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monitor and evaluate vocational rehabilitation,(VR) service outcomes

and outputs as well.as- standards on key prdcedural issues, This ‘. e

report contains the outlines of the analytic paradigm for management '

use of. the Program Standards Evaluation System; that is, the typical

ways in.which information obta1ged through the operation of the

standards syst can be analyzed and acted upon by VR program

management. Iz?mhe seven chapters of the report, the analytic

paradigm presents the follgwingt (1) the program evaluation standards,

and associadted data elements-~indicators of .success in achi v1ng VR

placement \;aIS° (2) the relations among the program standa (3)

the’ opt1ons ‘available for setting expectations on those 1nd1cators, ;

and a recomhended process; (4) the decision support system for

investigating the causes of problematic attainment-and for ! .

identifying corrective actions; (5) the. system for reporting

achievement and for 1dent1fy1ng and ‘exploring problematic attainment;

and (6) program managers' use of the components of the Program

Standards Zvaluat1on System. Appendix A (bound separately as CE 036

210) includes the detailed decisioh support tables and displays for

standards data elements, wh11e Appendix B reviews a number of

a1ternat1ve approaches to. the sett1ng of performance levels. (KC)
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Iy INTRODUCTION

\ : ) ) -
The 1973 Rehab:.l:.ta.t:.on Act com:a.:.ned a.mong its “many ctther prov:.-
s:.ons a requirement ‘that evaluation stand’a.rds be devised and mplemented
‘ to measure the performance of the VR program in achieving its mandate.
QOver the last four years, Berkeley Planning Associates (BPA)’, under con-’
tract to the Reha.bilitation ices Administzation (RSA), has developed
an mtegra.ted sta.ndards evalua.t:,pn system. Two distinct sub-systéms were
c§eveloped One, the proposed Program Standards Evaluation Systen, evaluates
the' federal-state VR progﬁ;ams The other, the proposed Project Planning
and Evaluation S)'stan, peasm:es the effectzVeness of J.nd:.v:.dual pro;ects
and progran authont:.es.funded by RSA discretionary funds. 'rhe proposa‘
Program Evaluation Standards include eight Performance Standards and
a.ssociatad data elements and five Procedu:::al Sta,nda.rds and associated
data e ehents. The Performance Scandards perta.:.n to service outcomes
(product:w:.ty, ei%ctlvaness mpact) whjle the Procedural Standa.rds per—
ta:.n %o serv:.ce method and process- (e g., case handling, data qual:.ty)
Bunng the last two years, parts. "8f the standards system were pretested ’
in ’s:.x state VR agency model e¥aluation units (MEYs) -~ in the Oregem, Pernn-
sylvinia, Delaware, and Virginia combined agencies, and in the Mississippi .
blind agency. The primary emphasis in This pretest of the Program L{/alu- ‘
ation Standards was on the new data callectzon instruments and on revisions
to the standau‘ds and assoc:atedsdata elements. »
- The program \standards system.is a system for evaluat:.ng and managing
pa.rts of the VR system, ‘This report is the second of four volmnes of
the szl Rpport on the Vocational Rehabilitation Projzam Standa.rds o
Evaluat::on Systenm. AVolun‘xe I reports the findings of the pretest., Volume -
III, the Guidance Materials, contains detailed instyuctions on the stand-
ards and¢their data elements; including spec:.arl information requzrements
“and forms.. Volume IV, Training Matsrials, is designed as a series of
tra:.ning modules on the. materia.l contained in Volumes I - III. This
'report, Votune. II, outla.nes the uses of the standirds and _presents the

standards Ana.lyt:.c Paradiﬂ_ showmg how the standards supp(or; state agency

[ 4
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decision;mak;ng and point to specifii action§ for program improvgpent or
change.
The purposes of the program standards system are, simply:
& to make avyailable information on the achzevemﬁnt of state
VR agencies with respect.tp VR goals as m'asured by the
tandards data elements; and, more 1mportant1y, !
' to guzde the behavior of state VR agencies toward greater
aéhzevement'on those standards'’ data elements; as well as
'S to identify possible problems and correctzve actzons when-
ever sgate VR agencies are unable to reach their achievement

obgectzves. . . i N

The rQV1sed standards system thus shares with the curranf'standards
system the purpose of provzdzng 1nfbrmatzon to RSA, to the state VR agen-
c;es, and to othez/lnterested partzes such as OMB and Congress on the
achievement of the state VR agencies. Current achzevemcnt and.hlstorlcal )
statistics will be provided in the VR program as a whotg, and on each
‘state VR agency. : ’: o

‘* What ls new about the rav1sed standards system is that lt is orzented
to guiding the behawzor of the state VR agencies in new dlractions, not
just reporting on past behavior. The revised standards system-is pros-
pectzve not retrospectzve, or1ented to suggesting directions for future
behavior and not Just to reportlng on past behav1 By setting object;ves

- .for each state VR agency to achieve op each of the standards. data elem!hg;,
thé VR system can be gu:de in the directions’ that RSA and the states want
] " to go, - The averall direction of the VR progranm thuis can be changed, as '
can the achievement of particular state VR agggééfgézgg;;/ : .
. The:paradzgm of the system is concerned with g problematic
attainment, investigating posszbletproblems}~and identifying corrective

- - Pl
g - - -

actions,
' What is also very unique .about the revzsed standards system is that

. it does not stop whén a state VR agency fails to meet its objective on a
particular standard data element. Instead in'the reviséd standards systenm,
the decision support system.ldentzfzes p0551ble problems and corTective -

\ actions. . This §y§F°¥ is dqslgned'to ‘snable program.managers to quickly
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identify wMether po‘ssible problems can bé‘identif.ied or whether further

evaluation is required.

THE PROGRAM STANDARDS EVALUATION SYSTEM

The Program Standards Evaluation S/ystem has several components, as
shown in Figure 1: ' . . : - _
o Standards and Data Elements. A set of eight -Performance '
* Standards and five Procedural Standards, with associated
data elements, measure the rehabilitation goals and fumctions
. o% VR progxam, with respect to coverage, placement rate,
/cost-effec.tivenes’s, impact'_o:f client sewiées, compli;nce,

data quantity, and the process. of service.delivery.

° Process for Setting Objectz.ves A process for setting )
~ objectives for each stats VR agency on each of t!;e standards
" . data elements provides clear expectations.for achievement,

. expectations that are set in conjunctjon’with edch agency:

e Reporting System. A report:.ng system presents the levels '

of achievement of state VR agencies on the measures of the
goals and function of the VR system which ar;'ca.pnu’ed in

the standards data qlenumts( Informa'c:.on on past achieve-
ment, the ach:.evemeﬁt of other state VR agencies, the com-

ponants of the dita elements, w.dnd on mfomat:.onal data

eléments are also presented.

o Dat,a-bascd Decision Support: System.

Possible reasons for prob- ,

1emat:,c a.tta.:.mnent of a particular ’state VR agency on 2 part1c~ ‘

ular data- element are identified, either through investigation

‘by pi'bgram managers ox through further evaluation research.
In addition, corrective actions are identified for—each pos-

.

. sib]l.e problém.

Ascanbescenfroml’lz\ml 1
to the management of the federal-stfte VR program and to the measurehent

of ‘achievement of VR goals.

>

four of these components are oriented

-
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The Program Standards Evaluation System

.

/ . Process for Setting
Objectives vis-a-vis
the Standards

Standards and Data
) Elements Measuring
. Goals and Functioms
of VR Program

Management of the
VR System

Data Based
Becision Support
System to Identify
Problems and -
€Corrective Actions’

Reporting System to
Provide Information
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THE GOALS' OF 'I'HE VR PROGRAM

The standards were developed after z careful inves}':igation' of all the"
possible candidate areas o th} VR client service prégram. RSA has issued
a variety of goals over the course of its existence. These goals ha.Ve
appeared in such publications as the RSA Forwa.rd Plan, short- and’ 1ong—
__range plans, Informat:.on -Memoranda, and so on.; The current goals of the

RSA program stress the importance of job development and job placement.l
The program standards will improve the management informatidn a.vaj.llable"
‘on placement, since many of the data elements measure specific dimensions
of the qual:.ty of client placements (e.g., competitive empleyment wage
1evel) The VR program's coverage of clients el:.g:.ble for -serives, and
the effectiveness and efficiency of the program in placmg cllegts_ in
meaningful Jobs is the focus of the program standards. The procedural
standards add some additioral compliance measures.

One point to note concerns the potential users of the standa:r:ds sys-
tem. The goals mentioned above were set out by the Commissioner as pri-
orities for the. federal rehabilitation agency. One might mistakenly a.?sume

- that %ince the:standards operationalize those goals, the sta.ndards mforma-
tion system is of ‘use only to RSA, To speak plainly, noth:mg could be _
further from the truth. First, s:.nce the basic VR program is a state-federal .
paqrmersh:.p, the goals set out for ‘the federal agem:y by the Commissioner
apply to the rehabilitation programs _operated b);( states. Second, it is
neither intended nor'desired that states be frozen out of the processes.
embodied within the standards system, nor that the \systpm should have
little relevance or use'by states in their man'a.gement processes., In fact

, the opposite is true. We hope that the’ standards system will provide .
statss with performance measures which contribute to their management
capabilities by defining the objectives of a quality program. ~In additionm,
the standards system should bHe useful to state managers, since performance
expectations can be applied. to sub-state units (districts, counselors,

lgesides Job Development and Job Placement the other priority areas
are: Internal Management, Facilities, W§57 P Linkages, Deaf-Blind

- Program, and Leamu_xLlsabled.

i 18
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off:.ces) by sta.te agency managers. This, of course, wouj.d be at the opt:.on
" of* the statés. Other comla:y state-VR agency-sp/g‘ézflc goals and ftmc-
"t:.onsx-,w:.ll al‘so continue to exist and "to also gu:.de the behavior of ‘the -

sta.te VR agency. " , )
B . . . L. ,.' ”L .o~
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S "‘,.‘ oy Webster s D:.ctz.ona.ry defmes the word .'parad:.gm" as "am outstandmgly
clea'.or typ:.cal exa.mple or a;:chetype." Our pyrpose in thJ.s report is o
provide just such'an emmple -~ ah gxample of a .specific set of activities

*  which fm}the comple;;.sgzem.-_ Spec:.f:.ca.lly in the pages which follow-
‘we_set_out the broad outlinss_of the a.nalyuc pa:;ad:.gm for manag‘ement use

.. of the Progrﬁi Stand.a.rds Evaluation System. That is, we dxsc'gss the "typical"

(¥4

ways in which information oBtained through the operation of the standards
system can be an_'alyzed and acted upon by VR program maﬂagement . The stan-’
dards system tself, presénts the means to in end: through implemenation
of the standards system we enhance the "manageab:.l:.ty" of the program. The
gnd goal is to improve program performance through the means of enhaﬂoed.
- ma:na.geab:.l:.ty The purpose of the analytic paradigm is to gu:.dé the man- i
- agemﬁt use of the progran standards system, to tie the informatiom to - -
- cofrective a.ct:.ons to planning and to pol;cy-mak:.ng'.\\?he standaxds alone )
will not serve the purpose of improving performnca, it is through the use ’
of these measures .in program managément that the goals of the program can —
be achieved.’ V S : .

ORGANTZATION OF THIS REPORT . )

Our purpose here, then, is to lay _},grotmdwork for a comprehensz.ve ‘

systen for a.nalyz:mg mformat:(én. obtained from the standa.rds system,. a.nd
for acting on that information to direct tie program in the ach:.evement
of VR goals. In order to .do this, the analytic paradigm presents: '
e the Program Eva.luat:.on Standards and as'soc:.a.ted data ° ,- -

" . elements -- indicators of" :ucoess' in a&thieving VR *

.+ placement goals; .

. the relations among the Progranr Standzrds ) : .
o the options available for setting expectat:.ons on those / .,
. indicators; and a recommended ' process; o

‘- -t . ‘ ‘\ o 13.
. o !




e ‘'the declslon support systgm for mvestlgatmg the causes

of problemdtic attamment and for 1dent1fy1n§ con'ec‘trve ", |

/
s actlons,

‘e the system for® reportlng a.ch;\ement and for )d'entz.fym

.- . and exploring prcblematlc atta.:.nment, and ' . 7 \>
« . p‘rogram managers' qse of the componentsrof the Progran,l
-~ * Standards Evaluation System - P t

r
. ‘In Cthter“l? we discuss the \proposed standards and; data elements,
and their relation to the goals and func.tlons of the VR program. Both the
Performancb Standdrds and the Proced 1 Standards are discussed.

Because of the large number of deasures of the VR progrdm contamed
in the standards ‘data elements, Chapter III is concerned with the relations
" between the stzﬁaards data elements and with the problems those relations.

" cause. Fu'st, ;he eup:.riczl relatlons among several measures of -perfor-

. mance are exa.amed. Then, some possz.ble a.pproaches to the problems caused
by the relations among the standards ate .presented. Finally, the impliy
cations of continuihg w1t,h multipie measures are pointed out.

In Chapter IV, the process for-setting objectives vis-a-vis the

f standa:ds is discussed. Having mmfzed and operationalized the measuxres

.of the goals and functions of ‘the VR ; , We need a systew for setting

" ob;ectrves which takd§ into.account such th:mgs as the conflicts among
goal:, the levels of attainment wiich are rea.scnzble to expect, given the

' current resources practlcas, priorities, and tectmologies, and methodo-
logical soundness of measures of effectiveness. First, the questlon of
whether the::'e should be objectives is raised. Three existiné methods for
setting objectives are. desmbed and a new proposal for setting objectives

‘s put forth. )

In Chapter vV, we dzscuss in detail the pro(:edm'es which should be,

undertaken to identify the causes of problematic a.tti:ument and dorrective
actions, This component is called the data-based decision support system.
This system provides RSA and ‘the state VR agencies ‘with an approach to
investigating the causes of msat:.sfa.ctory attainment and for iden{:.fymg

- corrective actions. This chapter is organ:.zed as follows: a general /
model of the thinking process that mungers would undertake to investigate
the c_auses of problematic a.tta.inment is presented first, and two etamples

»

-, . UL‘ 14. I ’ . .f ’ . .
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of how the thirking process would be applied to data on the revised stan-
dards are g:wen néxt Fma.lly, there is a review of techniques that
mght. be employed in those\cases where additional research is ne\eded.

Chapter>VI explains the reportmg system for the standards.' The
mformat:.on to be conta:.ned in the system is 1dent1f1ed as are the kinds =

of reports and displays to be generated.
Chapter VII presents an overall of the management use of the Program

L

L]

. Standards Evaluatlon System and some suggest:.ons for\mplementatlon.

® Appendix A :.ncludes the deta.ﬂed decn,slon support Tables and Displays
for standards data elements. Append:.x B reviews a mumber of alternative l
approaches- to the setting of performance levels. '

‘
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' THE PROGRAM STANDARDS AND DATA ELEMENTS : ‘
. % ;\
+ This chapter mtroduces two types of standards which make up the
progranm sta.ndards system: There are eight performance standa.rds which . |
include data’ eléments to measure. specific aspects of agency performance. " ‘
. These .are mmerical measures of aspects of agency coverage, eff:.c:.ency,
and program mpact In a.dd.ition, there are five procedutral standards
covering areas of program compliance with regulatiens which are mportant

to as service qua.l:.ty “the re\n.sed standa.rds and the:.r da.ta elements
.2 S .

II.

°g.

are shown in Table 1. )
, The development of these, revised program standirds and associated data
uements was the result of a contract with the Rehabilitation Services:
Admn:.“‘/aanon (RSA). " This development was the result of a tecl'uu.cal and °
pol:.tzca.l process, wh:.ch mcluded . )
K .rev:.ewmg prev:.ous work on standards for the VR progran,
- . Eizzng the New Orleans Report, and the work of the Urba.n . S

A Y

te and JWK, Inc.;
> _rev:iew:.ng the ex:z.sting standards, those publ:.shed in the

< Fedaral Register December 19, 1975; - -
. gathering reactions and recommendations’ of selected state

'.agencies; -
' o depicting various conceptual approaches ta standards devel-

~ opment and of various criteria for standards development,

e listing candidate areas for the selection of standards , along .

with recommendations for revised standards, using the concep- .
" tual approaches and criteria for justification; k
2 . choosmg data elements to assqciate thh each standard based v o

on, the cntena. developed;

. involvmg RSA staff and members of the spec:.a.l CSAVR advisory
,comittee in each- stage of the development; and a

* pretest:.ng the standards and the:.r data requu'ements in six .
Model Evaluation Units (MEUS). ) B

-

f , . * 1




Table 1 - .

VR PROGRAM STANDARDS AND DATA ELEMENTS: FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS .-

DAY

{,-.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND'DATA ELEMENTS . et |
Covera ge P . . ‘ '. ﬁ",-

1.

z"

V! (11) 1Expend1ture per 26 closure

" iii} Ratio of total VR benefIts to total VR costs (benefxt-cost ratio) -
(l?)_ Total net benefit frcn'VR servicas (dzscounted net presdnt value) -

s'

VR shall serve the maximum proportxon of the potentlally eligible ta
populatzon, sub;ect to the level of federal program fundzng and prro tles

.
- _\

, among clients, A Py g N i
(i) Clients served per 100,000 pépulation . 7———"’”'

(ii) Perceant severely dlsableQ_served. .

Cost-Effectiveness. and Benefit-Cost Return. -

The VR prigram shall use resources in a tost-effective manmer and show a *
positive return to soczety of investment 1n"Vocatlonal rehahllztarlon of
disabled clients. i ,

(&) Expendltures per competitively employed closure .

-

.

%

Rehdﬂ&lltatlon Rate {

VR shall maximize the number and proportion of clients accepted.for services-
who are successfully rehahllztated suBJecr to the meetzng of other stardards.

