ENs rather than requiring all ENs to collect the data. SSA
should pay the ENs to offset the administrative burden of management information
system design.

Panel Recommendation 12: SSA should conduct or commission qualitative research,
including interviews and focus groups as appropriate, to assess the adequacy of current
incentives to large and small providers, including community rehabilitation programs.
Information and recommendations should be collected regarding the amount and timing
of payments and other factors that affect potential participation in the Ticket Program and
integrated community employment at minimum wage or higher levels for individuals in
the four groups.

Various and Diverse Populations

Panel Recommendation 13: SSA should ensure that the data collected include attention
to national demographics such as rural and urban settings, minority representation, and
socioeconomic conditions across the country.

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE EXPERTS ROUNDTABLE

The Panel convened an Experts Roundtable on July 27, 2001, as part of its effort to bring
expertise to bear in advising SSA on the design of the Adequacy of Incentives Study.
Following are the recommendations that emerged from the Experts Roundtable in
response to the nine questions posed by the Social Security Administration and the Panel.
The Panel strongly urges the Social Security Administration to seriously consider and
further develop these recommendations in designing research related to the Adequacy of
Incentives Study and its context within the broader evaluation of the Ticket to Work and
Self-Sufficiency Program.

Identifying the Four Groups

Roundtable Recommendation 1: In addition to the administrative data sets SSA has
proposed using, use appropriate Federal databases (e.g., Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services, Rehabilitation Services Administration, and Department of
Labor); State databases (e.g., State developmental disability agencies and State mental
health agencies); data from providers of day treatment, day activity programs, sheltered
workshops, and supported employment programs (e.g., data from the Employment
Intervention Demonstration Program funded by the Center for Mental Health Services);
and existing research studies in order to identify and gather information from and about
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members of the four groups. In addition, the Helen Keller National Center has data on
7,000 persons who are deaf and blind, some of whom are seeking employment.

Roundtable Recommendation 2: Oversample potential members of these four groups
who can be located in the administrative data from Social Security, Office of Special
Education and Rehabilitative Services, Rehabilitation Services Administration, Medicaid,
the Department of Labor, and/or other Federal sources.

Outcomes of Interest

Roundtable Recommendation 3: Track basic employment outcomes (jobs, wages,
hours, choice, etc.) for members of the four groups once identified.

Roundtable Recommendation 4: Gather information about access to and use of the
Ticket, with particular attention to whether nonparticipation is voluntary or involuntary.

Roundtable Recommendation 5: Conduct or commission qualitative research, including
interviews and focus groups, to gather more extensive information about participation,
economic and other benefits, and ways to attain improved incentives.

Roundtable Recommendation 6: Analyze the data collected related to patterns of
outcomes, cost/benefit, participation, and modifications of incentives for members of
these four groups compared with others making use of the ticket.

Maximizing Outcomes

Roundtable Recommendation 7: The Social Security Administration should ensure that
studies of these four groups include attention to the issue of the “mix” of funding,
government programs, and other incentives and disincentives that affect the employment
of people with disabilities. These studies should include analysis of how various funding
streams can be used together to enhance incentives to Employment Networks and
providers and result in employment for people in the four groups.

Successful Efforts to Employ People With Significant Disabilities in Community
Employment at Minimum Wage Levels or Higher

Roundtable Recommendation 8: The Social Security Administration should study the
successes of supported employment programs, Rehabilitation Services Administration
Choice projects, and other demonstration projects of the past decade for members of
these four groups.

Other Methods to Identify Members of the Four Groups

Roundtable Recommendation 9: The Social Security Administration should consult
other databases to identify members of the four groups. Such databases should include
other existing national samples as well as State databases for persons with developmental
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disabilities, persons with mental illness, persons with deafness and blindness, persons
with brain injuries, and persons with other disabilities.

Individualized Milestone Payments

Roundtable Recommendation 10: The Social Security Administration should study the
current and recent experiences of States that have begun using results-based funding or
some form of payment for individualized milestones toward employment.

Roundtable Recommendation 11: The Social Security Administration should conduct
or commission cost/benefit analyses and create demonstration projects on modifying the
incentives to Employment Networks and providers of services, showing how members of
the four groups can benefit from the Ticket and from employment that partially reduces
benefits.

Various and Diverse Populations

Roundtable Recommendation 12: The Social Security Administration should ensure
that the data collected include attention to national demographics such as rural and urban
settings, minority representation, and socioeconomic conditions across the country.

Including Consumers, Family Members, and/or Their Representatives in the Study
Design and Implementation

Roundtable Recommendation 13: Given the impact of this and other studies the Office
of Policy conducts on the lives of people with disabilities and their families, the Office of
Policy should develop a policy and practice for incorporating the input and experiences
of consumers, their families, and/or their representatives as it develops new research
designs, including the Adequacy of Incentives Study.

Including Employment Networks in the Study Design and Implementation

Roundtable Recommendation 14: The Social Security Administration should gather
data related to the costs to Employment Networks and providers of services and the
timeframes for providing access to the Ticket and employment for members of these four
groups.

Roundtable Recommendation 15: The Social Security Administration should study the
relationship between perceived disincentives and actual incentives for Employment
Networks and providers of services, including incentives for small providers of services.



7

MESSAGE FROM THE PANEL

In enacting the Ticket to Work and Work Incentives Improvement Act of 1999, Congress
recognized that the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program would not be equally
available to all individuals with disabilities. In particular, some people with significant
disabilities might be involuntary nonparticipants. That is, they might be willing to work
but, because of their need for ongoing support and services, high-cost accommodations,
limited wages, and/or partial cash benefits, as well as outside factors, they might not find
an Employment Network willing or able to take their ticket under the existing financial
incentives of the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program.