(i) Percent 26 closures
" _(ii) - ~Annual _change in number of 26 c¢losures .,

v

‘Economic Independence . “_" e

" Rehabilitated clients shall evidence economic zndependence. o

(1) Percent 26 closures with weekly earnings at/above federal mininum wage
. N

(ii) Comparison of earnings with competitively employed 26 closures tp
earnings of employees in state

Gainful Activity ' , ' o

There shall be maximum plagement of rehabilitated clients into competitive
employment.  Noncompetitive closures shall represent an 1mprovement in
gainful actfvity for the client. - . . .

(1) Percent 26 closures competitively employed

(ii) Pd¥cent competitlvely employed 26 closures with hour Y earnlngs at/abOVG
federal minimum wage

(lii) Percent noncompetitively employed 26 closures' showing rmprovement in
_ function and life status (implement after FAI/LSI pretest)

17 - .
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R Table 1 (continued) - "

T, - . L 11 .
S = < —7
& -
£ ’ e
- - . ¢ ' ’
6. Client Change d : ~ . .
‘.. Reh®bvilitated clients shall evidence vocational gains.
. N R £ - , . .
(1) Comparison of earnings before and after-VR services . -

,'(ii) (In addition, changes in other stazﬁsesu and funqtioning\ability,
. when such measures become available) R

7. ~Retention ' ) S 4 »
-l - Rehabilitdted clients, shall qpt benefits of.VR servzces. A .g’ s
) (i)  Percent 26 clo 2ining earnings at follow-up — ) .

(ii)' Camparzson of 26 closures with public assistance as primary source -
y of support at closure and follow-up 4 e :

' , ~ (iii) Percent noncompetztzvely employed 26 closures retaznzng closura
t o skills at follow-up (implement after _FAI/LSI pretest),
. } :
8. satisfaction ' : -+ .
Clients shzllabe satzsfied with the VR program and rehabilitated clients . -
., shall appraise VR services as useful in achieving dnd ma;nma;nlng their

fvocatzonal,ob]ectzves- i _ SR f
. (1). Percent closed clients satisfied with overall VR experiance' -
N (ii)" Percent closed clients satisfied with: counselor, physzcal ..

'restoration, job training servzces placement serv1ces

(iii) Hercent 26 dlosures judging services rqcezved‘as useful in ! . L
‘1~ ) -- - obtaining their job/homemaker situation or in current perfdérmance

ek pg— o

‘;, ) , . ) ‘ o
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Table 1 (continued) ! 12
» : . N ! - Y » ‘
. ¢ ) ' i ~
. . - \ .
PROCEDURAL STANDARDS ' .t o
, 9. 'R-.:OO Validity P N . ..

Informatlon coilected on clients by ‘the R-300' angd all data reporting
systems used by RSA shall be valid, rel;able, ackurate, and complete.

L
.
. '

10. Eligibility ‘ . - .Y - . , .
Eligibility dec191ons shall be based on accurate and suff1c1ent dlagnostlc ~
information, and VR shall conmtinually review and evaluate ellglblllty
decisions to ensure that decisions are being made in accordancg,with laws

and regulations. .

N
-

11. Timeliness : -

VR shall ensure that eligibility decisions and client mbvéﬁeht through the
VR process occur,-in a timely mannér approprlate to the needs and capabilities |
. of the clients. . .

4
4
¥ ’

12, IMRP . ‘ 3

* - VR shall provide an Individualized Wr1tten Rehabllltatlon Program for each
applicable c}lent and VR and the client shall be accountable to eaéh Other

) for complying w1th this agreemsnt. . )

N ' - )

£

15. Goal Plamning B

————

. Counselors shall make an effort to set realistic goals for clients. Compre-
~ hensive conslderatlon must be given to all factors in Ceveloping appropriate
vocational goals such that there is a maximum of correspondence between gpals
. ... and outcomes: competitive goals should have competitive outcomes and non-
s compet1t1v3~goa£s should have noncompetitive outcomes/ -- i
L d . .
S

I &
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The .relat:.onsh:.ps of spec:.f:.c standards to VR program goals are shown
in Table 2. The system purposely does not inglude measures of mputs (e.g.,
what kirid of VR counselors are hired, what kmds.ofcserv:.ces are’ prescribed),
operation' of related agency subsystems (facilities, CAP2, mobility training),
or measurés of financial operations (budgetary systems, Financial management
infemé.tion systems). Thus the performance and ‘procedural standards’ data
elements are mostly oriented to ‘measuring the performance of .VR agenc;es
*in help:.ng individual cliepts; they leave the decisipn of how to achieve
these perfomance, goals to individual agencies and VR qgunselors.

In this chapter, we will f£irst review the performance standards and
théir ({a‘ta elements. For each of the standards, the data elements will
be defined and discussed. Following the perfoméme standards, the f;ve
procedural standards are introduced and described.

' a

PERFORMANCE ‘STANDARDS

L

+ -

Below, each of the\e'{ght performance standards is discussed as to,
,rzuanale. The section defines each data element used: as 2 measure of
a standard, "and describes the components of each measure. (In a later .
sectzon, pages 35-48, each of the procedm:al standazds m.ll ‘be- raviewed-
'as well.)

y -
. ' . N Y

)

l’me Pretest volume also reviews outside commentL on the standards
and ddta elements, as well as responses to those comments. Morefd:.scuss:.on .
of the weaknesses of each standard and the data element is also ‘¢ontained.
Also, there is an analysis of the data from the six MEUs. The Guidarice
volume summarizes the final recommended form and data sources for the syStem.
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1. Timeliness

12, IWRP
© |13, Goal Planning

and Reliability

10, Eligibility
Determination

- . Tie Between Standaris and Goals of VR (-\
L~ - . coéls’-of VR . ;
[ ] M A 1 - ~
" B . -1 ! Quality’ ‘ ] Data . o
Standard : _Coverage - Bfficiency and Impact Compfiance Quality Process
Performance _\ . . . .
1, Coverage ‘ X £, ;
2, Cost Effec- ' . ', .
tiveness and -
Benefit/Cost, . x
3. Rehabilitation . ‘. /
Rate . X . 3 f
4. Economic / - ™ . -
Independence - 7"’ - . X ‘ 5) -
5. Gainfpl - C O\ | '
Activity: p <. S " - :
6. Client Ehange . . X- : )
7,kRetention , X
8." Satisfaction ' ) , , X '

[}
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STANDARD 1: VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION SHALL SERVE THE MAXIMUM PROPOR-

——————___———_
e ' TION OF THE POTENTIALLY ELIGIBLE TARGET POPULATION, 'SUBJECT .
S TO THE LEVEL OF FEDERAL PROGRAM FUNDING AND-PRIORITIES AMONG
< CLIENTS. . : . -
‘i . - ' R ‘ ‘. . ) - ‘ ) * *
. Data Elements: (i)  Clients served per 100,000 population o

~.‘ . ) (ii)  Percent severely disabled served - . i
h This standard addresses coverage or the extent to which the voca- o
tional reha.b:.h.tat:.on prggram is serving the eligible target population.
’ The need. to ensu:re a.ccass:.b:.l:.ty of semces to all the eligible dzsabled
is of paramount mportanca to RSY and the states. Given this standard's ,
fOcus, we' feo«l that it fits in well with the cost-effectiveness goa.l. Or‘t .
jts face,.the standard is concerned with the "effectiveness" a.spect of -

]

the cost-effectiveness quast:.ons increased service coverzgé of the eli-
~ gible population is one indication of increased. effectiveness on the part '
X of a state agency. In fact, coverage represents one of the most hasic .
g aspects of a program's effectiveness. Alene, this stindard xgnores
considerations Of the qua.lz.ty of the coverage (i.e., the a:pproprzateness -
and util:.ty of the proéram's activities in the clients' behalf, and the
éliemts' service outcomes). However, these considerations are ‘addressed "

A b

by other standards. L . -

. : by N .
B DATA ELEMENT 1 (i): CLIENTS SERVED PER 100,000 POPULATION
ys 7: i e -

‘ Although this data element does not provide a’true estimate of the

level of coverage of eligible q&get population, it does, however, pro-

vide a proxy measure of the size of the target p lation by using the

overall state population. If estiiniting the targdt population were a
stra:.ghtforward matter, this proxy would not be desu'able or needed, but

given the need for long-term developlnent of an acceptable target popula- | .
tion measure, this proxy serves a potentially useful purpose. Also, it

S . is used now by state agenci,e.s, and thus it has some management utility

and validity as a performance measure. The form for the element is as s
follows:

# served.in a given year A
state population (in 100,000's)

‘ .
AR I's . .
Y X o :
. _ »
P - - s « 4
3 i o ¥ *
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. DATA -ELEMENT 1 (ii): PERCENT SEVERELY DISABLED SER{(ED
v 7 - 7 .

The proportion of severély disabled within a c:s)lefoad can reason- L. e
cy's total voluﬁe ‘

/

. _ ably be expected to impact negativély on a state ag
(i.e., ‘caseload s:.ze) and on its costs. With.a high turnover of severely
disa.bfed clJ.ents., tme in process would ‘be expected fo increase and coun-
selor capac:.ty decrease, thus decreasing a program's§ caseload volume poten- '
. tial; that is, a decrease inm covérage. To effectivei.y assess coverage,
the propomcn of the caseload that ds severely dlsableq must be taken |
into account. Further, given the legislative 1mpor1:ance attached to ser-
- - * vice to severely disabled, it is most a:ppropnate to include this data .
element under the standard on coverage of the eligible- t.:hent population.

- ., )
- [\

<t # seversly disabled served in a given year

total # served in a given year




: STANDARD 2:

) J

-

THE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM SHALL USE RESOURCES

IN A COST-EFFECTIVE MANNER AND SHOW A POSITIVE RETURN TO

FEANES
L}

SOCIETY OF INVESTMENT IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATIQN OF

r DISABLED CLIENTS. °
) 4
Data Elements: (i) Expenditure per competitively‘employed 26 closure
(ii). Expenditure per 26 closure )
(iii) Ratio of total VR bene%its to total VR costs (benefit-
cost ratio) .
. V (iv) Total net benefit from VR services (discounted net
present value) e '
. This standard is the one most obviously related to the program's

cost-effectiveness goal. Two issues are addressed by this standard. The

first i the issue of cost-effectiveness: with the financial resources

e to the state {or sub-region, or district, or counselor), how
successfully did it achieve desired objectives? The second issue Tevolves
around cost-benefit concerns (i.e., "return on investment"). Specifically,
the standard asks the qﬁcstion: Are we gettirng more out of the program '
than we put in? Currently, benefits from the program are measured SN
primarily in monetary terms (e.g., in terms wages earned, taxes paid,
and public assjstance £pregane). Unfortunately, this '"hard-nosed" monetary
focus opits consideration of ‘many of the other benefits derived from VR

* (e.g., increased functional capacity). Work is well underway to develop
methods for taking such benefits into account.l In the interim, however,
monetary cost-benefit measures will continue to be important, particularly
in the current era of budget constraints and intensifying scrutiny of
governmental activities. As such; RSA can profit from use of a cost-bengfit
measure in terms of public relations value, as well as in terms of improving
its own self-evaluation capacity. ' _ | ‘

Many different cost-effectiveness data elemients were coﬁs@dered in the

avail

s deéign of the Standards. Essentialiy, any data element requires in the

denominator a measure of program achievement and in the numerator some

measure of resourcss of the kind which the agency is particularly anxious

[P - —

| RSA. |

o
)

1 ' . .
This work has been recently completed by the Texas Institute for .
Rehabilitation Resear¢h (TIRR). The TIRR Final Report entitled "A Benefit--
Cost Model for the State/Federal Rehabilitation Program is available from

-’

o

- oo 20.
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to use effigiéntly. We chose total expenditures fé;r thg ,nume;:a.tor because . -

it overcomes. various accounting problems, for example, ''what is a service

cost' and "what is a counselor FTE?'" The denominators were chosen

because of their reiatively Lhiiversal acceptance as measures of "success .
Benefit-cost models estimate total benef:.ts and total costs-in terms .

of dollars. These models are neutral with rega.rd to type of delivery .

smtegy. As such they do not penalize agencies which ch@e to spend

'mre per client in order to produce better results. Any éost~effectivenpss

measure, on the other hand, focuses on rewarding states which minimize.costs

in achieving a given objective. Units of the outcome measure arTe assumed to

be equal in value, i.e., one Tehabilitation (26 closure) is as -good as any

other rehabilitation. In order to offset these limitations, it is requz.red

tha.t the outcome or benefit measure be one which dec:s:.on-make:s are pre-

pared to view as having high value and units of equal -value.

¥

DATA Ei.EMENT 2 (i): EXPENDITURE PER COMPETITIVELY EMPLOYED 26 CLOSURE o

- This data element compares total agéncy expenditures to the mumber of
competitively employed 26 closures. It applies the most stringent criteria
to the measursment of costoeffectivéness.by,fowsing on only those-26-
closures who are competitively employed. Such a priority-may not i:i. fact - -
be desired, particularly given the recent emphasis on gervice to the o
severely disabled. However, we included this data element because we feel
that, historically and even today, a consensus exists that «:ompet:.t:.ve .
employment: is one of the higher quality and most desirable types of closure
obtainable. The form for this element is as follows:

total agency expenditures e
¥ competitively employed 26 closures : I

DATA ELEMENT 2 (ii): EXPENDITURE PER 26 CLOSURE

- This cost-effectiveness measurs Telaxes the measurement.criteria i
somewhat to allow "credit" for all types of rehabiiitatioris.. It Tecognizes
that some clients are not capable of achieving competitive employment and
that other employment ocutcomes can represent achievement commensurate with.

26




a client's abilities. This data element compares. total agency expenditures
to all 26 closures, thus capturing the effect of gainful ' act:.v:.ty, whether
it lies in the realm of r:ompetﬁswe or non-compet:.t:.ve employment The

¢ . form for this element is as follows:

. € ' . — - .. e
: total agency expenditure | -
< . v ¢ # 26 closures - .
—_ £ ,
‘ : s o : S N
7o DATA ELEMENTS 2 (iii) AND 2 (iv): ) ﬁ
(iii) RATIO OF TO‘I'AL VR BENEFITS TO TOTAL VR COSTS (BENEFI’I'-COST RATIO) ‘
(iv) ‘I’E'I' TOTAL BENEFIT lﬂROM VR SERVICES '(DISCOUNTED NET PRESENT VALUE)
These two data’elements aze very. similar in concept; therefore, they
will be discussed -together. The forms of these data elements are shown . *
. below. - (
Data Element 2 (iii): !J
1 benefits : '
4 costs B ‘ : i
3 - - 4 7]
Data Element 2 (iv): o ' - °
) @ Rl
. « " =
Beuefn:s s Costs | -~ _ » - -

, Bene}??:cost modeling of soc:.a.l service delivery systems enjoys cur-
~rent wide acceptance as 2 measurement tool.’ Its use extends cgns:.derably ’ ‘) '
, beyond the VR field. The figures prov!.ded by benefit-cost anal;\%u yield o
' a single mmber, which is an immediate indicator of program succes‘; .
Beciée of its surface simplicity, and because it is a popular soph:.st:.-
cated analytic tool for evaluating pr&graqx worth, ‘the benef:.t-cost of the
VR system is included as a standard. ‘
a As a review for the Nationa.l Science, Foundztion has noted benefit-+
/ cost applications in thée VR fi.eld are moTe extensive and have gemerally been
- 'nm'e sophisticated (or at ler.st at a higher level of technical’ qualny) : _
)thzn in most other social service and manpower program. area.s.l There are

' IBorkowitz and Auderson,’ PADEC -- An Evaluation of an Experimental
Q Reliabilitation ﬁ]ect,,_&mg Um.vers:.ty, 1974. ] -

“ .
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. S
a number of models available for use. " In one case, RSA commissioned the
development. of a model for rouune use by the program, which was des:.gned
‘to be adaptable to the needs of ma.ny users (i.e., state agencies, RSA con-
_tra.cted evaluation studies, RSA'itself) and to be capable of periodic up-
dating and refinement as new data became available. That model, developed
at the University of Ca.lifomi‘a., Berkeley and subsequentiy refined by BPA
staff, has boen used by RSA, severa; state agencies, the Urban Inst:.tute,
Abt Associates, Na.t:.ona.l Analysts, and Greenleigh Associates, among others,
usually under RSA mcmendauon.l This model is the basis for the two

data elements proposed for -use measuring the costs:
(Benefitsj
a. Benefit-cost ratio (Costs )
© b. Discounted net present value ‘(Benefits-Costs) J

_ Both of these formulae use the ''social discounted' prssent values of - _4
benef:.ts and costs, and both use the same components to arrive at benefits
" and at costs. These components, in brief, are as follows:

N
Benefits - , : i , .
. _ \' discounted value of paid eami;xgg; . . . o
o change in output of homemaker closures; L -
. ch;.ngé in cutput of unpaid family workers; ' <ol

i e change in "a.fter hmn-s wbrk" (e.g., homemaking tasks pex-
. formed by wage-earning rehab:.lztants) ; . = —

. ® fringe bmeﬁts,

» . ¢ s . - .
¢ change in output of families of rshabilitants (as a result
of rehab‘ilita‘nts a.ssuming homemaker tasks);

Y reductions in public assistance benefits; o e
’. ﬂ?utm.’ costs’ (a. "neggtivg bmgﬁtn) . B LA

s R . , -
3 . 5

tr =~ . -
lerederick C. ‘Collignon and. Richard Dodson, Benefit-Cost Analysis ‘of
Vocational Rehabilitation Services Provided to Ind:.vidua.ls Most Severely

#
Hand:.capped (ISMH) Apr:.l 1975. . ‘ P ) Y
* ) (_.\,: ‘

° . 4 v
. ’ P ‘ . o
- - <8 - g
’ . R
‘ ‘ ’ -
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' N

Costs ) N - \/
e total program costs during the hscal year, n;:.nus carry- '

over costs and maintenance 'costs,
e costs borne by parties other than VR; ¢
research ~traiming, and demonstration costs;
. beneats foregone by cl:.ents during participation in VR
. services (i.e., any wage and fringe benefits foregone by“
clients with earnings at referral); and S )
° clien*-borne costs for VR services. '

F™

S L e,

T LTI

The ratio. (B/C) prov:LQes a measure of the relative value of benefits
to costs. This measure standa.rd:.zes this compa.nson, and can be used for

. comparing values across programs, states, or sub-state areas. The benefit-

_ cost ratio is often useg in legislative reporting. B/C can also be used :
to observe change over time w:.th:.n a single agency. Our \mdersta.nd:.ng of
program gain is increased by looking not oﬁly' at the relative magnitudes
of bensfits and costs, but at their absolute difference as well. . NV

' . The net benefit measure (i.e., B-C) is the preferred approach of a
- a economists. It is very semsitive to the scale of program operauon. in )
© . ~  the caSe of VR, for example, larger agencies would prodice. greater: total - -
:j o het benefits than small agencies, simply because of their larger < caseloads .

TR e T

~ . Thus the measure is inappropriate for comparing dcross state a.genc:.es, but

- is useful for observing change over tme within an agency. ] ' n:::-_;;i
M~< l, * f * . . . - . - .
- .

2 » 2
- .
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5
("F.
.




¥ STANDARD 3: VR SHALL%MAXIMIZE THE NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF CLIENTS

e — ACCEPTED FOR SERVICES WHO ARE SUCCESSFULLY REHABILITATED,

e . SUBJECT TO THE MEETING OF OTHER STANDARDS.

Data Elements: (i)’ Percent 26 closures ]
' (ii) . _Annual change in number of 26 ;Ic;sﬂti;e;—w'
R ) £ ‘
. T,raciitj.onally, success in VR has been measured by the number of ''26

_closures," or successful rehabilitations obtained. The VR goal is to
_ rehabilitate clients, and to ignore that goal in the standards system

would be a serious and tmc;:mforta.ble omission. VR does need tr? know hHow

many individuals it successfully serves and must have encouragé'ment to

rehabilitate as many persons in need as possible.

“"'DATA ELEMENT 3 (i): PERCENT 28 CLOSURES -~ -~

~ - This data eliement' provides a straightforward measure of an agency's
success in rehabilitating the clients’it accepts for services. The data:

‘element . focuses on the proportion of clients accepted. for service (i.e.,
_ excluding 08's) who are successfully rehabilitated. . __.

—

L4

# of 26 closures .
¥ of 26+28+30 closures |.

." .

"DATA ELEMENT 3 (ii): ANNUAL CHANGE IN NUMBER OF 26 CLOSU

This, zla:z element attempts to assess an agency's success in maximizing }
the number of clients aééppted for services who are successfully rehabilitated.
The measure uses the state agency's prior performance as a baseline for \
determining success.in "maximization: that is, an agency is judged to

. hair,o mzxi‘mized thé number of rehabilitants if it has increased the number -
of 26 closures by some previcusly specified amount . That Waount igil‘l have
: o -

¢

w”
g

-

been set by the state agency. "~ .

4 L,

'(# -’of, 26 closures in’ current yéir} -
(¥ of 26 closures in previocus' year)

30
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STANDARD 4: REHABILITATED CLIENTS SHALL EVIDENCE ECONOMIC INDEPENDENCE

Percent 26o closures with weekly éarnings at or

Data Elements: (i) .
‘ above federal minimum wage.
(ii) Comparison of earnings of competitive employed.

* 26 closures to earnings of employees in state

/
- A} -

VR's most bas:.c purpose is to assist disabled persoms in finding -
gainful employment. The extent to hich clients improve pheir ability to
be economically self-sufficient (3. e., mindependent") through gainful
employment is a~ﬁmdamenta.l concern of VR. '

__Ar.h:.nvmnt of economic J.ndependence 1\3 one facet og closure quality .
“of interest to VR, and thus’this standard is included in that group of ’ .
standards concerned with the quality of services; however, "econom.c inde-
pendence" means.different things depending on the type of 26 closure
obtained. Thus, a variety of data elements are needed to captu::e the
concept.

In addressing the measurement of increase in economic indspendence for
clients rehabilitated, the logical place to look is to wages -and wage -
increases;. Two da.t% elements are used to assess wages;;—;:ompariscn o L
the national standard (the minimum wage) and comparison to state norms. ’

'DATA_ELEMENT 4. (i): PERCENT OF 26 CLOSURES WITH WEEKLY EARNINGS AT OR

PERCENT OF 26 CLOSURES WITH WEEKLY E
—ABOVE THE FEDERAL MINIMUM WAGE - .

-

ﬁhen attempting the measurement of economic independence for rehabil-
itated clients, particularly in competitive employment, the logical place .
to.look is to wages. The first data element for this standézd compazes
the wages of wage-earning rehabilitants. to the "standard" of the federal
Thers are state minimum wages that may be higher than the
federal wage, and not all employers must pay federal minimum wages under
all cxrmmstances The .normative implications of this data. element are . -
that 2 disabled person should be expected, under equ:walent c:.rcumstances,

ninimum wage.




" to make at least the minimum réquired by law for citizens of the U.S.
The form for this data element is as follows:

&

# 26 closures with weekly |* ~
earning level at or above | -
federal minimum wage
# 26 closures

¢

~
?

DAT. EI.B'fEN'I' 4 jn) COMPARISON OF EARNINGS OF COMPETITVBLY EMPLOYED
26 CLOSURF..S T0 EARNINGS OF EMPLOYERS IN STATE

In‘ th:.s d.ata eldmerit, the -wages of rehabilitants are compared to 2
standard or wage ‘rate for the general population, as in (i). Im this
instance, however, the focus of the comparison is mean wage of closures '

‘ with wages to’ the mean wage of employees with wages in the state-. '

This inethod controls for sta.te-to-state variation in earnings levels,
whereas using the federal minimum wage as a denom.nator does not. Other- ’
wise, the concept behind this data element is the sdime as with (i): o
compare th&wages of rehabilitated disabled clients to those of the ''gemeral™ ..

- - popula.t:.on. In some- Tespects, thzs is a more comprehensive md:.cztur than -
data-elenment (i), becmse it prov:.des an estimats of clients' "standaxd of
livmg" relative to other persens in the stats. In general as wage levels
‘increase, so does the cost of living, and the amount of mz?:ome ‘Taquired to
meintain an "acceptable! standard of living. Sz.nce the data element incor- . )
porates ¢ost of living (via state wage norms), we obtain a bettsr measure

" of elients' living standzrds relative to the surrounding exxv:.roment. In
contrast, the federal minimum wage is not set mth reference to 1oca.1 cost

" of living.considerationg’. The form is as follaws:' - . -

‘

Mean weekly earnings of compentz.vely N
. employed 26 closures . ,
Mean weeklr earnzngs of employees in state-

>

'. ¢
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STANDARD S: THERE SHALL BE MAXIMUM PLACEMENT OF REHABILITATED CLIENTS
"’ INTO COMPETITIVE EMPLOYMENT. NON-COMPETITIVE GLOSURES SHALL
_ REPRESENT AN IMPROVEMENT IN GAINFUL ACTIVITY FOR THE CLIENT.

- . .- I PRI »

Data Elements: (i) Percent 26 closures competitively empioyed )

(i1) Percent competitively employed 26 closures with
hourly earnmg at or_ above the federal minimum
wage _

* (iii) Percent non-compet:.t:.vely employed 26 closures~ -
showing improvement in function a.nd life status

- »_:‘\.,4

Like Standard 4, this standard concerns the qual:.ty of . closures. ob- /
tained by VR agencies. Historically, compet:.tzve empIOyment "has Been - seerl ‘5‘4‘:;.;.
as the best kind of tlosure. However, competitive -emp_],pm_ept may not bé '
the appropriate placement for all cliemts. Still, VR regulati;:ns require
that any placement of a successfully closed client be into "gainful and
suitable anployment,"l “consistent with his/her_capaéities,"z whether in
competitive, @tmd, oT non-competitive employment:.

) Given thewe requirements, we have tried to incorporate several com-
.cepr.s into Standard S. Before discussing ‘the data elements i;n-"detail; we
present an overview of the concepts, the general focus of which is on
gainful employment; thus, the data elemeénts measure th_g_f_o]z}om‘.ﬁg“

A (1) the extent of ccnpet:.t:.ve employient closures, - since com-
pet:.t:.vg employment st:.ll can be seen as the best type of
c.}osure, B .

(2) the extent to which compet:,t:.vely employed 26 closures ea:m

the hourly m.rlzmm wage,.as an indicator of minimm sta.nda.zds
for gainful mployment, and ‘ v

(3) the extent to which non-compet:.t:.ve closures have obta:.ned some

benefit from participation in VR. K -4 '

. To reiterate, this standard is concerned with the qﬁalicy of closure,
as mcrenced by increases in gainful activity whether of a paymg nature
or not. Compent:.ve employment is seen as the highest form of gamful

O O o ]

lpehabilitation Act of 1973, Section 502(b) (2) (B) .

. Federal Regr.ster, "Implementat:.on Provisions," 1361, I(bb) Novem-
ber 25, 1974.
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activity; however, allowance is made for the need to make some non-competitive

e san et snocToGlosures. Still, in ‘those cases, VR\is to ensure that the benefits in terms

of gamfufficfiﬁ't;y?were obtained, even if not of a vocational nature.
’ ¢ € ) -
|3

-_. ___ DATA ELEMENT S (1.) - -PERCENT 26. CLOSURBS COMPETITIVELY EMPLOYED

- Fora sta.ndard emphasizing maximum placement 1nto compet:.t:.ve employ-
ment, perhaps the most obvious data element is to count how many are so
placed. This data element is a s:unple, stralghtforward measure of deg'ree
of success in placing closures in competitive employment and could be
easily implemented as the data are readily and currently available from
- .. . .the R-300. The form is as follows: ) -

S ' ¥ competitively employed 26 closures

T # 26 closures

S DATA ELEMENT S (ii): PERCENT COMPETI’I’IVELY EMPLOYED 26 CLOSURES. 'WITH

HOURLY EARNINGS AT OR ABOVE FEDEKAE MINIMUM WAG

- ey . s

ST, - " This data. elemem: applxes moTe stringent criteria 2o the measurement
T of **maximum placemeut ‘of rehabilitated clients into competitive emp loyment.'"
R ' ‘It compares the mmber of 26 closures with hourly eamings- at- or above the
federal minimum wage to the total number of 26 clésures.’ As in data element
4(i), this data element implies that a d.isabled. person in the compet:.t:.ve
_ _ labor market should be expected to earn a.1: least the federal minimum wage. -
ST "Unlik& 4‘(1.) however, th:-.s measure. rapresents an employee's worth to the ‘
employer. “Total weekly ea.rm.ngs are an indication of an employee's
* fifndncial well-being, while his/her "worth" may be determined by examihing )
T : hi:s/her hourly wage. Thus, th:\is)dzta. element provides a :neas,ure of the
. "value! of rehabilitated VR clients who are in the competitive labor )
' market ralative'fo the .federal minimm.wa_ge.- The form is as follows: °

: \ | # 26 closures with hourly esrnings
at or above faderal minimum wage
# 26 closu_z'es




PERCENT NON-COMPE‘I‘I'I;IVELY EMPLOYED 26 CLOSURES
SHOWING IMPROVEMENT IN FUNCTION AND LIFE STATUS

DATA ELEMENT S (iii):

S ’ . . . .

As stated earlier, closures into non-comoetitive employmént may be
legitimate for certain clients. Nonetheless, if VR is to claim any credit
for "rehabilitating' clients into nonfcomneutwe employment, then there
must be some indication that VR helped improve those clients' capac:.ty for
gainful activity. If the client obtained no benefits whatsoever from VR,
then VR has essentially wasted money and time. Obviously, such outcomes
are not desirable.” : .- -

»  This data element ta.kes a subje)ctlve approac}x to the problem of
assessing the legitimacy and appropriateness of non-competitive closures.
It is computed by taking the percent of non-competitively employed 26-closures
who state they have done any of the following: improved their self-care
abilities and thus freed other famly ‘members to join the labor force, e‘x-
perienced improvement in amy self-care or homemaker—rela.ted functions;
experiencsd improvement in job-related skills; or had "mmvemnts " in,

attitude. This wide range, of indicators assesses. the extent to which non-
competitive closm:es benefit as a result of ‘intervention. The form for ,

this data elegent is as follows: . - - -

e

-

4
~

¥ non-competitive 26's with improvement

on LSI-FAI measures from plan to ‘closure
¥ noncompetitive 26°'s

[
-

(2
S

.
. .
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STANDARD 6 REHABILITATED CLIENTS SHALL EVIDENCE VOCATIONAL GAINS. -

. »

Data Eléments: (1) Average earnings change of 26 closures, before
‘ versus after VR servigces

. (@) Other cha.nges“a.n functional ability and life status

, It is axiomatic that', a;fter VR services, 'rehabilitaii\j;d »ents should
evidence some sort of vocational gains; either in monetary or non-monetary
terms. This standard assures that attention will be paid by the VR field
to the level of client changes. It supplemeizts the concern for measuring
post-service cutcomes (as in Standards 3-5) by using the client's pre-
service circumstances as a baseline for comparijson. -

-

__DATA ELEMENT 6 (i): 'AVERAGE EARNINGS CHANGE QF 26 CLOSURES, BEFORE _VERSUS
S AFTER VR SERVICES

P

EY BT TR

This data eieqent is'included because wages are the most §tréightforward
indicator. of vocational change. Weekiy earnings are us_ed to measure c'ha.ng*e. ‘
» - ). 5T

y —_—

(Sum of closure earnings for 26 closures) R

minus . (sum of referral earnings for 26 clos{x':es)_
‘ 26 closures .
AN

DATA ELEMENT 6 (ii): CHANGES IN FUNCTIONAL ABILITY FAI AND LIFE _STATUS
(LST) TNDICATORS (

—

In add.n.tion to vocational change (as measured by datd element 6 o
the VR program also acts as a change agent.in terms of noq-vocationg-)j\
aspects of a-client's life. As with the data elementS associated with
non-competitive employment closures-(as in data element S(iii)), the method-
ology for assessing non-vocational éhan'ge needs devglbpment. 'I'his develop-
ment should occur as an outgrowth of RSA's FAI/LSI prete'st.l Until such
time as the measures can be finalized no data collection or report:.ng, w111

\ be conducted for this data. elament.*

3 ¢
lA pretest of these measm:es is being ccmducted by counselors with -

. 1,300 clients in the California and Wisconsin VR agencies. A report -
indicating the results of use of these measures .at the time of case intake
and IWRP development is available from RSA. It is entitled "Functional
Assessment in VR. .Clients' A Preéest." ’ o, S .
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STANDARD 7: REHABILITATED CLIEVTS SHALL RETAIN THE BENEFITS OF VR

| SERVIGES: -

’ )

Data Elemenfs: (1) Eercent‘26 closures’reﬁaining earnings at follow=
- - up - - -y —— -
(ii) Comparzson of 26 closures with public assistance -

as primary source of support at closure and at
v . follow-up

(iii) Percent non-competitively employed 26 closures
retaining closure skills at follow-up

-

L4

Retention of benefits gained through vocational rehabilitation ser-

- vices is important ! to the rehabilitated client and as a measure of overall

" employment measures. -

program effectiveness. Job losses following successful closure imply
program failure and point to incongruence of progran goals vis-a-vis in-
dividual client goals. Are we "rehabilitating' clients temporarily to -
meet program objectives, then finding clients back where they started a
few months later? This question has a great degree of. zmportance to the
overall VR mission and thus a standard in this area is highly appropriate.
Aside from employment measyres of benefit retentzon, additional a;tentlon
is gzven to expanding the data elements for'thsfsténdh:d.to 1nolude non-

_This standard embodies another. of the conceﬁ%s relat £o quality ser-

) vice in the VR program. In the ideal setting, successfully closed clients

would be germanently rehabilitated The theory, of course, is that if

A oy ova—

quality services are provided, clients will retain the ab lity to function .
" in a job and to compete .in the labor market. The manifestations of those

abilities are that clients do in fact retain their jobs, or some job. of

course, it is not always possible to retazn jobs (or ea:n1ngs levels),

regardless of the quality of servzces provided by VR. Clzents may suffer
from'unantlczpated relapses or complzoatzons of their disabling handicaps,

whlch can cause clients to lose thelr employment capabilities temporarily

or permanently Alternatively, clzents can be laid off from jobs due to.

- 'macro-economic conditions, regardless of the quality of VR services.