To address this equity issue, Congress included a requirement in the statute that the
Social Security Administration identify and implement a payment system that would
allow this population to participate in the Ticket Program. The Commissioner is required
to report to Congress on recommendations for a method or methods of adjusting payment
rates to Employment Networks to ensure equitable participation for individuals in four
specific groups. The Commissioner must implement the necessary adjusted payment rates
prior to full implementation of the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program. The
statute requires that SSA consult with the Panel during the development and evaluation of
the study—commonly referred to as the Adequacy of Incentives (AOI) Study. The
statutory language follows:

Title I, Sec.101 (h)(C) REPORT ON THE ADEQUACY OF INCENTIVES—The
Commissioner shall submit to the Congress not later than 36 months after the
date of the enactment of the Ticket to Work and Work Incentives Improvement Act
of 1999 a report with recommendations for a method or methods to adjust
payment rates under subparagraphs (A) and (B), that would ensure adequate
incentives for the provision of services by employment networks of—

(i) individuals with a need for ongoing support and services;
(ii) individuals with a need for high-cost accommodations;
(iii) individuals who earn a subminimum wage; and
(iv) individuals who work and receive partial cash benefits.

The Commissioner shall consult with the Ticket to Work and Work Incentives
Advisory Panel established under section 101(f) of the Ticket to Work and Work
Incentives Improvement Act of 1999 during the development and evaluation of the
study. The Commissioner shall implement the necessary adjusted payment rates
prior to full implementation of the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program.

The Panel has carefully considered issues related to equitable participation in the Ticket
Program. This has included consultation with the Social Security Administration, other
Federal agencies, and various experts; opportunities for public comment; and Panel
deliberations. The Panel’s Design and Evaluation Committee convened an Experts
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Roundtable of nationally recognized experts, Social Security Administration officials,
and Panel members on July 27, 2001. The Roundtable addressed the many complex
issues involving the employment of individuals with significant disabilities. The impact
of the overall Ticket evaluation on individuals in the four groups and the design of the
AOI Study were carefully considered. Subsequently, a well-known expert in the field, Dr.
David Mank, assisted the committee and Panel in drafting this report.

This Advice Report represents the Panel’s effort to bring expertise to bear in advising the
Social Security Administration on these complex issues and the design of the AOI Study.
It became evident during this process that ongoing consideration and advice on this
important topic will be necessary. The Panel looks forward to continuing to address these
issues and provide advice as the Ticket is implemented and research goes forward.
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SUMMARY OF A SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION REPORT:
Working Paper 003—Design of the Study of the Adequacy of Incentives for the Ticket to

Work Program

An overall design has been crafted by the Social Security Administration for the
Adequacy of Incentives Study that is based in part on Federal databases and includes a
process evaluation and an impact evaluation (Huynh and O’Leary, 2001). Such research
is required by the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program. Specifically, the Social
Security Administration is to assess the Adequacy of Incentives structure in serving
members of groups considered unlikely to participate and to develop and test alternative
incentives as necessary. The Act targets four groups that are considered likely to be
“involuntary nonparticipants.” These four groups are individuals with a need for ongoing
support and services, individuals who need high-cost accommodations, individuals who
earn a subminimum wage, and individuals who work and receive partial cash benefits.

It is important that the Adequacy of Incentives design include specific attention to these
four groups from the beginning of the Ticket to Work program evaluation process. As
Huynh and O’Leary say, “ … it enables us to ask: What data do we want to have when
we get to the point of implementing the evaluation, rather than what do we have at that
point” (Huynh and O’Leary, 2001, p. 2).

Working Paper 003 asks two important questions relative to this Advice Report: Are
incentives adequate for the target groups? And, if not, how can incentives be modified to
better serve these groups? The paper goes on to describe the proposed process for the
study of the Adequacy of Incentives.

Data for addressing the Adequacy of Incentives will be drawn from administrative data in
the Social Security Administration and from Internal Revenue Service tax files and
possibly Center for Medicaid and Medicare Services (formerly known as the Health Care
Finance Administration) data and Rehabilitation Services Administration data. The
intention here is to “compare the characteristics of those served in the Ticket to Work
program with the characteristics of the SSDI [Social Security Disability Insurance] and
SSI [Supplemental Security Income] disabled populations.” (p. 4) The authors also note
that while the administrative data will be useful, they are not likely to include important
information about ongoing publicly funded supports, accommodations, and hourly wages
earned. Because of the lack of some needed data in the administrative data sets, the paper
also proposed a survey that would ask beneficiaries about work, wages, access to the
Ticket, access to vocational rehabilitation services, and other questions. A phone survey
is planned to attempt to collect these data, supplemented by home interviews when
information cannot be collected over the phone. Issues with this approach are also
discussed, including sampling issues and survey subjectivity. For the purpose of
determining how to modify the incentives of the Ticket to Work, the authors propose a
theoretical modeling approach because, they argue, “testing alternative incentives is …
not currently feasible given the limited information … on alternative incentives to test.”
(p. 8) The authors expect the Social Security Administration administrative data to be
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useful, but they note that its usefulness may be somewhat limited. In addition, the survey
noted earlier will be designed to help address the issue of determining how to modify
Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program incentives. Issues of subjectivity and
defining eligibility are also noted and discussed related to possible modification of these
incentives.

Working Paper 003 also indicates that additional input is needed on three specific
questions: What are objective means of identifying the groups? What are the outcomes of
interest? What array of services should be considered to maximize outcomes to members
of these four groups?
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SUMMARY OF EXPERTS ROUNDTABLE, JULY 27, 2001

An Experts Roundtable was convened by the Design and Evaluation Committee of the
Work Incentives Advisory Panel on July 27, 2001, in Washington, DC. The Panel
assembled experts in several fields, with the main focus being efforts to employ those
with significant disabilities. Lists of experts in attendance and of those providing public
comment are provided in the appendixes to this Report. The meeting provided the
opportunity for review and discussion of the design of the study on the adequacy of
incentives for individuals in the four groups noted. After presentation of the study design
by the Office of Policy and its consultants, the experts offered comments in response to a
series of questions posed by both the Social Security Administration and the Work
Incentives Advisory Panel. Members of the public also had an opportunity to share their
thoughts and impressions on this topic through testimony.

While the overall design may represent important methods to begin to assess the use of
the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program and the Adequacy of Incentives, the
following points summarize the concerns and input of the Experts Roundtable, public
testimony, and testimony received in writing after July 27, 2001:

EXPERT COMMENTS

 The design should be formative in nature, immediately seeking ways to modify and
test incentives rather than waiting for a period of time to conduct a summative
evaluation to determine whether the design of incentives was adequate. The design
should emphasize the question, What will it take for the incentives to be adequate for
Employment Networks to serve members of the four groups?

 There is a need for qualitative studies (in-person interviews and focus groups) in
addition to quantitative studies.

 There is a need for specific attention to collecting data regarding the issue of
incentives to, and perceptions of, providers of services.

 There is concern that the phone survey protocol, even supplemented by home
interviews, will be inadequate because of communication barriers for some members
of the four groups and lack of understanding of the nature of the Ticket to Work and
Self-Sufficiency Program.

 There is concern that the survey should be sensitive to minority and cultural issues as
well as to geographical differences.

 There is a need to use existing databases from supported employment data, State data
from developmental disability agencies, and State data from mental health agencies.

 There is ample evidence, based on the supported employment initiative,
Rehabilitation Services Administration choice projects, and other projects, that
individuals in these groups can work productively, although often part time.

 Demonstration projects with members of the four groups are essential to show how
the incentives could be modified to work with members of the four groups.
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 Evaluation of the Adequacy of Incentives should make use of the experience in States
using results-based funding or milestone payments in the vocational rehabilitation
system.

 The evaluation design of the Adequacy of Incentives should be considered in the
context of the other benefits and services received by members of the four groups.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

 The AOI Study is the only hope that persons with high support needs have for
utilization of their tickets.

 SSA must look beyond its own data banks to employment researchers who have spent
years studying supported employment and the successes and the impact work has had
on the lives of persons with high support needs.

 Everyone needs to have the opportunity to work, regardless of disability. No one can
be left behind.

 The Ticket to Work Program is an extremely exciting opportunity for people with
disabilities to gain employment while being in control of funding. It actualizes their
role as customers, changing the perceptions and focus of the provider community and
the general public. People with more severe disabilities may not be able to benefit
from the Ticket to Work Program as it is currently designed. SSA and the Panel must
analyze the types of supports needed by these individuals, the associated expenses,
and the impact on the person’s life style.

 Because of the multitude of issues that surround individuals with significant
disabilities, it is incumbent upon this process to take a broad view of both cost and
benefit. Taking a narrow, econometric approach to the study may not reveal an
effective payment strategy for these individuals—reducing potential outcomes that
might be experienced otherwise.

 A broad-based study will decrease reliance on Social Security and other benefits.
 Individuals with disabilities can become employed and be successful with proper

assistance. Without these intensive, individualized supports, though, these individuals
are destined to remain on Social Security benefits and other public assistance
programs.

 In order to prevent failure of this program, input about the actual cost of supports
needs to come from agencies that are proficient in serving individuals with
disabilities, and not determined in a vacuum or through sterile research
methodologies.

 Expertise of people with disabilities, their families, and agency practitioners must be
used in the research design.

 SSA and the Panel must do nothing less than draw on the best information in the field
to access the answers SSA needs to design payment strategies that will work for all
persons who have a disability—especially those who have the most severe
disabilities. This cannot be an academic debate about competing research
methodologies; it should be about determining where the answers lie and designing a
study that will lead to those answers.
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 The AOI Study potentially opens another avenue that is desperately needed to open
employment for people with significant disabilities.

 In Ohio, only 8 percent of people with severe disabilities are employed. In the
proposed Ticket regulations, there is little incentive for providers to accept tickets
from individuals who need intense and/or expensive supports. The AOI Study is
needed to determine alternative payment strategies so these people can use their
tickets and become employed with the needed supports.
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SUMMARY OF ISSUES

The following represents a synthesis of the points derived from the Experts Roundtable,
public testimony, literature review, and Design and Evaluation Committee discussions
and provides the conceptual underpinning for the Panel and Expert Roundtable
recommendations made in this Report.

1) Individuals in these four groups are less likely to participate in the Ticket Program
because they are less likely to stop receiving Social Security benefits altogether.

2) Individuals in these four groups will be extremely difficult to identify in Federal
databases because data on relevant dimensions defining these four groups are not
directly collected in Federal databases. Some Federal data may allow inferences for
some of the members of some of these groups (e.g., there may be relevant data from
the Department of Labor regarding individuals earning subminimum wages; there
may be relevant data on subsets of the four groups in Medicaid data and in data from
the vocational rehabilitation system).

3) It is likely that individuals in these four groups will require a greater degree of effort
and long-term support for successful employment and may not be able to work
enough hours or earn enough money to eliminate Social Security benefits (e.g., Mank,
1994; Wehman, 2001).

4) Phone survey methodologies will be of limited utility for members of these four
groups because of intellectual or other developmental disability, or communication
difficulties based on disability, in addition to the issues of English as a second
language and minority populations (including Native Americans), which will also
affect the broader evaluation design (HSRI, 1999).

5) There is a need for a “formative” evaluation approach and other research and
evaluation designs for these four groups (which asks the question “Under what
circumstances can and do members of these four groups participate?”), in addition to
a summative evaluation about the extent to which members of these groups
participate (Campbell and Stanley, 1963; Weiss, 1972).