Nonetheless, "in general we would expect clients to retain benefits. The
standard is approprzate for inclusion in the overall standards system. .

th 37
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. DA‘I‘A suamsm 7 (i): PERCENT 26 CLOSURES RETAINING EARNINGS AT FOLLOW-UP

Since the achzevement ‘of "gainful actlvf;y" is the basic goal for
. the VR client, a simple measure of the retention of that benefit is the
cc T P client's continued employment. However, this data element tightens the
criterion to consider retention of the client's economic welfare level at
closure. The data for such a measure would be available through follow-
up inquiry. A recommended follow-up survey designlis_available in
.- . ——Volume I of this Final Report, the Program Standards uidance Materials.
The form of data element 7(i) is shown below: )

# 26 closures with earnings aé\:}osure. N C .

who retained or increased earnings\at follow-up T e

# 26 closures with eamnings at closure, ’
surveyed at-follow-up

2
DATA ELEMENT 7 (ii): COMPARISON OF 26 CLOSURES WITH PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AS PRIMARY SOURCE OF SUPPORT AT CLOSURE AND AT ~ "~

Ww-up ‘

" This data element would provxde a needed dimension 1n-assesszng.bene-
- - fit retentlon for non-competitively as well as competitzvely placed success-
ful closures. Here, benefits are proxied by measuring the extent of the
“clients' _use of public resources. .By focusing on the degrée to which there
is a reduced need for public assistance, an emphasis is giver to the econ-
omic self-sufficiency of the client in.terms of stability_or 1mprovement. '
While this represents only one dimension of the possible benefits assocxate&
with successful closure (and one less sensitive to the complete range of
effects of VR services), it has a high degree of face validity.as a mpasure
of publlc resource burden. The form of dita element 7(i

is presented -
‘ bélow. - : '

% 26 closures wzth public assistance
source of ort at follow-
lic assistance

Pu
A N as primary source of support at closuy
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' DATA ELEMENT 7(iii): PERCENT NON-COMPETITIVELY EMPLOYED 26 CLOSURES RETAIN-
ING CLOSURE SKILLS AT FOLLOW-UP )

This data element extends the concept of retention of benefits to

~ non-competitive closures, in terms of the benefits assessed in Standard S,

data element (iv).. The data element computes the percentage of all non-
competitively employed clients who have maintained or improved their
~closure skills,at follow-up. The percentage is computed in terms of the
mumber of clients who statéd they’ had improved on any aspect.of self-
care, attitudes, homemaker skills, job-related skilLs;-or had "improved

so as to release other family members to join the labor force."

I_.ike

Standarsi 5, dzti element (iv), the exact methodology' for deriving this

_ data element's needed information in a consistent and reliable fashion

f  is problematic. The state of the art is in exploratory stages and the
special follow-up data collection required involves sigm':fif:znt resources.

While the data element is cunently low in mplementation fea.s:.b:.l:.ty,

the measure has considerable value from a conceptual perspect:.ve.

form of da.ta. element 7 (1:.1) is shown below: _
1 1

"I'he

# non-competitively employed 26 closures
retaining LST/FAI cClosure skills
# nan-competitively employed . 26 closures
‘ surveyed at follow-up

L - ’

"

*..\
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STANDARD. 8: CLIENTS SHALL BE SATISFIED WITH THE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION
PROGRAM, AND REHABILITATED CLIENTS SHALL APPRAISE VOCATIONAL -
REHABILITATION SERVICES AS USEFUL IN ACHIEVING AND MAINTAIN-

" ING THEIR VOCATIONAL OBJECTIVES. .

Data_Elements: (i) Percent closed clients sat:.sf:.ed with ove all
' ' VR experience T
(ii) Percent closed clients satisfied with specific (

aspects of VR

(iii) Percent 26 closures 4uding services rece:wed to .
. have been usefuf in obtaining their Job/homemaker
‘situation or in cuzrent penfomance

’ As an.indicator of consumer appraisal of services, the standard on
- client satisfaction with vocational rehabilitation services has consider-
* a3ble merit. Since client satisfaction polls usudlly offer high degrees
of support for the program, this standard is viewed as h.aving distinct
political value in lobbymg for expanded financial support a.c both the
state and federal levels. Complementing the political ut:.l:.ty of a(satis- N
" faction measure is the inclusion of a client utility assessment in &) el
standard. The intent of this clause is to assess whether successfully
‘ Glosed clients rate the utility of VR services posicivoly in terms of
actually having contributed to their getting a job and: fimctioning in it~ _
As a substantive qualification of the satisfaction standard, utility _ __. .
assessment offers a valuable entree for probing areas needing program / ‘
improvement and for ensunng consumer involvement in improving the res- )
ponsiveness of VR services to client needs. A model for satisfaction’ ,
smcxs_zs_lncludad, in Volume III, the M _Standards Guidance Materials.

DATA ‘ELEMENT 8 (i): PERCENT CLOSED CLIENTS SATISFIED wrm OVERALL VR .
EXPERIENCE _ 4 T

Overall sat:.sfaguon as a measurs of program porfomancoo? se{roral E
advantageg: (1) the procedurs is in place as a part of previ sporting .
- roqu:u'emonts, “(2) developmental costs have alroady been incurred; (3) it -t
constitutes a composite measurs of client satisfaction that rosponds to ' o
legzslacive and consumer advocacy concerns; and (4) the data show some
discrimination among closure statuses, The form of this data element, is
as .foll_ows:-, 3 S _ S

40
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. "DATA ELEMENT 8 (ii): PERCENT ciossn CLIENTS SATISFIED ¥ WITH specmc

o b. with physical restoration 'servn.ces ’
— .‘ ’ # closed clients surveyed . /
- ! # closed clients satisfied ’

- -

# closed clients surveyed

t ) ) u',’aw ’

obtained in ass:.st:.% clients to funct:.oﬁ in these hew posltlons.. While

-

i ASPECTS QF VR

° This data element a.ttenpts to gain a more detaiied: pictﬁre 'of client
atisfaction with spec:.fz; key aspects of the overall VR process In .-
partzcula.r, the aspects 1sola.ted for inquiry include questions, abou‘: the
client'’s counselor, the physical restoration serv:.ces received., the job
training services received, and the job’ placement process. Consistent ~ R

negative assessment in any one of theSe areas would be highly useful in-

\

" guiding state evaluations and providing substantive input to programmatic

improvements. -

# closed clients satisfied
a. with their counselors

¥ closed clients sur_vey'e'a' .

# closed clients sfkisfied .

1

| e, “ ' with job training services -
) - ¥ closed clients surveyed

* '# closed-clients, satisfied

v

.DATA_ELEMENT 8 '(iii): PERCENT 26 CLOSURES JUDGING SERVICES RECEIVED TO

BEEN USEFUL IN OBTAINING 'I'FlEIR~ JOE/HG&EMAKER

. + _ ' STTUATION OR IN PERF

rd

Rehabzlltated clients can make fairly objective assessments of whether ,
the services they rece:r.ved ‘were instrumental in secunng thez.r outcome sit- .

uations. Equally as impdrtant as VR services' contnbutzon to the atkain- A ot F

ment of the client's closure situation is the usefulness of the skills

. i .
% ., - N . . ' 5,
’ . L3 . T

F

— .,
*

# closed cllents surveyed satisfied | . .-_,...-:.-.-m.,‘-.-.«m..‘;.;-'_
with overall VR experience o oy e

N .
<3 - " - . \ - pey

d. with job placement services L. R
- F closed clients surveyed ’ ' . T
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not unequzvocably objectzve, the client's assessment of whether he gr shé
uses these skxlls and/or'knowledge gained from VR services is the clcsest‘

approxlmaﬁlon of the case. The fbrm of data element 8(iii) is shown Uelgr

# 26-closures judging services received
- to have been'useful in obtaifing

their ob/homemaker-sztuatlon or in current erformance
] # 23 closures surveyed
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_PRO,CEDURAL STANDARDS -

The Procedural Standards consist of five goal-statemenes‘for the VR
program, pertaining tes R-300 validity, compliance with key regulations,
and certain aspects of case handling. They are standards 9-13 in Table 1.
The Rrocedural Standards are intended 3s a method of ensuring attention
to four critical process areas, and to data validity. It is intended for
“States to use the Procedural Standards to benefit their program evaluation
efforts and faczlztate the improvement of serv1ces to clients. These pro-
cedures wzll,fbrn the basis for agency decisions to make appropriate .

. changes in practices, where current processes are not in keeping with
clzent interests and positive program performance.

The recommendazions for the Procedural Standards reflect the desire
to allow maximum flexzbllzty to states in the VR process, yet st:ll ensure
attention to the areas addressed by the. Procedural Standards and provide
sufficient data in these areas to allow for programwide analysis. Ideally,
2 uniform procedure would be followed by all states for monitoring these
process areas, even though states retain differences in the ways they
organize and conduct case serv1ce delivery. Indicators of’complzance

" with legal requirements, such as eligibility and IWRP, should be the same
\fb:rall states,.i,e., the same questions should be asked and the same
symmary data should be Teported. .

_Most of the needs of the Procedural Standards are best met through
case reyzew. Thus, we are recommending that a single case review process
be implemented to address the case review needs of e;l four of the Progedural
Standards: We recommend that the Case Review Schedule (CRS), developed by
the San Diego State RCEP IX, be used as the basic document for Procedural
Standards data collectlon. The CRS was mandated by RSA as the standard-

" ized instrument to be used by regzonal RSA offices whenever they conduct |

- case-reviews.! For Procedural Standards 10 (eligibility) and 12 (IWRP),
.BPA has selected the CRS ztems whzch we consider essentzal to adequately
assess,complzance. These. items make up the Modified CRS, whlch is con- =
siderdbly shorter than the £ull CRS. RSA could choose either the CRS
of the MCRS as thée instrument for collecting Procedural Standards data.

IRSA ;nfbrmation'Membrandﬁm, Octobe:;}z, 1980.




;'_ While the"f'CRS is an a'ppropriate vehicle for 'collecting compliance
dgta., it lacks, certa.m items needed to assess the Valldlt)' of R-300 data
(Standard 9) or.to a.ssess tmelmess of case semce (Sta.ndai'd 11) ‘For
these two sta.ndards 8PA developed separate instruments to complement the
CRS. These instruments are included in Volume III of the I-‘mal R,eport,
Program Standards Guidance Materials: If The Procedural Standards:ate
mplemented these tuo :Lnstmments would be mcorporated d:.rectly mto the

.a;- -

CRS to provide a uxuf:.ed. da.ta.\collectn,on msn‘mnent. &

3

Haan.ng described the genera.l thrust of the Procedural Standa.rd.s and g

" the general process for collect:.ng che needed cfa.ta., -we turn next to a
‘discussion of the- i.nd:.ndua._lﬂ.standards . - T e
> e cot . :
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STANDARD 9:  R-300 DATA VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

Information collectec on clients by the R 300 and all data
Ieporting systems used by RSA shall be valid, reh.aEle,
accurate, and camplete.

.The VR sérvice delivery systems needs an objective data base from
which to. measure performance. ' Yet inconsistencies and errors in reporti_.ng'
currently exist among and withinm VR nrogram data systems. Confusion or '
msuncerstancmg over definitions exist a.ha need -to be mnmzed This
Procedural Standard would ensure that sta.te agencies maintain a.cceptable
levels of val:.d:.ty and reliability 1n reporting of R-300 and other data.
T This standard assumes states' attention to good data processing is pertin-
"ent to all the standards. Thus, givern the mportance ‘of jggliable, valid,
and accurate data on which to base the program's evaluation c:fpacity, we
feel that this.Procadural Standard relates to all of the broad R..A*goals.
compliance, quality, ‘and costoeffect:weness. ) - .

Reliability, accuracy and completeness of data should be checked in

several ways. JHhile we would recommend validity studies on 2 per:.odzc basis,

Y

, and edit checks as i part of rout:r.ne data prodessing, this standard en-’

'« compasses a specific recommended procedure for states to follow to ensure
the accuracy of data recordedxand submitted to RSA through the R=300.
ananly, the case review process should include an accurac; ‘check between
the case folder information, the R-300 form itself a.nd 1f the state has 3 -

computer system, computer cutput h.sung of R-300 items selecte;i for review:”

In~ particular, those R-300 data items which are used in computing the stan-
dard's data elements should be. subjected to checks of a.ccuracy "and validity
through case .folder doczmentzt:.on.

v - »
4 * . , -
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STANDARD.IO} ELIGIBILITY DETEQMIVATIOV .

51121b111ty decisions shall be based on accurats and suffi-

cient diagnostic information.' and VR shall continually Teviaw
and evaluate eligibility decisions to ensure that aec151ons B
.are being made in accoruance “with laws and regulatzons. o

The determination of an applicant's qualzficatzons for elzgzbzlzty is
2 crztzcal point in the VR process for both the clxenc and the agency.

,Thzs standard seeks. to proteqz client interest by requxrzng staze agenciss
-~

to install procsdures for mon1tor1ng elxgzbzlzty decisions in 4 sample of
scases and ensuring that the decisions are appropriate, in tompliance with

legal requirements, and suppo}teq by the proper diagnostic- information. =

This standard ﬁert;ins to two of RSA's b?oad,goils. First,Ain;sﬁuch as’

the eligibjlity determination process rests on a legal footing, the s*andard

pertains to the goal of compliance with the legislation. Second, wé.feal
- thzt it pertains to the goal of cost-effectiveness, since it is a misuse of
. mnney to serve ineligible perSons, particularly if other, eligible clients

are turned awiy due to an incorrsct determination of in31131b111ty. .

In establzshzng a procedural standard for-the review of ellgibzllty ‘
determination, we are concerned with the am:grupnateness of the decisiom and
its accordance kith laws and regulations. We expect information £rom this -

_ review to address two fagets of this concern: (1) that clzents who a ‘e not '
aQ\at be accepted for services, and (2) that clzents'

~ L

eligible for VR. services
who are ‘eligible are indeed accepteu.. . . "%3
Whlle monztoring and review of elzg1b111ty decisions by superV1s1ng
counselgrs or managers will provide a.check on that szermmnatlon,‘sgate;
. 49’ have, varying supervisorf\spructures and roles and should be allowedgto L
. rcizin flexibility" in their monztortng practices. ‘Although we _support a “';
cross-check on elzg1b111ty decisions, we are not racommena;ng its inclus1on 5
as a requ:rement for this standard. The Case Review Schedule erves as

the data source for this standard

-
-




STANDARD 11: TIMELINESS . . . .  ° .

VR shall ensure that eligibility decisions and client -
movement through the VR process occur in a timeiy °*
manner appropriate to the needs and cauab:.lz.t:.es of

_ the clients.

- This standard seeks ttvoid delays in the VR process that are Likely

@W,@;o mpede or Hénder succes ful rehabilitation of the client. Rather than

ﬁ"%t a. performance standard using time-in-status to define "undue dela.y "
_this Procedm'al Standard requires that each state have a monitoring gr °
fla.gging ‘mechanism for cases Temaining in statuses over a given length of
tige, and 2 procedure to evaluate the appropnateness of any case delay.
Many of the state VR agencies already have variations of such a syszem in

place. ' . .

‘I'his standard pertains to the RSA goal -of providing qualjity case
services, for two reasoms. First, one aspect.of the quality of a client's
service expenence is the speed with which his or her case is handled:

did the client feel that the counselor "cared" about him (as evidenced
by the fact that the counselor "kept on top of things" and.'kept things
moving along'),. 6: did the coumselor seem to put Lim on a lgwer i:riority"
The cl:.ent's perceptzon of his treatment by VR can have an mpact on his -
attitude towzrd. VR and about the ‘usefulness of participation in VR.
Second research on successful reha.b:.litat:.on outcomes has suggested

_ a relat:.onsh:.p between timeliness and success (perhaps as a consequence

. . * of the perceptions discussed above)
- The issue of t:mely case movement.or "undue dela.ys" (as it is phrased

®in the current standards) has been one of long discussion and .cOntToversy.
While there is literature to support the correspondence between certain
times in process (pm:.cularly t:une to eligibility: decision) and outcomse,

.». there have also been. quest:.ons about interrater reliability in the drea of
judg:.ng timeliness of case movement through. case review. Neverthe.]‘.ess,‘ '
an oversll review of timely case movement on-a client-by-<client.basis,
is best handled through case review, if items can be identified which
have good interrater rel:.ability. ' :

Much effort hds gone into attempts to define, and establish standards .
for, timeliness of case service progress. As noted, reseirch on success-
£ul rehzb:.litation outcomes has supportéd the concern for timel:.ness in

.
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esta.bhshmg a rela.t:.onsh:.p between the time requ:.rea for an el:.gb:.h.t[
decision and ultimate client outcome. Previous attempts to monito
timeliness of serv:.ce provision by way of a stanaard on "undue delay'’ have
been hampered, however, by several problems ‘l‘he first is the defin:.t:.onal
_')and reliability problem. "Undue delay" and its ‘converse, "expeditious' or
"quick and efficient" case management, mean different things to different
people. The current standards use the approach of arbitrary ti_xpe per:.oas
to define "timely" cass movement: _eight. months has been defined ‘as the
limit for timely eligibility decisions; 22 months for timely comﬁ;etimi of
the VR progess. This approach has been widely and justifiably criticized
for its lack of semsitivity to the legitimate differences in individual
. cases: a complex case, perhaps involving long-term educational services,
might well require more than 22 months, without any. delay. Where a cage
has been sub;ec: ts a délay, the situation is further cnmglicated hy the
differing implications of different causes for delay' lack of cl:.ent Tes-
pcms:.veness, maztentmn or meff:.c:.ency on the part of the counselor or
the VR agency, and probleus outs:.de of YR (failure of a vendor to. deliver,
unavoidable ‘waiting lists in training programs) Each inply very differ-
ent Tesponsibility for time lapses and cannot equally be ascribed to VR
' agency "failure I . h . N
] Thus, use of "objective” measures of timeliness has suffered from arb:.-"
trariness and frequent inzppropriateness of )estzblz.ehed time cut-offs for
_many clients; Other approaches to'ocbjective measurement, such as record:.nze" ‘
. planned. mitia.tion ands complef.ion dates for each service, and monitoring )
compliance w:ﬁ!:h the schedule, suffer from cumbersomeness in execution. /
the other hand, subjective judgments of timeliness have been vulnerable t:o

 cxiticisms of lubz.lz.ty in applicatiom, However, this unreliabl /réy
may well hev’e/:::en due to the incorporation .of twq distinct concepts -

into the prev:lously used i"v.mdv.;e delay" judgments. This term, ",mﬁue delay "
_ jncludes concepts of both time lapse and judgment of blame,/culpability ' L
R un;ust:.fia.hle time ‘lapse. (The.word "delay" itself sometmes connotes N
willfulness or negligence, and the modifier ufdue’ definitely implies .
--such-problems.) Case reviewers might well differ in Judzments as to the
cause of a delay, and thus whether VR should be held accountable, and. for
~this rea:son fwtewers fmay differ .in their cla.sszficata.on of a case, one
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citing an undﬂs delay, another seeing an unfortunate time lapse, but being
-unwilling to label it an undue -delay 1f clment motlvatzon or outszde '
vendors played a role.

In response to the problem of a dual focus in assessing timeliness,.
a new timeliness assessment instrument has been developed which relies
upon reviewer }udgment but which divides case assessments’ of timeliness
xnto two segments. first, a notation of whethef delay has’ occurred in
terms of tlme lapse between necessary activities in a case; and second,
an assessment of ‘the reasons for the lapse., The relevant questions are
: appended to the Case Réview Schedule and concern critical phases of case
progr SS == elig1b111ty determination, develoPment‘of service plan, and
service delivery and terminatiom. In addition, the Timeliness Assessment
instrument allows for notation of whether a-case was handled with "™undue-
speed: !-2gat 15, if the case moved too fast, in the reviewer's judgment; ’
given the circumstances of the case. Whilé undue speed may be a less
pre551ng concern than undus delay, the issue did come up during the
standards pretest, and the Timeliness Assessment instrument has been
revised to address the issus.

The-Timellness Assessment Instrument can be used by states 1n conjunc-
. fion with the case-flagg1ng mechanism for open cases, requzred by Standard
+11. A mechanzsm must, be set up by each state to flag each case.which has
remained in a given status longer than a specified period’ of time. Revzew
of the client's sztuation should then take place (in a format decided by
the state) to determine if case movement is approprzate but no reporting
to RSA would be requ;red.

As part of its project to-revise the VR Program Standards Berkeley
' planning ASSOC1ates (BPA) developed a model for -improvement .of case-
‘flagging practice and use of tlme in status standards at the state levels
A state should not flag too many cases, because such flagging would be
inefficient. However, flagg1ng too few cases will possibly leave too
many untimely cases in the system wlthout ‘examination. The model, there--
~ fore, is based on examining the number of cases being flaggéd with thes
* states' exzstlng flagg1ng standards, in Telationship to an analysis of the

1

service prochs and the overall caseload, and refining state flagging
. . R
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sta.n‘dards.l‘ The analysis uses data from the R-300 file (time in stat{xs) o
and timeliness data collected through the p'roceduxﬂ standards instruments.
Figure 2 shows the steps to follow 'in the analysis. of undue delay .
in the caseload. A dase is selected for review, following the sa.mplmg
design used by the state agency for tmelmess review (100% of all cases,
or state random sampling procedure). State timeliness standards (allowed -
times in process) will be used in this model. The fnodel calls for up-
wards or downwards a.djusting 'of these times in _prodess standards (in-
cTeases or decreases in the maximum time allowed in each status) based
on two additional standards for the caseload itself: ,
1. Not more than 20% of the flagged cases should be timely.
If more than 20% of the flagged cases are judged as timely .
when they are reviewed, the system is flagging cases un- :
_necassarilyz and the flagging standards .sh,ould be less ' e
stringent (times allowed in the statuses Eould be in- >
creased). ' : / ‘
2. Assuming the conditioms in (1) above hold, at least 5%
but fiot more than 10% of all cases should be flagged.-
1f such excessive flagging occufs, and the flagging
represeﬁts’ cases judged untimely, then. there is a prob-
lem with the service delivery system itself, and an
_analysis of the process is called for. If-less than
5% of ‘cases are fiagged, the fllagzing. system shoutd ’
" be -more stringent (times allowed in statuses should be
decreased). ' '

A

The model in Figure 4 uses both quantitative information on times
in status and subjective information from the Timeliness Assessment
In_st'mment to decide about casgs.z 'In the first stage, a case x.s 'selected
._for attention. If time in process is,all right' for the case, it is

K b a5 w0

. l'rhe full analysis leading to t:he proposed model can be found in
___BPA's Teport, Retiew of Stats VR Agency Procedures for Case &g_gi_g_xg_
and Quality’ Assurance (§e—tember 1 }, available £rom RSA.

5

e

Zl'hﬂ mddel is, however, concemed only witl,timeb-in-status which
are £oo longwit does -not address "rushed" cases. Cases handled with
"Lﬁtp esd” are a scparate issue requir ig special state attention.
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Figure 2
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h returned to the file. 1If time_ in process exceeds agency standards, the i

time in process, it is not a one-to-one felationshi;, so'itlis possible
that flagged cases will be judged timely. 1f so they also |can be returned -
to the file. For both these groups returned to the file (1 beled A and B
on Figure 4), the number of such cases should be recorded. L;,kew;se, A
the number of untimely .cases flagged. should be counted. (In the f;:.gure, ‘
this is C.) Ca.ses should be fla.gged and reviewed until the|plarnned sample
_size (A-+ B %) 'is achieved. . - . ‘

Once the sample is complete, the system asks three questions of the
cases. First, do the timely cases (B) exceed 20% of all agged (B +-g)

_cases? If yes, the system may be flagging too many cases, and times

allowed for each status could be increased. If, however; B/(B + C) is

the other hand, more than 10% ~of ‘the cases are flagged, there is a problem -

- in the servics process :.tself since these cases e been judged as un-

timely and there are too many untimely cases for efficient mohitoring and
efficient operations, This calls for an exapination of the service

- process itself, perhaps using the decision Support system to analyze L

.the. state caseload process and p:.npoint liness issues in relationship
_to client outcomos and costs. In addl ion, this problem may call font
upward adjustment of" the t:.mes a.llo d in statuses, to flag fewer cases.
‘However, checlung for the approp ate times must be done in another :.tara-
tion so that a check can be made as to whether both the 20% and 105 .

. st;:ﬁa.rds are met for a giveft new standards level. ) ,

Finally, the state ould routinely flag between S% and 10% of its
cases, to’assure tha fla.ggmg standardwe set low enough. If less than
S% of _cases are flagged, the standards should be made more stringent
(allowed times in status decreased) before the next round of review.

Using this approach states can adJust their times in status standards
upwards or downwards to be more meaningful and zo result in an efficient
progess that spots problematic cases wi.thout excessive monitonng. ‘

- t
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The- mc‘)de; illustrates how information from this procedural.standard

can be used with other program information to refine and improV; state

_ ponitoring systems. ;
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STANDARD 12: IWRP~ ‘ g L.
: VR shall provide an Indivi ual1zed Written Rehab111tat10n
SrogTam £OTr each apoplicable client, and VR and the client
shall be accountable to each other for complying with this

agreement . .

‘Several aspects. of the Ind:.v:.dual:.zed Written Rehab:Ll:.tat:.on
Program are addressed in this ‘Procedural Standard: (a) complzance
~ with the requzrement that an INRP be ftlly developed for CIlents accepted
for services, or extended evaluation; (b) assurance of the protection of
client rights and client awareness of.the remedies available for mztigatlng_‘“
" dissatisfaction; (c) joint cllent/counselor development of the job goal and
the service plan; .(d) mutual client/counselor responsiﬁility for follow-
through on the agreement and annual review of its progress and appropriate-
ness; and .(e) the appropriate handling of plan revisions.

This standard bears a relation to the RSA goals of compliance and qual-
ity case services. Obvigusly, given the regulations mandating provision of
an IWRP to all”accepted clients, this standard’s relation to the compllance
goal is clear. While the regulatlcns concerning the IWRP stipulate compli-,’_
ance with the provmszons of the law, elevating the issue to the level of a
procedural standard will ensure compliance with the legislative intent of
the IWRP. , ' ‘

Inclusion of this standard could be Justlflea*szmply on the basis of .
the .strong regulation regarding compliance with the THRE provisions of the |
1973 Rehabilitation Act. However, perhaps an even more important reason’
to include this standard is the fact that research has shown a positive
association between compliance with the IWRP requiremente and successful

outcomes of .the VR groeess.l Since research has supported the premises
undexpinning the IWRP by showing that the process and the possession of the-
IWRP affect client outcomes positively, adherence to the IVRP requlrements nk
becomes a pa:erful norm fbr quality case management in VR as well as a
protectlon of client interests apd rights. The case review serves as

the data source for this standard.

Rt

, 1Berkelcy Plann1ng Assoc1ates, Imulementlng the VR Act of '1973: " The -
VR Rgggrnm Reeuonse p. S9. (1978) .

1
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STANDARD 13:

47 .

" GOAL PLANNING R S

Counselors shall make an effort to set realistic ) .,
ioals ‘for clients. Comprehensive consideration must
be given to all factors in developig appropriate
vocational goals' such that there, is a maximum..of

‘correggonTence between goals and outgomes: conmeti-
tive goals should have competitive outcomes and non-

competltlveggoals should have noncompetltlve gutcomes.

) Competitive-employment may not be the appropriate placement for all .
clients.. Nevertheless, VR regulations requ:.re that all placements be into

"gainful act:.v:.t)w and that placements be consistent with the cl:.ents' \
"capac:.t:.es and abilities,' whether,in compet:.t:.ve sheltered or noncom-

*

»

P -

petitive employment.
There is much speculation in the f:.eld over the abuse of 'homemaker''

and "unpaid family worker! categories, specifically regard:mg the use of
these categories to ensure success rather than because the placement is

appropriate.

While maximizing thf propartion ‘of successful closures (as

in data element 3(i)) is mportant to the purpese‘of VR, it does not, ensure
that ncmc:mupet:r.t:we1 placements are suitable for the client. This standard
addresses the cohcern that noncompetit:i:ve closurs categories not be used
to. salvage "successesf' for clients who were msucc\essft‘xl in their planned

-

competitive goals. e R I S

Howsver, th:.s standard is not mtended to "fneeze! co
their clients into goals as set out in the’ ngma.l IWRP. A an effect

mselors and

’ .

would be a misapplication of the IWRP proce b INRD Ts-intended to\
be a statement of a realistically attainable goal which, if necessary,
can be modified for a variety of valid reasons gs the cl:.ent Progresses
through the VR process. That is®the IWRP serves as a guideline rather
thanasa.hard.andfastmle. o

As such state agencies should not use the results found for the '

: s$tandard in such a way as to. overeanhas:.ze the mportance of matching the
outcomé to the goa.l. This would serve as a disincentive to setting
ambitionus (i.e., competitive employment) goals in the original IWRP, and

' would reduce the flexibility of the counselor in refining the goal in '
response to client progress during the rehabilitation process. Instead if
"problem.s"' emei"ge on the stan ls the results should be used in conjunction
with dats on client characteristics and services provided to investigate how

39




counselors can be more effective in the task of "fitting' clients’ ﬁdtédtials
to feasible ultimate outcomes. In this way, the standard is used approw
oriately to facilitate effective goal-plannlng rather than-szmply to focus

on whether goals matched outcomes. . :5
. Standard 13 uses _four variations on a common theme as data elements

[

) ¥ of 26 closures with competitive goal
(1) AND ddmpetitive outcome
¥ of 26 closures

# of 26 closures with competitive goal
(ii) . BUT non-competitiye outcome
# of 26 closures

# of 26 closures with non-competitive goal
(iii) AND non-competitive outcome
# of 26 closures’

‘# of 26 closures with non-competitive goal
(iv) BUT competitive outcome
# of 26 closures
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III. RELATIONS AMONG THE PROGRAM STANDARDS

et VST TR e ST -

The number of performance standards data elements (21) . creates cer-
tain problems in designingand implementing the standards system. The, prob-
. léms revolve around which standards and elements'}to emphasize, realizing
that some choice will have to be made between improving on one standard
ovet another, or mprov:.ng a little on each. The problem is exacerba.ted
when ifprovement on one standard may be at the expense of another standard,
i.e., with decline on another standard.

The varicus data elements represent diverse goals, some in conflict.
With a single objective function (single géal), VR may be expected to max-
imize on the measure (e.g., close as many clients as "26s" as possible).
But with multiple objectives, as represented by the’'standards and data ‘ _ o
elements, conflicting in many subtle and not-so-subtle ways, a system' of '
attainment levels can only indicate desired achievement om all elements.
Among elements are-trade-offs, however. For example, an agency might nax~
m:.ze its benefit-cost ratio by reducing its coverage rate and by creaming.
As 2 result, success in a.chieving one program goal could be counterproductive
to success on other goals. )

The reason this problem a:nses, of course, is because the basic VR
progran has several conflicting, although legitimate, performamnce and ser-,
vice objecuves. (To paraphrase one regional official visited during our
study, VR is really many programs, each with disginct goals.)

The problem of conflicting mandates can be illustrated with a simple |
listing of hypothetical "maxims" for the VR program (keyed to the Tevised R
dat{ elements): . s

‘ (1) The basic purpose of VR is to assist disabled individuals in A
obta:.m.ng "manmm participation in ga.lnful employment, con- o
sistent with his or her ab#lities." (Standards 3 and 8)
(2) Ideally, when the client finishes VR, he or She will be able
to compete with nondisabled persons for g‘obs paying at least.
" entry-level wages. (Standards 4 and 5)

'
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(3)° Not ;11 clients will be able to achieve competitive employmentl
For such clients, VR may provide services aimed .at obtaining
_ noncompetitive employment: homemaking, sheltered Qork, and
other unpaid wcrk. However, VR shall make every reasonable
attempt to idensify the possibilities for obtéining competitive
employment before deciding on ; noncompetitive job goal. Also,a -
in such cases clients shall have obtained some type of benefit
frlom VR, whether vocationally (e.g., enhanced job skills), or
nonvocationally (e.g., enhanced abilities for self-care).
(Standard 5, data element iii; Standard 7, data element iii)
VR shall serve as many eligible clients as it can. (Standard
1, data element i)
(5) VR shall use its resources as efficiently as possible. (Stan~
dard 2) .
(6) VR shall give priority service to severely handzcapped individuals.
(Standard 1, data element ii)

Each of these maxims concerns the outputs of vﬁ, and there are con-

flicts even among these six. For example, assume that competitive employ-
ment is indeed the ideal cutcome. Since competitive employment requires
greater skills than noncompetitive employment, then, in general, greater
effort will be required of VR (in terms of time and cost) to achieve com-
petitive employment ocutcomes. That is, costs go up (and "efficiency’ goes
down) to t@e extent‘ehat competitive employment outcomes are emphasized. -
There may be another conflict between serving the severely disabled and
the goal to serve the most clients.

.The discussion below presents some emplrical findlngs on the relations
among measures of performancs to underline the difficulties that multiple
measures cause. Then, two approaches to the problems of mulitiple measutes -
are presented wzth their shortcomings noted. Last, the implications of
continuing with multiple measures for the standards system are laid out.

RELATIONS AMONG MEASURES OF PERFORMANCE

4
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A data base of all the standards data elements is not available for
all agencies (since several new data collecfion instruments are involved
‘and since the standards' pretest was carried out in only six state VR




agencies). However, the ddta is available for some of éhe da elen;énts,

allowing analysis of some of the relationships among VR perf ce measures.
. In Xnuce, Miller, and Cope, relationships among several measures of

inputs, process, and outputs were investigated for the S4 states and U.S.

territories. Several of the measures used are found in the standards

data elements, and others are very similar. The bivariate correlations

among some of these measures for 1968 and 1969 are shown in Table 3 .

The authors state:

Both the high levels of rehabilitation rate and rehabilitant's
salary are desirable program ocutcomes. Yet, the results
suggest that these ocutcomes.may be 1ncompat1ble with each .
other. Such an incompatibility is highlighted by the opposite
relationship that the two output variables (the rehabilitation
rate and rehabilitant's salary) have to the number of cases
served. Where more clients are served, the rehabilitation
rate is higher but rehabilitant'’s salary is lower. Comversely,
when fewer clients are served a higher placcment level (reha-
bilitant's salary) is achieved. Parenthetically, it is noted
that volume, as measursd by number of cases per 100 ,000, is
associated with lower rehabilitation cost.

The inverse relationship between rehabilitation rate-and
rehabilitant's salary has special implicaticns for program
evaluation. Many programs that look good on one of these
outcome variables will look bad on the other one. This

finding does not necessarily imply that programs high or low

on either of these variables are good or bad. However, the
results do strongly support a position that the two-kinds

of programs have different resources and strategies. Those -
agencies with high rates tend to have more financial resources,
work with more clients, rely more on workshops, and keep

clients in the caseload for a shorter period of time. Those
with lower rates tend to deal with fewer clients, be more
selective in accepting clients, keep them in the program for

a longer period of time, and provide them more training. .
Therefore, examination and evaluation of a program on the

basis of only one criterion could lead to érroneous con-
clusions about program effectiveness.’ (page 137) .,

In Dodson (1978), factor analysis was used to investigate the
relationships among measunes of outputs, an& among measures of perfor-
mance for the states for 1970. The results of the factor analysis for~
the performance measures are shown Ln Table 4. N

A factor analysis of all eight performance measures yields three
factors. The first has high loadings on.% with earnings at closure (.93),




Table 3

" Correlation Among Measures -- Knuce, Miller, and Cope

- }Measure- - L— 2

L7 38/ 433

1. Client§‘servéd .

" per- 100,000 pop-
ulatgon

2. E;pe@diture per

" 26_c£osure

3. Rehabtijtation
rate per 100,000

¢<rpopula on
4, Average earnings
at closure for

26

/ 21968/1969

o




Table 4 )
Factor Analysis of Output Measures -- Dodson (1978)

. .
Factor
Measure. 2

1. Percent 26 with earnings at ,
closure

2. Average earnings at closure

3. Percent 26 with competitive
employment -

. Percent homemaking

. Increase in earnings from
referral to closure '

Reduction in public assis-
tance

. Percent with public assis-
tance at closure

Benefit cost ratio (crude)
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‘competi:;ve employment (.86), and homemaking (-.93). ‘The second factor
has high loadings on earnings at closure (.93) and on increase in earnings
(.81), reflébting the high correlation (.92) between these two measures.
The thlrd ha? a high loading on benefzt cost ratio (.89). These factor;
_account for the following percentages "of the shared variation: 50.6%,
31.1%, and 18.3%, respectlyely. Overall, these three factors account for

©. 71.1% of the total variation. Of the individual measurqs; only reduction

in public assistance (4.5%) and % with public assistance at closure (23.1%)

have: less than 50% of their variation exXplainéd by these three factors.:
Thus, the percentageyof earnings or competitive eﬁploymené‘(as in

data element 4i or 5i) comprises a very different dimension than the

absolute level of earnings (as in data element. 411) The cost benefit

ratio presents again another'dzmenslon.l ’ o “
The main concluslons to be drawn from these analyses are:

e some of the standards data elements are positively related,
so that an agency doing wéll in one data element will likely
be doing well on other data elements, ’

e some of the standards data elements are unrelazed even w1th1n

. the same standard, so that an agency doing well on one data
element will not be related. to its doing well on other data
elements; / ’ ‘

e some of the standards data elements are negatively related, so
that an agency doing well on one data element will likely do’
less well on another data'elemené, and |

e the attainment of VR agencles with regard to the Performance
and Procedural Program Standards is clearly multldlmenszonal

APPROACHING THE PROBLEMS OF THE RELATIONS AMONG THE PROGRAM STANDARDS
s " - - 7 ..