6) There will be major ongoing costs to Social Security as a result of widespread
nonparticipation of people in these groups. Individuals in these groups are likely to
receive a lifetime of benefits if they do not participate in employment (e.g., Braddock,
2001).

7) There is widespread evidence that individuals who are part of these four groups can
work successfully (although often part time) with individualized support structures
(supported employment research and evaluation studies, Rehabilitation Services
Administration “Choice” projects, etc.). These data are extremely relevant in
considering the employment rates and potential of people in the four groups and in
determining what Employment Networks need to assist individuals with significant
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disabilities to be employed (e.g., Mank, Cioffi, and Yovanoff, 1999; Mank, O’Neill,
and Jensen, 1998; Revell, Inge, Mank, and Wehman, 1999; Sowers and Powers,
1991; Wehman, 2001).

8) The research proposed by the Social Security Administration on the Adequacy of
Incentives should be supplemented in part because Social Security administrative data
do not include all the information needed to identify the four groups and in part
because of communication issues associated with efforts to survey these groups.
Promising sources of information include existing State and local databases as well as
efforts to more directly collect new data relative to the individuals in these groups in
addition to the adequacy of the incentives to the Employment Networks and providers
of employment services (Campbell and Stanley, 1963; Weiss, 1972).

9) The methodologies of the evaluation design must be considered in the complex
context of a range of factors that affect the extent to which people with disabilities
work and the extent to which the incentives in the Ticket Program are adequate.
Additional factors that have an impact on the employment of people with disabilities
include benefits management, provider availability and capacity in local areas, and
vocational rehabilitation initiatives (Novak, Mank, Revell, and O’Brien, 1999;
Wehman, 2001). The nature and funding, including milestone payments, of
vocational rehabilitation services, long-term day services, and employment support
services by State developmental disabilities agencies or State mental health agencies
will also have an impact on employment. The nature of States’ Medicaid Waiver
programs and Medicaid Buy-In will influence employment. In addition, the extent to
which long-term employment supports and services are funded or not funded in a
given State will have an impact (e.g., Braddock, 2001; Butterworth, Gilmore,
Kiernan, and Schalock, 1999).

10) “Purposeful” sampling will be useful for qualitative research and focus groups (Guba,
1978; McMillan and Schumacher, 1984). This strategy should include individuals in
the four groups as well as Employment Networks and providers. The overall design
proposed provides the broad structure for the large quantitative study of the Adequacy
of Incentives. The four groups noted present specific challenges for the Adequacy of
Incentives and for the study design. State samples provide a method for more closely
identifying members of the four groups and for collecting more detailed information.
In addition, they provide a context for creating studies specific to Employment
Networks and providers in the specific context of the samples of individuals in the
four groups.

11) There is a need to ensure that all methods used are designed with attention to
geography, demographics, and economic conditions, as well as the representation and
participation of Native Americans and other minority groups.

12) While the limits of the available administrative data have been noted, it must also be
noted that available State databases and databases from national samples have limits
related to the completeness and representativeness of the data. Thus, a combination of
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research, evaluation, and database methodologies is needed to create the most
complete (albeit inherently imperfect) picture possible of the participation of
members of these four groups and the modification of incentives.

13) While each of the research and evaluation strategies discussed in this Report has
limits, it must also be recognized that the combined strategies discussed represent the
best possible approach, given the limits, and should be implemented, because the cost
of “doing nothing” is failing to provide any useful information about the participation
of members of these groups and the modification of incentives.

14) These issues will not be fully resolved in the short run because of the weaknesses in
the administrative databases, the need to create alternative evaluation designs for the
evaluation of the Adequacy of Incentives, and the complex context of services and
funding streams in which services are provided to members of these four groups. This
complexity underscores the need for ongoing evaluation and reporting requirements
in addition to the Adequacy of Incentives Study, report, and implementation
requirements in the statute.

Note that the appendices include references as well as a more complete bibliography
regarding employment initiatives and research related to likely members of the four
groups.
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QUESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The analysis and input are considered here in the context of the three primary questions
posed by the Social Security Administration (questions 1–3 below) and six additional
questions from the Panel (questions 4–9):

1) What are objective means of identifying, through the Social Security Administration
administrative data, the target populations as defined in the Ticket to Work and Work
Incentives Improvement Act?

2) What are the outcomes of interest?

3) What array of services should be considered to maximize outcomes to members of
these four groups?

4) What experts and information resources should be considered regarding successful
efforts to employ people with severe disabilities in community employment?

5) What other methods should be used to identify members of the four groups?

6) How can the Social Security Administration demonstrate how individualized
milestone payments could be used?

7) How can the Social Security Administration ensure that various and diverse
populations are represented in the study?

8) How can consumers, family members, and/or their representatives be included in the
study design and implementation?

9) How should Employment Networks be consulted in the Adequacy of Incentives
Study?

In addition, the Ticket to Work and Work Incentives Advisory Panel believes that the
ongoing process for the design of the Adequacy of Incentives Study is critical to the
success of the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program for members of these four
groups. Thus, recommendations about the ongoing process for study and reporting are
defined.
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PANEL RECOMMENDATIONS

Design Process of the Study

There are important issues concerning the plan for the evaluation of the Adequacy of
Incentives specifically related to the four groups in question. Because it is agreed that the
available administrative data and the alternative strategies have limits in providing
information about members of the four groups, it will be necessary to define a process for
design and implementation of the study that is sensitive to the need for current and
ongoing information about participation and about the adequacy of incentives to the
Employment Networks and the providers of services. Because the Act mandates attention
to the participation of these four groups and to the modification of incentives in the
interests of these four groups, the following overarching study design principle
recommendation is made:

Panel Recommendation 1: An ongoing structure must be established for review of
emerging information, analysis of trends, and creation of recommendations regarding
modification of incentives and using multiple evaluation methods.