There are some possible approaches to the problemi of the relations
among program goals. Two are discussed below: the use of a composite
scal{ and the specification of a hierarchy of standards and data elements.

lThese dlmenszons have a corvelation of zero, since orthogonal rota~
tion has been performed; hen oblique rotation was tried, the correlations
between dimensions stayed near Zzero.




) performance*standardsvilus procedural standards. This has raised the

_to referral earnings can be. combined in one measure), and weighting of

. Use of a Composite Score ' . T . . - ,

. B N . . . 5 -

The measurement of the 13 different standards will necessarily in- *°
volve discrete measures of an agency's attainment on 21 data elements for

question of the desirability of the development of some composite measure . "f}/\4
that would enable one to quickly summarzze the status of any given agency s -
attalnment or to eas11y compare across agencies. '
! There are both technical and conceptual issues to-be addressed in- _
developing or considering the merit of composite measures. Technical T
'ssues, once the deci;ion to use a composite has besen made, are two:
standardi;ing different units of measure (so that, for example, percent

-competitively employed, dollars per successful client, ratio of closure

the individual elements comprising the composite measure (is the propor- '

" tion of sugcessful clients of equal weight to the cost-effectiveness of

serving clients; are these of equal weight to an overall program benefit-
cost ratio?). At least ohe approach to the standardization of scores has
already been applied to VR standards (i.e., the current nine standards,

not theee;propose& revised standards). That approach was ouflined by Perry
Levinson, the Research and Evaluation Speczalzst for Region IV, in his
adaptation of the Profile Analysis Technique to the development of Per-
formance Level Scores, using stanine (standard nine) scores for each .
measurs, Given the desire to produce a composite performance score, that
approach or some other variaat could be used. However, the units of
standardized scores are~difficult tg interpret and thus cBuld result in
some confusion in the reporting system._ The second technical issue, however,
that of weighting, is more complex. In fact, it is not- Solely a technical

.issue, but a very serzous pbllcy issue. Who is to be responsible for Lo
_establishing whxch stan ards, and which measures within each standard,

are most 1mportant’ H w are the specific numeric weights to be assigned?
BPA believes that this would represent, for the VR Program Standards a
very difficult task

There are serious conceptual issues in addition to the technical
issues outlifed above. Each data element has been selected for its
ability t?/;iasure a discrete aspect of that standard. Thué, it is
e )
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1mportant~to be able to, qbsesve a gzven agency S attainment both' in terms
of‘xts ablllty %o produce competltzve employmegt*closure and in terms of
'Lts clients' ab111ty to Tetain beneflts for an ‘extended period after ter-
m;natlon af serv1ces. Slmxlgrly, 1t IS xmportant to know the cost-benefit
,and cost-effectlveness with which the agency can achleve these objectives.
The use ‘of a composlte measu:e, while - 1t appears to fac;lxtate comparison
acToss: agencles actually‘masks or loses 1nformat10n Two agencles, each
with a ' oszte score of 60 on.a scale of 100, may have very dszerent
stren '_ and ,weaknesses: one may have very hzgh c11ent satzsfactlon,
but ve;y high costs élso~ the-other may have.very hzgh cost-effectiveness,
but very low satlsfactzon of its’ cllents An example -of this problem is
) shown in Table S . ,The levels of attainment for two data elements, both
expressed as percentages, are given for six hypothetlcal agencies. If °
equal weights of 1.0 are used for each data element, the first three '
agencies show the same composlte scores. (60%) and the~next three show '
40%. As the table shows, the composite score masks attainment on the two*
data elements, whlch is very different. The overall attainment of agency
D is clearly less than that of agency A. However, despite the lower com-
ppsite stores, is it clear that agencies E and F are worse than agency A?
e primary purpose of .the system that BPA, RSA, and CSAVR have taken
pains to _develop is ta exa dszerences across agency attainment,
Teasons for problemazlc att ent ‘and t@us to be aple to prpvmde\
guidance -en how to merove atta1nment. The computation of composite
attainment measures does not conxrlbute to this end and, in fact, is -
likely to serve to ﬁevert attentlon from this purpose, which invalves
careful interpretation and thorough,analy51s, to the faczle purpose of
Yranking" and "rating" agdncies. ~
We do belleve, however,,that underly1ng the quest ‘for composlte
scores are some 1eg1t1mate concerns. The concerns are that the 1nd1v1dual
. thndards cannot be looked at solely in isolation, that there are relaxlon
shlps among standards, that there are trade-offs in the ability to show
successful attainment on the standards, and that a "systems" or’ "holxstlc"
approach to considering atwainment’ on the standards is needed. Thus, an
agency that does well in producing competltlve, high-wage closures may hot
do so well 1n the proportzon of all clients that are "successful" -- qualxty

P
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Table 5
Problems with a Composite Score:

e

) Hypothetical Attainment on Two.Data Elements
' - y
. | Equally Weighted ]
. VR Agency Data Element 1 Date Element 2 | Composits Scére
A . 60% : 60% 60% ©T
B. 1 95% . 25% ’ . 60%
c 40% 80% & 60% N
. | D 40% 40% 40%
E 70% 10% 40%
F 50% . 75% 40%
.‘5K . C
\ .
[
[ \.
‘o : TN
.‘_L"' i .
s FEY & .
- " {: ;’;
- ' - ! . ¢ - *
. M', . 1
! . \?' . ) .
f 60 .' » ;.
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may involve a trade-off in quantity. .Numerous such trade-offs exist in

terms of the standards. Attention to this issue is critical. The point,
however, is that use of composite measures does not elucidate the trade-offs
and relationships, but rather hides them. The_high-quantity-low-quality
agency and the high-quality-low-quantity agency may well have the same com-

' posite score.-
The appropriate format for looking in a "systems" manner at an agency's
attainment is the decision support structure, explained in Chapter V and ;
- illustrated in detail in Appendix A of this report that we have devised
as the framework for the standards. Rathéf than subsuming the standards
under each other, this system allows the analyst to statistically '"control"
for one standard in assessing attainment on another. This logical structure

is far more comprehensive.in providing the ability to control for elements -
of VR cut'side of the standards. ,Thus, in understanding performance. on
measures of quality outcome for §tandard 4 (e.g., wages), we can look nog
only at an agency's performande on the quantity of successful placemént '
(Standazd 3), but also at client mix (severity of disability), economic
condltzon of the state and reg1on, and other important factors not part
of the standards at all. Techniques such as the Profile Analysis Tech-
nique and more complex multivariate (such as regression) analysis tech-
niques also allow examination of multiple measures and permit RSA, state
program managers, and outside evaluators to see relationships among stan-
dards, determine what is facilitatidg or hindering good attainment, and -
identify the type of program changes ‘that will lead to improve attainment
.- thés is exactly what the composite score will not do.

. v

- . po -

Hierarchy of Standards and Data Elements

. Another apﬁroach less demanding than the composite score is the
'specification.of a hierarchy of standards and data elements. In spite
of the many criticisms of the composite score just discussed, the most
te%&;ng problem is the near 1mpossxb111ty in getting weights developed .
and agreed on. A less demanding approach would be to bypass exact wezghts %
and instead identify ‘a hierarchy of standards and data elements.

A very simple form of(this hierarchy would be for the state VR agency
or RSA to rank the da;a elemegps,\wiph the highest ranking data element

‘s
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at the top of the hzerarchy, and so on. With this hierarchy: staté VR '
agenczes could first focus all their efforts on the top priority data
element, then on the second, through the last.

Even simpler would be for the state VR agency or RSA to identify one
high priori¥y data element, with all the other data elements secondary.

. However, in either form either when ranked closely or in the secondary
set of data elements, some way would have to be found to express the trade-
off between zero or negatively correlated data elements.

How realistic is it to develop such a hierarchy, and to obtain a
consensus from all involved parties; including the Department of Educa-
t1on, the OMB, the Congress, the states CSAVR,_ consumer groups, etc.?
One way to begin-to develop a hlerarchy would be to recognize that dif-
ferent data elements may be seen to serve different functions:

e The most important data elements are those that serve as the

key ;ndicators of success on the program's priority objectives.
Other data elements serve as indicators of aspects of perfor-
mance oﬁ.iptereSt to RSA, rather than of priority objectives.-
The reasons that a data element may be'of tangential interest
include: the output represented by the data element may be
beyond the control of VR; or, we do not yet understand the
causes of success on the data ‘element, yet we are St111 in-. u/
terested in. observing states' performances; or, the methodology
has yet to be developed to a level suitable for use in assess-
ing state performance. ‘

Other data elements or thezr‘numerators or denomznators are
intended less as management tools than as ways of presenting

VR to the outside world: their value lies in the areas of ’
public relations and lobbying rather than ‘as indicators for
management (client satisfaction could be seen in this way).

The implications of continuing with the multiple measures without
composite scores or without a hierarchy of standards are very clear.
The effect is to weight each data element for each Standard equally
Also, the state VR agencies are given one explicit direction for trade-
offs between data elements. However, in objectives set by each agency,
implicit weights and implicit trade-offs will be reflected. ‘ ’
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Cﬁapter IV reviews the issues involVed in setting agency objectives

on the standards; the levels of attalnment set for each data item thus
become the guidelines for d1re¢t1ng agency performance. Chapter V dls-
cusses the diagnostic power ayailable by cambining digferent measures in
the decision support system; such analysis.should be undertaken if agency
perfbrmance shows problematic achievement on one or more of the daty

elements. Y . : .

BPA suggests that.two steps ‘be- taken to ;ﬁaress the question of o
weights. Pirst, in the deczslan support system, the relations between -
the attainment by agencies on the data elements should be ‘examined emp1r1c-
ally each year. In this way, the continuing existence of trade-<offs can
be verified. If attainment on all of the data elements .shows very high
positive intercorrelafions, then the problem is.resolved. Zero or negatlve
correlations will indicate that the problem still exists. For example, we
might £ind that 100% "impact" can be obtained only if we are willing to
settle for'60% coverage (i.e., by sacrificing 40% coverage) and 40% effic-
iency. Infinite other variations would exist, This infbrmati%n on the
range—of possible trade-offs could be presented to policy makers, and
through»some process of consensus building the acceptable trade-offs could
be determined. The main advantage of this approach is that specific pro-
gram choices would be identified. : o

Second, as the standards system operates over time, a state VR agency
or RSA will be able to examine the levels of attainment reached-overall.

As these levels increase perhaps disproportionately, certain data- elements
" could be targeted for emphasis.

Together, these two approaches afford a practical role for standards
in the operation of state programs: The measures and their relationships
can be refined “based on knowledge gained through use and experience.

.
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IV. SETTING VR AGENCY OBJECTIVES VIS-A-VIS THE STANDARDS ' .

4

. Once standards and assoéiated data elements measuring the goals-and
functions of the VR system have been specified, some way must be devised ]
to set levels of each data element as the ob;‘ecfive of each VR agency. :
Today, the m%asurés/for performance come retroactively, from comparisoq_
with other states' outcomes. This new system calls for prospective goal
setting. Saying that a VR agency shoﬁld make sure, for example that rehab-

/ ilitated clients shall evidence economic independence is fine. But, for °
the. data element "percent 26 dlosures with weekly ea:m:.nzs at or above
federal minimum wage," no level'is obvicus. Should the agency have 100%
of its clients at or above minimum wage? 80%? 60%? Some way must be

found to set the level that a par‘cicula.r VR agency should strive for.
hi The discussion of sett:mg VR agency objectives proceeds-as follows.

First, the question of whether there should be ob;ecuvgs is raised.

| Second, three existing methods for settifig objectives are described.
Third, the dimensions of a method for sett‘ing objectives are outlined.
Lastly, a new prépoéal for setting objectives is put forth,

¥ SHOULD ’mERE BE OBJECTIVES?

U S

A standards system could operate without objectives However, would

such a standards system result in higher levels of aftainment on the data

* elements? Without objectives, there would be no firm guides to state VR

agency dec:.s:.onmakers. They would have measures from previous years, and

a vague mission of doing better (or, in these times, maintaining perfor- .
mance). Moreover, the state VR ‘agency would not have any signals as to
whether the deczs:.ons and actlons of the previous' years had the desired

effects. No 1nfoma.t10n on the level of effort or amount of cha.nge would

7 be en{aila.ble‘bocause thers would be no yardsuck to measure progress by.

Without an objective, very simply, progress is hard to measure.




EXISTING APPROACHES TO SETTING OBJECTIVES

F .
There are some existing approaches to setting objectives. They are.
reviewed below to identify the curTe statg-of-the-art. They include:
e ‘the method used in “the current standards
. & the method used in the SSDI/SSI-VR Special Program; and
° the method prev1ously proposed by BPA for the revised
standards. ' )

]

Approach of the Current Standards: National Averages

National averages are used in setting objectives in the current stan-

dards. There, statistical distributions of particular data elements are
developed each year, and those states that fall outside the acceptable
bounds are identified. Several alternative ways for identifying cut-off
.points are used, including a central tendency based approach (such as :
one standard deviation from the mean) or percentaging (such as. bottem 10%)
or ranking (bottom 10 agericies). o ’

On the positive side, this approach provides a relatively easy way to
identify those states with below average performance. Objectives based on
nationil averages allow the targeting of states that may need technical
"assistance or at 1east/ézrther evaluation. Additionally, since the use of
national‘averages provides an easy way to view aggregate national perform-‘\\\
ance, this approach provides one way to identify overall program plamning

needs.
"There are many negatives associated with this approach. Primary-among

them is the’ establishment of a model of perfommance based on a statlstzcal
average (the status quo), which may or-may not represent an appropriate

target for agency attainment. The approach by providing no a priori
_targets for states to shoot for, is not likely, to motivate states to change

’ present practice. It inherently places some agencies outside the-accept-
able performance levels because of the statistical construction of the 1eve1,‘
even if no policy or management rationale distinguishes their performance
as unacceptable. Beyond this, the apprdach may require-controls‘to'adiﬂEt:*
for etogenous factors that would affect performance, since a natlonal
comparison may not be appropr1ate for particular agencles, on partlcular
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data elements. Even with improved measures of central tendency, these

problems still hold. ' y

Approach Used in the SSDi/SSIvVR Special Programs: Norms

For the SSDI/SSI-VR Special Program, RSA took the tack of dlrectly
speclfylng the level each agency should reach on a number of data elements.
In a December 21, 1977 Information Memorandum (RSA-PI-78-10), four case
closure,performance data.elements were considered: percentage SGA (signi-
ficant gainful activity); percentage cases meeting SSC (speciai selection
criteria), receiving significant services, and achieving SGA; cost per SGA;
and cost per 26. For the percentage SGA, an objective of 80% was %ft. The
basis for this level is not discussed, but seems to be what RSA thinks the

agencies should attain.

K4

Anuroach Proposed for the Revised Standards: Progress Levels

The approach recommended by BPA in 1978 is a progress approach, which
utilizes a retrospective performance classification method in order’ to
establish a baseline assessment of‘a given state's attainment on any given
data element. This baseline assessment ‘categorizes individual state VR
Agencies into hlgh medlum, or low levels of atta;nment for i specific
year. 'High" is defined as performance equal to or above the nationai’
average performance for any data element (or, the national mean for any
data element) Medium performance is deflned as performance between the
dev1atlon below the average, and low performance is-that performance
beneaxh the first standard deviation below the natiomal average. This

'categonzaaon is then the basis for prospecnvely establishing expected

attainment for the coming year, based on the history of attainment of the
agency and 3others on a particular data element.

A state would be expected to perform a specifled fractzon, or per-
centage, of the national rate of performance change on each specific data
element. The fractlon or percentage will depend on which performance
class g state fal;s lnto. The national rate of performance change is’

~¥ﬂoeh1ng more than the average percentage rate that all states (comb1ned)

X1




.have improved or declined between specific years on each data element.
For positive national rates of change, states classified in the high

caéegory would be expected to increase performance 75% of the nat1onaI -
rate of performance change on any given data element+'éh:le‘*&ose‘statES"w
classified in the medium performance categories would be expected to im-
prove 125% of the national rate of performance change. Those states )
landing in the low performance margins are expected to improve 150% of the
national rate of performance change. For negative natfbn;l rates of
change, the percentages should be reversed (the worst states can not
afford to slip as much as the "hlgh" states). The rationals behind this
is that such expectations require states doing well to maintain their
level of performance while not pushing them to unreasonable goals. How=-
ever, those states in the medium and low categories are expected to in-
crease their performance relative to their national standing and the
national average. This provides direction to each state regarding what

is expected of it relative to all states and subsequently provides an
optimistic direction fo¥ the national rehabilitation progranm.

A NEW PROPOSAL FOR_SETTING VR AGENCY OBJECTIVES

During the pretest, BPA reviewed a number of other alternatives to
setting levels. BPA proposes a new approach for setting VR agency objec-
tives, an approach that shares some of the aspects of the 1978 proposal, , -
but diverges from that propasal in other yays. ' * ’

Since a prospective method _for sétting VR agency ob;ectlves has not
been in effect,,the VR system has no experience to draw on in evaluating
the various possible methods. We suggest a workable approach in the short
run, with monitoring, eGaluétgén, and revision of the apprmach after the
system has been operatzng for a time. ° :

As part of the ln;tlal objective setting the levels of attainment
on each of the standargs data elements for the previous year, the objec- ‘
tives for the year, agd historical petfbrmance of the agency will be
reviewed. Also rev1ewed*would be the values of all the _components of the
data elements and ass¢c1ated information data elements. The levels of
attainment, negotzate%’objectives and informational data elements COuld

1
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also be reviewed for comparable agencies, exemplary agencies, and the
" nation as a ;hole. All of this information couid beizvgélable in the
reportlng system described in Chapter VI.

A negotiation process could balance what the state'VR agency thinks
it can attain versus what RSA-would like it to attain. Under such am -
‘approach, the objective is unlikely;to be viewed as infeasible or unreal-
istic by the state VR agency.

Once the néew standards s}stem has been operating for two years, the
method of setting'objectives'should be evaluated. One part of the evalu-
atlon would be a comparison of the objectives set by the various technical
methods to the negotiated objectives, to see if these methods would have
made a difference. iThe major focus of the evaluation should be on whether
‘the levels of attaimment on the data elements have increased. In addition,
RSA should canvas the state VR agencies and Regional’ Office—staff on how
the objective sett;ng process is working. At that point,” another method
_ might be chosen, or the proposed method continued. : -

N
N




V. INVESTIGATING PROBLEM\TIC A’I'I'AINME!\IT
DATA-BASED 'DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEMe . )
© N , o ¥
W state's performance on the data elements should be compazed to the {4
>performance levels set for that penod Some agenc:Les will nqt have met"
some of{heu‘ object:wes set for level of attainment on st.
The system does not stop vuth thJ.s comparison or gra.d:.ng but instead moves
to investigate the problema.uc attainment and to 1d.ent1fy cc;rrect:.ve actions
as part of the dec:Ls:Lon smmort system. The purpose of the decision sup-
port system is to clbse the gap between reporting on the standa::ds and
actions based on the standa.rds The system should: ‘ :‘
e provide an ab:LlJ.ty to pinpoint causes for probLems in atta.:.mnent,
e identify sm:ztegies leading to enhanced attaimment; and
" & identify a.ppropna.te policy recomnenda.tzons and program a.ctzons
that can be taken by state agencies, RSA or Congress, based on”®

v

the ahalysis afld amed at mprovement in agency atta.:.nment. -

-

S

Achievement of these ob;ect:.ves requu'es synthesis of fn.rst-hand \
familiarity with program operat:.ons, ana.lyt:.c techmques, and a sensitivity
policy concérns. Sens:.nv:.ty to policy concerns is a most important
consideration in .terms of' the overall design of the support:.ve evaluation

system. Decisions g.re made by program managers, be they within RSA'ox
" within state agencies. The standards evaluation system is designed to

mfom decisions aimed at alle\n.atmg observed problems in agencx attain-
ment. As such, the overall supportive evaluation’ system -must/ f:.rst and .
foremost address the information needs of progran managers. What th:.S‘ o
means in practicdf-térms is that, at a m:.n:.mum, program managers st be .
prov:Lded with mfom:h:zon ‘that is: ot \ L

3 r levam: to the issues (Foe., problems) under cons:.dera’t:zon,

¢ q\;:.ckly and easily mté::able, o ‘ . o

4

'S tmely, and * N ' ' e, e

e suggestive e:.ther of an mxnedute polzcy response to the problem,
or of fu:rther mvestiga.uxomneeded before an appropriaté i'esponse‘
can be formzlated. LR
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The basic £low of the decision suppert systeh is shown in Figure 3.
Problematzc attainment, where an agency is unable to meet its objective
for a partlcular standard dita element is the, 51gnal for the p cess to
start “Problematic attainment is. flagged in the»reports. and the
state VR agencies antzate lnvestlgatlon of the problematlc attalnment.

> e

. 1£) they are able to 1dent1fy problems and posszble corrective actlons,

" th zmplementatlon is the’ next step. If not, .then more\extenszve investi-
gation is called for. Implementaz;on of the corrective actions will affect

THE PROCESS OF PROBLEM mjﬁ‘tpxcmmn N .

state VR agency operations in the next cyci% of the standards system. As\-

a’ result of the corrective actions the agency may be able o meet its. ob-. _
Y beg

jectives, Otherwise, the cycle starts anew. - .. \ s .
As noted, the 1nvest1gazzon of problematic-attainment has been broken

into two parts: " . — N

e basic problem 1dent1f1catzon carrled ‘out by VR and RSA staff
. and the state VR agencies, usmng the‘standarde reporting system
plus ageficy knowledge of program operations; and 5} )
e evaluation research, carried dut by, evaluatzon staff ‘or by out- = ' »
side ccnsultants, using agency data and‘other data bases or
qn-szte-znﬁestzgat;ons and case revzewﬁ, ‘as needed. -

This pter is organzzed as follows. y’ ' . .
s a general model of the thinking process ‘that managers would
. undertake to investigate the causes of problemazlc attainment '
is presented first; : ; : ——p.
e ‘two examples of how the thlnklng precess would ‘be applied
i - to data on the revised standards are gzven.next,
e the two major levels of statistical evaluation research are

vummarzze%;} ' _ - e * SRR “‘\

»

-‘;‘__ —f A_;_ .‘-,_

-The' process o‘,problem identzfzcatzon outllned below may be carrzed oﬁt
wzthzn individual state VR agencies or by RSA. The information for the probiem
1dent1f£catzon will come from the standards reportlng system as well as from
the agency managers’ knowledge of program cperations. The process consists |
of narrowing 1p.on problens by examining a seélected jet of data indicators
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Figure /3

The Flow of the Decision-Support-System
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when a probleh is flagged. These "'second-level indicators” will then lead

to palecular dlagnoses of agency problems or 1nd1cate further ‘areas 'for
1nvest1gat10n, once the problem is identified to the manager's satlsfactlon.
At thag p01nt correctzve action is formulated. Or, at any point in trac1ng
out these problems further analysis in the form of evaluation research may

be required. This process is, like. that normally illustrated by a decision ,
tree.  Of course, the progess of problem identigication may lead down seVet§;
paths at once. The point is to.do the analytical thinking and utilize exist-
ing information to identify possible problems and correctivé actions.’ Also,
more than two paths may need investigation from a particular node, or more

than three levels of indicators may have to be examined. Below,'the speci-
fics of this process are further delineated. h

I% a data element shows problematic attainment, the first level- of
analysis is to examine the components of the eiement dissecting the ratio
or measure into its separate parts, to pinpoint the areas needing attegtlon.
For example, if’ the mumerical value of)a ratio is too large, the problem

\\\mz} be in an area of agency operations reflected in the numerator (too .
large), the denominator (too small), or both. Comparison of attainment -
on the data elements or their components with that of other agencies with
similar prograﬁs, or historically, or on other-data items, can help deter- .
mine the extent to which the indicator shows\a.real problem or if there is
a good explanation for the attainment. The goal in this analysis is to”
seek explanation, or' the identification of which components or related

,ﬁehsures pinpoint the areas to be explored further. This anmalytical
process may take several iterations before 3 cause is pinpointed. The
first levels of the process are not to be seen as complex statistical
analysis problems, but rather straightforward, simple program comparisons
that allow people to progress through a decision-tree, diagn051ng problems
and using program information to reach concluszons about probable causes.
Some branches of a dec1slon-treé process may lead to problems or investi-
gations that require compllt statzs;zca& analyses, but only several levels
'1nto the 'process. For example, using a case of paor performance on an '
agency's "expenditures per 26 rehabilitation,' an examination of cost/
closure and cost/case may reveal that the agency is.achieving too low a
\proportion of 26 closures or might suggest that the system is either.serving

'7/’.
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clients too lowly or not §erving enough clients. Each of thesé possibili-
ties-can alyo be explored at the s®cond-level. ' These aiternatives are shown
schematically 1n Figure 4., "Third level” indicators may be neéded to explore
the selected alternatlve further, before deciding on ‘a specific cqa?se of

action. -,The information necessary to address these issues may be found in

other data elements within the ‘standards system or may suggest,the need for -

more formal evalugtion research.
Table 6 . shows in more detail the dec1slon -steps in this example explor-

ation.’ The columm headed "first level indicators'* shows four possible

_ combinations of two other indicators, cost/closure and cost/case, which we -

_suggest using in conjunction wrth an unacceptable (high) value of data-

element 2(ii). Depending on acceptable or unacceptable levels of these
indicators, a different "scenario," or type of problem 15,1deﬂt1f1ed. For

instance, if both of these indicators are 'acceptable,” then this’ indicates

~ that the agency is achieving a proportion of 26 closure@which is too low.

This can be confirmed by referring to data element 3(1) If cost/closure

is unacceptable, but the cost/case is acceptable, then the agency is. achiev- -

ing too 'few closures. As can be seen here, this first }gvel dlagnoszs

leads to in-depth investigation of different parts of:the.system. The table:
shows the types of second- and third-level questions.thai could be pursued,
depending -on the initial comparisons ‘and explanation. Appendix A-of th:fs
report contains tables like this for the other data elements, plus step-by-
‘step dlagiays to gu;de the manager or analyst through each."decls1on tree.”

‘At each lsvel of the investigation, the goal should be to quickly and ‘
more finely hone in on the precise nature (i.e., cause) ,of the problem.
Dependlng on the findings generated by a given level of the analysis, the’
program manager may' decide either: that further investigation is warranted
before formulating a policy response; that the findings are adequate to
suggest an appropriate Tesponse; or that, despite the adequacy of the find-
ings, no useful pol1cy Tesponse can be offered (e.g., due to prior 1nstitu- ’
tional, leglsldt1ve, or funding con:tra1nts) ) " «

The indicators used in the investigation of problemat1c attainment are
grouped and sequenced in such a way as to answer increasingly detailed
questions., This allows‘'managers and evaluators to go a fair distance in

!
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determining the natuge of the problem before needing recourse to more soph-
. isticated and time-consuming "causal" analyses. This is not to say that
. other sbphistipaﬁed analyses ére undesirable or unnecessary. On the con-
trary; they as often as not may prove useful to managers in pinpointing‘
precise causes of problem performance. However, the advantage of this
model is that it allows the agency to quickly investigate and diécard
certain hypotheses regardzng the problem's cause, and therefore to more -
quickly direct the investigation toward what seems to be the 11ke1y
cause. Once the likely cause is identified through use of thg indicators,
the manager can direct the evaluaxion/research staff to conduct the needed

causal: analyses. B N
In the discussion which follows, we illustrate the chronology of
thinking and amalysis which should occur prior to the formulatzon of a policy

response, using mumerical examples from the MEU data collected for the pre-

test or available from reports.

EXAMPLES

The discussion presents two working examples of the supportive evalua-
tzoﬁ process. These two examples include investigating an agency-level
data element 2(ii), cost per 25 closure, which was used also for Table 6
and a client-level data element S(i), percent 26 closures competitively
employed. These analyses will include indicators from state data, the
¢tandards data elements, and information contained on the R-300, RSA-2,
and RSA-101. The reader should refer to Table 6, and its branches, in
reading through the first example.

One. important point must be made before this presentation of the
investigation process can begin. In our exaﬁples, we use étandards pre-
test data from the six Model Evaluation Units (MEUs). These analyses were
subsequently reviewed with the agencies' evaluation staffs to verify inter-
pretations. The purpose of the examples is to offer a more concrete demon-
stration of the use of the system. The analyses we present reflect tﬁé
amount of information available in the pretest and should be interpreted
only to the extent that it follows from the results presented. Moreover,
there was only one year of data available in the .pretest, and there were
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- no.a priori data element objectives set by these agencigs. Since the

attainment of an agency on a data element should be interpreted by a

' comparison to agency operating goals, a'low value on a data element might
or might not indicate problematic attainment. With this in mind, let us ’
turn to a specific example using data element 2(11), expenditure per 26

closure.

.
- ‘ t
)

EXAMPLE ONE: AN AGENCY-LEVEL DATA ELEMENT, EXPENDITURES PER REHABILITATION

The Problem

.

fﬁe‘data element in the example includes both cosé data (the numerater
is total agency expenditure in the year) and impact data (the depominator
is the number of 26 closﬁres or rehabilitations achieved in the same period).
For this example, we will assume that an\agency, which we will designate
.as Agency A, has recorded an unusually high value for expenditures per Te-
habilitation. In investigatiné the performance of Agercy A on expenditure
—per 26 closure, shown in Table 7, Agency A's program manager looks at two
other agency s 1nfbrmaz10n to verify that performance on this data element

. 'is indeed hzgh .
' Table 7 » -
Expendlture Per Rehabilltatlokn
Agency i .Expenditures/Rehaﬁiiitatieh T
, A : $ 4,461,307 /
- B ; $ 2,408.64
C , § 3,892.78 '

*
4 k

From thas table, we see that Agency A has a high cost per 26 closure,"
compared to Agencies B and C " located in the same RSA region. In an actual

case, Agency A .would be using addifional information such” as’ compar1sons 113‘*’i'b‘

.to past agency perfbrmance to other similar agencies, or to other basellne
data. In our ana}ysis, we reiy solely on the pretest data, ,apd\Qperefore
base qur éxample on‘compﬁrisons with two other states. ' N
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f ] I
Y -
N .
A




-

First Level Indicators (see Tﬁble 6, "First Level Indicators'') .-

In order to analyz: attainment on this data element, the program
manager must attempt first to determine which of the data elepent's

components explains "the problem?: specifically, has the agency failed

to obtain a large enough number of rehabilitations (i.e., the denominator
is small relative to the numerator)? Or, alternatively, does the agency

have a problem controlling its various costs (numerator large relative

to aeﬁbminatur)? It may appear that, in the conzext og\this data

element, the two issues are interrelated and inseparable: if costs peér

26 closure are high, then by definition the agency has both '"lost control”
of its costs relative to the number of 26's produced, and it has failed to
prodﬁce an appropriate number of 26's given its expenditure level. However,
despite the intuitive sense of this linkage, the numbers and cost ques-
tions can and need to be’ separated in anmalyzing. the déé!*element. This

will be shown below. ) .
The method developed for analyzing this data element is as follows.

Firs%, we make a preliminary assumption that the problem lies in the

agency's "26 factor'; that is| in the speed and frequency with Wthh EE?
agency produces 26 closures. ly if the first and second level indica-%
tors su%gest no production (26's) problem, will the manggef undertake a

" cost analysis. '
Thus, the first questidn the manager asks is ''why do we have so few - .

26 closures?" One way to analyze this question is to place it in ghe com-
text of a client flow problem. That is, the agency's low number of 26 / _
closures may be the result of some bottleneck or failure in the service ,f
process. This is the approach taken below, which identifies four separate
flow problems (moving from the latest to.the eapliest phases of the service
process): - \
1. The azency‘ls rehabllztatlng too small a proportzon of
its acc°pted closures.

2. The agency is achzevxng tOOrfew closures, in genernl, due
o bottlenecks in the service process for accepted ciients
(tlmellness problem). Stdted from a dlfferent focus the

‘acceépted cliients of the agengy age spendlng :elatively
. longer periods of time in the vzglous service statuses.

‘
.

. T




This reduces the pool of clients nearing closure; and thus
reduces the pool of potential 26 closures. ) ' " .
The agendy is accepting too few clients, thus cutting off. P
the flow of potential 26 clesures (intgke problem). .

4. The agency has both an 1ntake and a timeliness problem. e

The manager can test each of these hypotheses by looking slmultaneously
_at two related indicators: total expenditure per closure; and total expend-
iture per accepted case. These two indicators use the same nUmerator ;- '
ftotal expenditures) as is used in the data element 21; expendlture per
rehabilitation. However, they "spread" the expend:.tures over larger groups -
and by analyzing the size of those larger‘groupsjin relation to expendi-
tures, the manager gets an idea of what (if any) kind of flow problem exists.
The results of this‘investagation follow: /_ "
™~ ' )
" Table 8
E;nenditure Per Closure and Expenditure Per Case

(1)
.

_ gency . Expenditure&Clo;ure Exuenditure/Case ) o
A $3,428.60 $1,573.69
B 1,757.51 714.58
c | 2,429.91 1,108
(From the RSA-2 and RSA-1) @ '~ \\\
Based on Agency A's comparison to the other two agencies,'the program .

manager concludes that this agency has both an unacceptably high expenditure
per closure and expenditure per case. The former suggests that clients are
moving through the service statuses at a slow pace (a serv;ce bottleneck,

due to a timeliness problem or to an 1ncreased provision of long term ser-
‘vices). The latter suggests that the existence of an lntake bottleneck,
because a smaller caseload szze w1Il result in a high average expenditure

per case.

Second Level Indicator for Investigating High Expenditnres Per Closure !

3 o,

€, E . .
o As a rough test of the exlgsence of service bottlenecks (as eviddnced
by a hlgh cost/clasure), the program manager tuns to the second level!