The following recommendations are intended to support the ongoing evaluation design.

Panel Recommendation 2: The Social Security Administration should convene an
Adequacy of Incentives Advisory Team, similar to the team of consultants approach
being used under the $1 for $2 research, for ongoing technical support for the Adequacy
of Incentives Study, specifically related to the four targeted groups. This group should
consist of diverse individuals who have research background, knowledge, and/or
expertise in the successful employment of individuals in the four groups. This group
could include, but not be limited to, the experts identified by the Panel for the Adequacy
of Incentives Expert Roundtable. These experts would be charged to further develop
recommendations from the Experts Roundtable for serious consideration by the Social
Security Administration. At least two members of the Adequacy of Incentives Advisory
Team should become members of the Technical Evaluation Support Group, the technical
group advising Social Security Administration on overall Ticket evaluation, to ensure
coordination of the two research efforts.

Panel Recommendation 3: Given the impact of this and other studies the Office of
Policy conducts on the lives of people with disabilities and their families, the Office of
Policy should develop a policy and practice for incorporating the input and experiences
of consumers, their families, and/or their representatives as it develops new research
designs, including the Adequacy of Incentives Study.

Panel Recommendation 4: As the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program is
implemented, the Social Security Administration should provide to the Panel, Congress,
and the President ongoing interim reporting on the participation of members of the four
targeted groups in the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program.
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Panel Recommendation 5: The Panel recommends that Congress approve a technical
amendment to require the Social Security Administration to provide to the Panel,
Congress, and the President ongoing interim reporting on the participation of members of
the four targeted groups in the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program.

Panel Recommendation 6: Ongoing data collected and outcomes determined for the
Adequacy of Incentives Study should be included in the Social Security Administration’s
overall Ticket evaluation research.

Panel Recommendation 7: Due to delays in issuing the tickets, the deadline for the
Adequacy of Incentives Report to Congress should be extended by the amount of time the
ticket rollout has been delayed (13 months). The Panel recommends that Congress
approve an amendment to adjust the timeline for the Adequacy of Incentives Report so
that it is due 49 months, rather than 36 months, after the enactment date. Implementation
of the necessary adjusted payment rates should occur as soon as practical following the
release of the Adequacy of Incentives Report but no later than 1 year after its release.
Further, the Panel requests preliminary progress reports on the Adequacy of Incentives
Study at 36 and 42 months after the date of enactment of the law.

Identifying the Four Groups

The Social Security Administration should not rely on diagnostic data alone in attempting
to identify the four groups of interest to Congress. Such efforts will yield less than perfect
outcomes. Using standard diagnostic categories that would include but not be limited to
developmental disability, mental retardation, psychiatric disability, and multiple
disabilities (such as deaf and blind or blind and cerebral palsy) as a major identification
tool for the four groups fails to recognize the wide heterogeneity within these categories.
The categories that would “most likely” include a significant portion of the population in
the four target groups would also include a number of individuals who do not fall within
the target groups. Likewise, individuals in the target groups may be found in other
diagnostic categories that would not be expected to include them. Moreover,
supplementing existing data through surveys is problematic because a high proportion of
the population of interest will have disabilities that impede survey participation.

Panel Recommendation 8: While there is a need to take advantage of what is known
about the diagnostic categories with high proportions of those most likely to fall into one
of the four groups relative to work capability, the Social Security Administration, in
addition to diagnostic data, should use other information, such as survey information,
information on earnings, onset date, and medical improvement assessments. SSA should
also go to outside data sources, such as those identified in Expert Roundtable
Recommendation 1, to identify members of the four target groups.

Survey Methodology

Panel Recommendation 9: The Social Security Administration has proposed a survey to
supplement its administrative data, improving its ability to target the four groups. If the
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survey uses a telephone protocol, the protocol should include two other elements. First,
there should be face-to-face home interviews if the phone survey fails for a given
respondent, except for cases of incorrect phone numbers, empty residences, and so on.
Second, if the potential respondent’s disability prevents effective participation in the
survey, the interviewer should use as a proxy another individual who knows the
respondent well and, preferably, who has communicated on the respondent’s behalf in the
past, such as a parent, spouse, sibling, or supervisor in a group home. Members of the
Adequacy of Incentives Advisory Team (see Panel Recommendation 2) should review
the interview protocol used by the contractor conducting the survey.

Supplementary Research

Panel Recommendation 10: Recognizing the need for research to supplement what can
be studied using Social Security administrative data, the SSA has proposed a program of
supplementary research. It has solicited the suggestions of the Panel for possible research
topics to supplement the research using SSA data. The Panel recommends the following:

 Review existing research on the four groups or related groups, including relevant
behavioral demonstrations and field experiments.

 Conduct or commission new research on these groups using State data or other
Federal data.

 Conduct or commission new research related to Employment Networks and other
providers.

 Review and consider best practices of successful programs relating to employment of
those with significant disabilities.

 Review best practice systems of results-based funding and/or individual milestones
payments.

 Conduct or commission a review of supported employment literature, research, and
best practices.

 Conduct or commission ongoing demonstration projects, modeling, and evaluation of
the effectiveness of alternative incentives identified.

Employment Networks

Panel Recommendation 11: SSA should identify the data elements that Employment
Networks (ENs) should collect on whom they serve and do not serve from the four
functional groups identified in the statute. The data should include descriptions of why a
ticket is accepted or is not accepted on the basis of the EN’s perception of cost, degree of
difficulty, or lack of expertise on the part of the EN to provide the necessary services.
SSA should use a sampling of ENs rather than requiring all ENs to collect the data. SSA
should pay the ENs to offset the administrative burden of management information
system design.

Panel Recommendation 12: SSA should conduct or commission qualitative research,
including interviews and focus groups as appropriate, to assess the adequacy of current
incentives to large and small providers, including community rehabilitation programs.
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Information and recommendations should be collected regarding the amount and timing
of payments and other factors that affect potential participation in the Ticket Program and
integrated community employment at minimum wage or higher levels for individuals in
the four groups.

Various and Diverse Populations

Panel Recommendation 13: SSA should ensure that the data collected include attention
to national demographics such as rural and urban settings, minority representation, and
socioeconomic conditions across the country.

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE EXPERTS ROUNDTABLE

Following are the recommendations that emerged from the Experts Roundtable in
response to the nine questions posed by the Social Security Administration and the Panel.
The Panel strongly urges the Social Security Administration to seriously consider and
further develop these recommendations in designing research related to the Adequacy of
Incentives and its context within the broader evaluation of the Ticket to Work and Self-
Sufficiency Program.

IDENTIFYING THE FOUR GROUPS

Summary of Comment

Public comment regarding identifying members of the four subgroups noted the
importance of including people with Down syndrome, people with significant disabilities,
and people who are deaf and blind. Information was shared about databases on those who
are deaf and blind. In addition, comment included the importance of ensuring that the
Ticket is available in the transition years from school to adult life. Public comment also
emphasized the importance of ensuring that the Ticket incentives are modified in the
interest of people whose Social Security benefits may not be eliminated.

Discussion

Information from the original design of the study, the Experts Roundtable, and the public
testimony show that there will be difficulty in identifying individuals in these four groups
in the Federal administrative data available. As a result, it will be necessary to add
methods to locate these individuals in order to collect data about use of the Ticket. It is
clear that many of the individuals in these four groups are now eligible for, or receiving,
services via State developmental disability programs or mental health agencies. Those
receiving services and likely to be eligible for the Ticket are likely to be found in day
activity programs, day treatment programs, sheltered workshops, supported employment,
and other appropriate databases. Because there are important questions about the
availability of Federal data, State sources of information will be needed in order to find
and understand the participation or nonparticipation of people from the four groups.
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Sources that can provide information to locate members of the four groups will include
State mental retardation and developmental disability agencies; State mental health
agencies; providers of sheltered work, day activity, and day treatment programs;
providers of supported employment services; and some State vocational rehabilitation
agencies. Existing supported employment databases in some States could be very useful.
Other databases may be of use, such as available data about people with deafness and
blindness and data related to community rehabilitation facilities that serve people in these
four groups. Through such sources, it will be possible to identify relatively large samples
of people who fit the descriptions of each of the four groups.

Identifying samples will depend in part on the availability of State-level data regarding
people in the four groups. Some States will have databases that make such analysis
possible; other States may have a limited ability to provide such data. These data will be
useful for several kinds of studies. First, identifying a relatively large sample in each
State will allow specific tracking to note the participation or nonparticipation of people in
the four groups. In addition, identification of people in the four groups will allow data to
be collected from the individuals and their families. In light of the communication issues,
it can be expected that it will be necessary, at least in part, to conduct face-to-face
interviews and to talk to some family members or significant others regarding
participation. The information collected should include the needed disability and
demographic information as well as information about knowledge of the Ticket,
availability of the Ticket, and access to Employment Networks and providers of service.
In addition, it may be possible to gather information about interest in and the feasibility
of full-time or near full-time work in order to possibly work enough to eliminate Social
Security financial benefits. While such samples will not be random samples from a
national perspective, they will provide additional information needed for the Adequacy of
Incentives Study.

It must be noted that such State and other databases have serious limits in their
completeness and the extent to which they represent in totality the members of the four
groups. The four groups, as defined in the Act, have never before been defined in quite
this way. As a result, no existing databases can be expected to be complete or
representative of the four groups. Because of this, a combination of national
administrative data and State and other data should be used to construct the best possible
understanding of the groups and the best possible understanding of the incentives to
Employment Networks and providers in providing access to the Ticket to members of the
four groups. This approach is supported by the Experts Roundtable and by the public
input provided to the Panel.

Roundtable Recommendation 1: In addition to the administrative data sets SSA has
proposed using, use appropriate Federal databases (e.g., Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services, Rehabilitation Services Administration, and Department of
Labor); State databases (e.g., State developmental disability agencies and State mental
health agencies); data from providers of day treatment, day activity programs, sheltered
workshops, and supported employment programs (e.g., data from the Employment
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Intervention Demonstration Program funded by the Center for Mental Health Services);
and existing research studies in order to identify and gather information from and about
members of the four groups. In addition, the Helen Keller National Center has data on
7,000 persons who are deaf and blind, some of whom are seeking employment.

Roundtable Recommendation 2: Oversample potential members of these four groups
who can be located in the administrative data from Social Security, Office of Special
Education and Rehabilitative Services, Rehabilitation Services Administration, Medicaid,
the Department of Labor, and/or other Federal sources.

OUTCOMES OF INTEREST

Summary of Comment

Public comment related to outcomes supported the emphasis on basic employment
outcomes, including wages and integration in the workforce. However, commenters also
indicated that it is important to emphasize that the Ticket should increase choices and
control by people with disabilities and their families. Commenters also expressed concern
that a phone survey will not be adequate to gather outcome and participation data from
the people in the four targeted groups. Commenters also agreed that qualitative methods
for collecting data would be needed in addition to quantitative methods. In addition, one
commenter emphasized the use of existing databases that include people with significant
disabilities. Experts and commenters agreed that an essential outcome is the opportunity
for individuals in the four groups to use a ticket to obtain successful employment. There
was agreement that successful employment should be defined as real work in integrated
settings in the community at minimum or higher wage, based on individual choice and
control.

Discussion

There are two levels of outcomes of interest: the individual outcomes of interest and the
broad program outcomes of interest. The individual outcomes of interest include type of
job, wages earned, hours worked, job retention, and the process (and timing) of gaining
access to the Ticket through the Employment Networks and providers of services. When
members of the four groups do not use or have access to the Ticket, the Social Security
Administration will need to know the reasons why individuals are not participating: Is it
voluntary or involuntary nonparticipation? It will be important to know if the Ticket
Program increases choices of employment services for individuals. It will also be
important to know if partial reduction of benefits is possible and helpful to individuals.
At a broad program level, it will be important to understand the patterns of participation,
outcomes, costs, and incentives that may be adequate to produce desired outcomes.

Roundtable Recommendation 3: Track basic employment outcomes (jobs, wages,
hours, choice, etc.) for members of the four groups once identified.
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Roundtable Recommendation 4: Gather information about access to and use of the
Ticket, with particular attention to whether nonparticipation is voluntary or involuntary.

Roundtable Recommendation 5: Conduct or commission qualitative research, including
interviews and focus groups, to gather more extensive information about participation,
economic and other benefits, and ways to attain improved incentives.

Roundtable Recommendation 6: Analyze the data collected related to patterns of
outcomes, cost/benefit, participation, and modifications of incentives for members of
these four groups compared with others making use of the ticket.

MAXIMIZING OUTCOMES

Summary of Comment

Public comment on the array of services emphasized the need for flexibility in how the
Ticket Program is used to ensure that members of the four groups have access to the
Ticket. Commenters noted that there are a number of best practice programs around the
country that can provide information about successful employment of people with
significant disabilities. Commenters also noted that the Ticket Program should
supplement and not supplant other services received by members of the four groups. In
addition, comment included attention to the importance of ensuring that the Ticket
Program incentives were adequate for the providers of services. Finally, comments
focused on the need to understand results-based funding and milestone payment
programs for employment outcomes.

Discussion

A third important question concerns the array of services that should be provided to
members of these four groups. In considering essential services and supports, it is
important to recognize that a large number of people who typically would fall into one of
the four groups have become successfully employed through an array of services and
supports. It is critical that the study include an evaluation of the array of services and
supports that led to successful employment. The experiences of the supported
employment initiative, the Rehabilitation Services Administration Choice projects, and
the milestone payment systems in vocational rehabilitation will be especially relevant in
this regard. In addition, the combination of services (vocational rehabilitation,
developmental disabilities programs, mental health programs, Medicaid, etc.) received by
some members of these four groups will be important to understand. For people in these
four groups, there are other macro and micro factors that relate to the opportunity to
work. Such factors include benefits planning, assistance and outreach projects,
availability (and payment methodology, for example, fee-for-service vs. results-based
funding) of vocational rehabilitation funds, availability and structure of long-term
employment support funds (via mental retardation/developmental disability and mental
health agencies), use of Medicaid funds, Plan for Achieving Self-Support and
Impairment-Related Work Expense use, housing allowances and funding, and the
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perception of disincentives to employment. Factors such as these already complicate
work decisions for people in these four groups and have an impact on their
unemployment or underemployment. In addition, issues of continued health care
coverage and States’ use of the Medicaid Buy-In process will have an impact on
employment. Analysis of the Adequacy of Incentives will depend in part on analysis of
this complex context and of possible interaction effects. There are also related questions
about combining funding sources in the interest of employing these individuals. Another
area for analysis is the extent to which those eligible for tickets are sufficiently motivated
to work.

Roundtable Recommendation 7: The Social Security Administration should ensure that
studies of these four groups include attention to the issue of the “mix” of funding,
government programs, and other incentives and disincentives that affect the employment
of people with disabilities. Studies should include analysis of how various funding
streams can be used together to enhance incentives to Employment Networks and
providers and result in employment for people in the four groups.

SUCCESSFUL EFFORTS TO EMPLOY PEOPLE WITH SIGNIFICANT
DISABILITIES IN COMMUNITY EMPLOYMENT AT MINIMUM WAGE
LEVELS OR HIGHER

Summary of Comment

The public comment about experts and information resources to consider focused on
initiatives in the past 10 to 15 years that have emphasized employment for people with
severe disabilities. These initiatives include supported employment, the Rehabilitation
Services Administration Choice projects, and other demonstration projects, including
those for persons with mental illness as well as persons who are deaf and blind.

Discussion

Public comment and the discussion of the Experts Roundtable emphasized that members
of the four groups have benefited from employment initiatives in the recent past.
Evidence of these successful strategies is described in some detail in the supported
employment literature, in reports regarding projects to create greater choice and control
in the vocational rehabilitation process, and in a number of demonstration projects that
have been created in the past 15 years. Evidence of such projects is summarized in a
number of books and published research reports noted in the bibliography. While these
initiatives have not solved the widespread unemployment or underemployment of people
in the four groups, there is ample evidence that these people can work if they are
provided with creative and individualized supports. Study of these successes can help
inform the process of discovering how to modify incentives related to the Ticket.

Roundtable Recommendation 8: The Social Security Administration should study the
successes of supported employment programs, Rehabilitation Services Administration
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Choice projects, and other demonstration projects of the past decade for members of
these four groups.

OTHER METHODS TO IDENTIFY MEMBERS OF THE FOUR GROUPS

Summary of Comment

Public comment supported the concern about administrative data and the planned phone
surveys as a way to gather information from members of the target groups. Comment
included an emphasis on the need to consult other databases that may be from States,
regions, or national samples of persons likely to be members of the four groups.

Discussion

There is concern that administrative data will not be adequate to locate members of the
four groups. As a result, commenters and the Experts Roundtable emphasized the need to
use other databases to find people in the four groups in order to gather information about
their participation and about ways to modify the incentives of the Ticket. Owing to the
heterogeneity of the population with disabilities, large samples and information
specifically needed to analyze key subgroups would be especially useful.

Roundtable Recommendation 9: The Social Security Administration should consult
other databases to identify members of the four groups. Such databases should include
other existing national samples as well as State databases for persons with developmental
disabilities, persons with mental illness, persons with deafness and blindness, persons
with brain injuries, and persons with other disabilities.

INDIVIDUALIZED MILESTONE PAYMENTS

Summary of Comment

Public comment and the Experts Roundtable cited the recent experiences in
Massachusetts, Oklahoma, and other States with creating milestone payments in the
interest of employment for people with disabilities and including members of the four
groups.

Discussion

Results-based funding and milestone payment systems are emerging in at least a dozen
States across the country (e.g., Massachusetts and Oklahoma) in the interest of increasing
employment for people with significant disabilities, some of whom are members of the
four groups. These experiences can provide information about effective means of funding
providers of services to create employment outcomes. They can also provide a
framework for creating demonstration projects that make use of emerging payment
mechanisms in combination with best practices for employment programs.
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Roundtable Recommendation 10: The Social Security Administration should study the
current and recent experiences of States that have begun using results-based funding or
some form of payment for individualized milestones toward employment.

Roundtable Recommendation 11: The Social Security Administration should conduct
or commission cost/benefit analyses and create demonstration projects on modifying the
incentives to Employment Networks and providers of services, showing how members of
the four groups can benefit from the Ticket and from employment that partially reduces
benefits.

VARIOUS AND DIVERSE POPULATIONS

Summary of Comment

Input related to diversity issues included the need for attention to the unique differences
of minorities related to gaining access to employment. Concern was also expressed about
regional differences nationwide and about Native American people.

Discussion

Because of the diversity in the country, it will be important to ensure that the study
design is sensitive to a range of diversity issues. National demographics should be
considered in the design and implementation of the study, with particular attention to
rural and urban settings, minority representation, and emerging economic issues.

Roundtable Recommendation 12: The Social Security Administration should ensure
that the data collected include attention to national demographics such as rural and urban
settings, minority representation, and socioeconomic conditions across the country.

INCLUDING CONSUMERS, FAMILY MEMBERS, AND/OR THEIR
REPRESENTATIVES IN THE STUDY DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

Summary of Comment

Input related to participation in the study design process noted the need for people with
disabilities and families to be included. Others commented that research methodology
used should be accessible and not limit participation.

Discussion

Because participation or nonparticipation in the Ticket Program will profoundly affect
people with disabilities and their families, as well as the overall success of the program, it
is important that they clearly be a part of the process for design, implementation, and
ongoing tracking of the Adequacy of Incentives evaluation.

Roundtable Recommendation 13: Given the impact of this and other studies the Office
of Policy conducts on the lives of people with disabilities and their families, the Office of
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Policy should develop a policy and practice for incorporating the input and experiences
of consumers, their families, and/or their representatives as it develops new research
designs, including the Adequacy of Incentives Study.

INCLUDING EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS IN THE STUDY DESIGN AND
IMPLEMENTATION

Summary of Comment

Input regarding the role of Employment Networks and providers emphasized the need for
the incentives to be clearly adequate from a financial standpoint for both large and small
providers. Commenters noted that the Ticket payment schedule might be too far in the
future for providers to believe the incentive will be adequate. There was also some
concern about the possibility that Employment Networks would experience an excessive
reporting burden if they were not told in advance—before being contracted—about the
extent of information needed. It was further suggested that Social Security
Administration consider random sampling of Employment Networks to obtain this
information and consider providing a financial incentive for participation in gathering
this information.

Discussion

As tickets are released and Employment Networks begin service to beneficiaries, it is
critical to ensure that a stream of information and data is steadily collected and analyzed
relative to how Employment Networks serve beneficiaries in these four categories. To do
this effectively, the Social Security Administration should identify up front what specific
data need to be collected, to enable ENs to incorporate the data collection into their
database design. To further facilitate accurate and timely collection, SSA should consider
asking for the data from a representative sample of ENs rather than from all ENs and
should pay a reasonable fee to participating ENs to cover the cost of the administrative
burden. In addition to collecting data on those served by an EN, data should be collected
on those whose tickets the EN did not accept. It is expected that some ENs will reject
tickets on the basis of the perception, real or imagined, that people in the four targeted
groups will ultimately cost more to serve than is available in the outcome/milestone
payment program. Surveys and focus groups could be used to garner recommendations
from ENs as to what they believe sufficient incentives to be. Incentives could be
measured in terms of time, money, and difficulty (e.g., availability of certain services in
rural areas, coordination with the One-Stop Career Centers for job skills training funds,
cooperation with the State vocational rehabilitation agency). Social Security should
compare data among ENs to determine whether or not there is consistency among and
between ENs in terms of whether they accept tickets, costs they claim to incur for various
services, and perceived difficulty in serving consumers in the four targeted groups.

Roundtable Recommendation 14: The Social Security Administration should gather
data related to the costs to Employment Networks and providers of services and the
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timeframes for providing access to the Ticket and employment for members of these four
groups.

Roundtable Recommendation 15: The Social Security Administration should study the
relationship between perceived disincentives and actual incentives for Employment
Networks and providers of services, including incentives for small providers of services.
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SUMMARY

This Advice Report provides a framework for recommendations related to the design of
the Adequacy of Incentives Study. This guidance is intended to enhance and supplement,
not supplant, the overall design proposed by the Social Security Administration in order
to understand the impact of the Ticket Program for members of the four noted groups and
to determine how incentives can be modified to promote access to employment services
and supports for all beneficiaries of Social Security Administration disability benefit
programs.
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