-




;'Lndzcator post-acceptance closure rate.. Thils 1nc1cator compares ‘the
‘ number of cases cloded dur1hg the reporting perloc to the number of open
T : bases - If thls percentage declined over tlme it would indicate a slow1pg
,trend in the flow. of closures For any given repor?ing period, a low o
percentage -~ low, that is, in relation to othér baseline flgures .-
indicates a serv1ce flow that is too slow, and perhaps in need ‘of adjustaw :;;

B ,mﬂnt. ~' ’ . D e . '. \ L
The results of this ccmparlson follow: ' : . T e

T * Table 9
‘Post-Acceptance Closure Rate ' '

A . ' 'Percentaée’ef -
—_—— 1 | Agency: . . | Closed to Open Cases _ . by
- , A Lo8s% v oy

B o 69% R
c 84% : C e

(From the RSA-101) - ' T
Bﬁsed on Agency A's comparison to the two other- agenczes, the post» @;, e
acceptan;e closure rate is found to be comparabfe to Agency C and onlY ’ ;i '
15 points above Agency B. In the absence of other baselzne 1nformat10n, s . .
, the manager rejects the service bottleneck hypothesis. The manager would
¢ then}examlne past data on the number of .applicants'desirirng VR services
.to ses if 'a recent influx of applicants ls skew1ng the results to magf it
- appear that expegdzture/closure is prcblemmatzc. ¢In the pretest apaly51s
we did not have the hlstorlcalfaata to make this examinatlon )} If this
does not explain the high expenditures per closure, then the'program*“' ‘
-manager would assume it to be a cost problem and anestiBate from thav .

'y

> angle. ‘ ’ o v >y ‘ .

-~ t

Second Level Indzcatqr-for Inves;_g§t1ng High Exvendzture Eer'Case

The next situation to be examlned is Agency A's high expéndlture per
case. It is p0551ble that the hlgh etpendlture per rehabllltatlon may ba s V7
» the result of an intake bottleneck - chat is, the number of the GQPSures S

‘4
. . ’ e ot
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is low because the agency is, Ecceptmg too few clients mto semce thus
" cutting off the flow of potentla.l 26 closures.” ‘, ‘

As the first test of this hypothesis,” the manager lcok's";’fa’t the agency's
Tate of acceptance or the ratio of newly accepted clients to all new
appl:rcants on 'hand appllcants and clients in extended evaluat:.on

i ’

»” A

: < + T #
Table 10. x
AcceLance Rate' .
L

JAcceptance. Rate _Cin %)
o - 3% L

53%

43% .

~The acceptance ra.te (newly accepted clients is 2 percentage of all
'cﬂents) again shows Agency A w1th low perﬁomance. However, before con-
-clud.mg tha.t Agency A has an ‘intake bottleneck, the program manager will
also want to exa.mne the accepted VR popula.t:.on rela.t:we» to the state's
population (mmher served per 100, 000 popula.t:.on, standa.rd 1, d.a.ta. element
ii): ‘Fhis urvest:.g'a.t:.on Teveals the follow:.ng' S Ca

4 .
'
.

L

)ﬁ Table 11 °
Clients ,Per 100,000 State Population

vy

¥
i

"Aienci Number of 'Clients/100, 000
2N ) .
B '

C

Based on. a low rate of .aeceptance a.nd. a low numbei' served per 100, 000
population, the program manager concludes the ex:.stence of an intake bottle-
' . neck, and. calls for an exam1nat19n of the. J.nta.ke process. ‘
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Third Level Indrcators and’ "Leadlng Questlons" (see Table 6, '"Third

-

Level Indicators")gﬁ ) _ .

f

At the thlrd leveg, ‘various explaneoions of the inteke problem are
explored Three §eparate practices, in combination or together, may explain
why there are too 'few clients entering the system: '

® extended evaluatlon is overused P

hd

e too many ineligible clzents are accepted
¢ A

.e too few people apply. ,

. To determrjég;hether extended evaluation is overused the manager
examines the]pe tage of agency clients which are placed in extended
evaluation (Status 06). In our example, Agencies B and C- .continue to be
used for_comparison‘pur?oses. Alternatively, the agency might use a pre-

' set standard based on national norms or past state statistics.

[

. Table 12
Percentage of Clients in Status-06 .
\‘

‘Agency % A

A 16.0% — . )

/"
B 1.2% . .
- 1 ¢ . 65% L, :

(From. the RSA-101) ;"

.
)

s e f’ J' ’
\ The results indicate an unusually high percentage of clients placed s,
in extended evaluation. (Thls might be 1nvest1gated further by obtalnlng

-data -on .the average time in status-for 06 clients and reV1ew1ng the his-
' torical usa of status. 0§ in Agency A and the. types of dlsab;lltles.common

td 06s ) The available figures seem to 1nd1caxe an overuse of status 06.
However the knowledge of program managers may indzcate that this is not
the case, “oF that evaluatlon research .is required to. answer the problem.

In addltron to‘;he findlngs concerning the use of extended .evaluation,

-the manager w1ll 41so want.to,look at the percentage of ineligible appll-

cants. This investigation reveals: . ) . v
N - ’ oo T . . ’

. s . .
' ' &
. N,
. . . ~
. v
. . . . * '
. . 4 v ) oo




Table 13
Percentage of Ineligible Applicants

| Agency %
A 39.3%
. | B 31.8% . :
- c 41.6% ‘

(From the RSA-101)

-

. Based on these figures, the percentage of clients declare& ineligible
for services does not dppear unusual in Agency-A and is not judged to be
a source of the intake problem. o '
The last area to pe 1nvesulgated in the effort to locate the source
of the intake bottleneck is the numner of applicants for VR services. For
the purposes of example we will use the state population as a base to allow
for an across-states comparison. (If this were a within-state comparison
of administrative regions, the state can use local census data as the base l’gl

for calculations.) . .

PR J ’
Table 14

Applicants as a Percentage of State Population

’ o ' State T
.. | Agency Applicants Population _ %
SR B 2,510 |° 582,000 -| .43% T
_ B 62,627  [* 11,731,000 | - .53%
R 23,419 " 5,197,000 | 4s% |

(Frqn the RSh;lOl and Census Projections) ‘ : R

Based on these results, the follow1ng conclu31ons can be drawn con-

. "4
A cerning the intake process in Agency A:
e The extended evaluation status seems to be overused thus P
reducing the gverall acceptance rate. Average time in th1$»~;

status also needs tq be investigated. If this”%%rns out to




- . :
be a problem, then the manager will want to do a wlthln-state
examination of practlce, using the same table abalysis to
compare administration regionms, ‘and toipxamlne the types of
¢lients that are being placed in 06, as well as the kinds of
‘services that are being planned. $ '
¢ The pnumber of clients declared 1ne11g1ble for services does
not appear to be a source of theAlntakq problem. - . ‘- Tl =
e With the available data the ﬁumbei,gf»appri&antg has not been '
accepted or rejected as a séﬁrce of the prpblem; numbers of
.applicants in the. past years sfiould be examined to determine
if this ratio is stah;;4’g}'i§‘now particularly low. Also,, <

an examination of the applicant pattern within the state may

jdentify trouble offices or districts. If the current number

- of applicants appears to also be a problem, then the program

‘manager will want to examine outreach and intake methods to ., . - .
see if they can be made more effective. .

£

-

,__L_,M___EXAMELE_INO* A CLIENT-LEVEL DATA ELEMENT PERCENT 26 CLGSURES COMPETITVELY

EMPLOYED , . ' . N

1 - . ——————— s @

= ¢

- In thls discussion we present another example of the process to be
used b’rprogram managers in 1nvgst1gat1ng problematic - attalnment this
» time using a client-level data element instead of an agency-level measure.
As in Example One, we use comparative spataklevel data, The sine,typé of
analysis can be used to determine patterns of performance within states.

.. (District, Region, Area, or Office comparisons.) ’
_ The Problem ., . ' . : S

For the example, :let us assume that for data élement S(i)' percen:
26 closures competitzvely employed, a goal of three such placements in”
four rehabllltatzons {75%) has been, establxshed. In the results of data
elément 5(1) , three of .the six pretast sta.tes showed pz‘bblematn.c atta.in-
ment. These states, X, Y, and Z, have 74% [ 73.5%, and 42.2% of 26 closures
competltlvely employed, respectlv j Agenczes X and Y are general or' ‘
~ combined agenc1es Agency Z se es the blind. Ordinarily, Agency Z woul% .
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be compared with other similar programs and perhaps would haye a dlfferent
"standard." But for illustrative purposes, these three agencles are exam-

3

ined together.

Flrst Level Indicators (see Appendix A, "Standard 5, .Data Element l) :‘

The potentlal problem identified is that a 51gn1f1cantly large pro-~
portion,of 26- closures are not being placed into competitive employment.
With this in mind, the first question asked by the _program manager is
. "What.happened to those non-campetltlvely employed 26 closures’" To

answer thlS, the program manager goes to the R-300's for 26 closures and
. \'~ "~ selecty for work status at closure. uri .

This investigation reveals the following information: -

+ Iy P -

» 2 - ' Table 15 " .
" Categories of Non-Competitive Placememts _ -
* - as a Percentage of Total Placement
v -~ ‘
R, C = (] . —— — —
e X Y - Z .
| Sheltered Workshops 11.3% [ 0.7%| 11.1%
Business Enterprise v i B
Program - [ - 2.2% : 27
Homemakers, - - .| 13.6% | 26.0% | 43.3% ! Vo
Unpaid Fam.ly Wdrkers 1.1%| - 115 o
TOTAL T |songzers |7 -

- - ) ‘ . 7 3 Ja

. (Available on the R-300)

1 “

. N ‘

Of course, this Lnformamlqn cannot‘gp lnterpajted 1n4ependently, it ?%i-
needs a quallfier to put it in the necessary ¢ontext, Once the program _
manager knows the placement pattern*fc"the non-competltlvely employed 26
closures, the next questlon to be an«wered is "Aré these non-competltlve

» closures approprlate’" More important, "Is ghis’ what the cllents wanted?" L

i . To answer this, the program.manager again goes to the R-300's for 26

4 . - - . ) ”
' Q o ‘ , IS .. .
lpmc Coe Y BT S
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1
]

-

¥{losures, and gets vocational godls vs. outcome information (data element

2 *

5(iii)). o
The findings from this investigation follows:

" . " ’ "TTa’ble 16 S d ~7 ‘~:':::;'

Comparisons of Work Status Objectives ahd .Outcomes
Iy : )

Y

, x{ | v | z ]
WORK STATUS--OBJECTIVE ) T ,
Competitive Goal T 80.5%| 76.0% | 45.5%
) Non-Competitive Goal , - | 19.5%] 24.0% | 54.5% “x
\ - .
- ?\, WORK STATUS' QUTCOME IR oL ) )
’ . Competitive Outcome ) S 74.4% | 73.3% | 42.0%
Non-Competitive Outcome - + | 25:6% | 26.7% 58.0%
OBJECTIVE AND- OUTCOME o RPN B o
Competitive Goal - Competitive Outcome - - | 71.0% | 73.0% | 38.6%
Competitive Goal - Non-Competitive Outcome 9.5% | -3.0%| 5.8%
Non-Competitive Goal - Competitive Outcome 3.4% | 0.3%{ 3.4%| -
Nan:Ccmpetitive‘Goal -'kon-Compe;itive'Gutcomg 16/0% | 23.7% | S51.1%

e - \ r

N % we .- -

[

-

«‘: Witgﬁqhis informétidn‘beihg uséh in coﬁjugctibn,witg the work status
at.;;g;urentsée previous able)j the prdgram manager is now[in a position
to make some.conclusions apout agency performance. .

Oﬁ'ihe'gurfﬁce; for Agency X, §heh"under-achievement? factor (éompeﬁi-

" tive goal and non~cdmpe;itive’chcome)'seems to be. very higﬁ (9.5%) . ,j
But also notice that Agﬁﬁcy X has the"h%ghe§¥ percentage of clients
desiring competitive employment as QEBir vocational goal. In ‘the absence

of informatipg of past performance (and pjerformances of other states),
" Agency X seems to have encouraged mday of thfii clients to strive for com-
petitive employment. While a largé.percentage of clients desiring com- -

petitive employment did not achieve this (9.5%), Agency X seems to have .
made an qffz:: ‘to maximize th%ir rate of comper@tiveiy émployed 26'c}o§ures:
s . ]

Of those not~eompetitively emp%pyqd*vghey'are Almost evenly disﬁfibuﬁéd <L

\ .
© . \ - -

5 : . / oy o




between sheltered workshop employees and homemakers. This would indicate
that there is little or no ¢reaming of clients into the homemaker status.
Based on these considerations and the closeness of the .performance (74%)
to the norm, Agency X's attainment on this data element does not appear
problematic. ‘

_ Agency Y shows a high ‘correlation between ‘vocational goal and outcome.
The ""overachievers'' (clients with non-competitive goals and competitive
outcomes) and "underachievers' (competitive goals and non-competitive
outcomes) have been minimized. Upon seeing the high correlation between
goal and outcome, the program manager would want to examine this for other
similar states as well. The manager might find that few states have such. -
a high goal-outcome correlationship, since it is perfec;iy acceptable for
clients' and counselars’ viewéion an appropriate vocational goal to chenge
as the prpgram progresses. I[f this investigation reveals a potential prob-
lem, th€ manager might want ‘to go to another step and examine'expenditure
per closure (as in the previous example) to see if the effort is being made
to persuade clients to strive for a higher goal. Another area that may
ve problematic is the use of the homemaker status. We find that,practzc-
ally all of the non-compet1t1Ve closures were closed as homemakers (269
homemakers out of 26.7% non-competitively employed). As such, some

(hypothetical) recommendations for action for Agency Y are possible:
1. Persuade counselors ani clients to strive for a higher closure

status than homemaker, Use performance measures to reward.

"higher" closures and provide incentive for vocational

placement. ©
. 7 ‘_\ N . ' <.
2/ Direct counselors fot to overuse the homemaker status, but to
use the other nonfcompetitive statuses, or try for competitive .

employhent. . .

Agency Z shows gite highest pgrcentage of clients desijjng non-
competltlve employment. As the sole blind agency in this Enalysls, thls :
agency s flgures differ from,.the otlier two. As prev1ously mentloﬁezﬁ\i\~2}// iy
comparisons should ordlnar11y be made with llke states. Over 50% of Agency
Z's 26 closures strlved for and achieved non-competitive employment. Most
. of :hese\we;e homemakexs (43.3%), or employees‘;n sheltered workshops (11.1%).

34




v .
For a blind agency, is a figure of 42% appropriate for competifive employ-
ment, or too low? y(At this point, the program manager would want to compare
the percentage of competitively employed 26 closures in Agency Z to another
" similar blind aéency; ‘In_ouf pretest, there were no other bligd agencies.
But, for the purposes of this exercise, let us assume that 42% is tog low
and that the result could be improved. Also, exogenous factors in Agency
Z might influence the possibility for competitive employment. All these
factors would influence an actual investigaéion.) Recommendations (hypo-
thetical) for Agency Z for action include: )

1. Provide incentives for counselors and clients to strive for

. competitive employment placements.
2. Initiate a job development program to stimulate the creation
of placemént opportunities in competitive settings.

Thus, in this particular example, one state agency does not, in fact,
appear to have a "problem' on this element. For the other two, speéific
actions can be formulated. In the example, we used an arBitrary*perfbrh-
ance level to flag problems. An agency might adopt such a level as a
policy, and set annual goalé, or use previous perfbrmirce as a benchmark
(use the previous level, if it is acceptable, or plan for an increase, if

previous levels were too low). . ' - .

In both examples, we see how simple program measures, used in juxta-
position-with.dther_measu;es and, program knowledge, c;n be used to identify
particular system components that may need atténtion. By themselves, most
program measures give an incomplete picture at best, or may be confusing.
But used as part of a step-by-step logical exgminaqion of ﬁ;ogram;getfbrm-
Ance, these measures can provide program imsight. Appéndix A of this report
provides tableé,like Table 6 in this chapter, for other performance stand-

» ards data elements, plus a step-by-step guide to the.logical sequence of

data comparisons. This Appendix is intended to be used-as 4 guide to the
kinds of analysis described in this chapter. An ageicy may introduce other,

<'data and program information which s available to support arid enrich the -

T o.
.

analysis. ) .
Some of the "branches" in the logic trees for the dgta‘elemqnts sug-

gest thét further statistical work may he necessary. 'In'ou; model, sucH
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. analysis is only sugcested after several branches have been explozed, and
a nimber:ef hypo;heses rejected. There are* number of statistical tech-@

niques which have been developed in program’ evaluation research. .

']

EVALUATION RESEARCH . ‘ o \S

“In 1nvest1gat1ng problematlc attainment,  there w111 be times when
further statlstlcal analyszs will be required to 1dent1fy possible problems
and corrective actlons Data sources for the statistical analysis in such
evaluation research will be many'and varied. First are those.sourcai
resulting from routine reporting within the program; these include:

e the R-300; o :

case reviews; ' .

-closure and follow-up surveys; ' C

the agency-level standard statistical reportlng forms;
caseload statistics; N -~

summarifs of agency organization “types, resources, intefnal
procedures, and service provision pagterns; and '

e the MIS and FMIS. . ’ .

In tion to routine program reporting, other important data sources
gnclude information from other federal agenﬁles and departments, and
special studies conducted by RSA.or'by contract research. For‘example,
tha/%bpartments of Labor and Commerce may provide useful information on
national economic trends and labor market conditions. And special studies
may be condufted for several reasons: to generate new knowledge on var-
jables hypothesized to impact on program success; to further study or
valldaxe the relationship between program success and independent factors
that already have been observed to impact on program success; or to update
and/or prov1de informatidn needed to test a "full" causal model of program
succass (examples here include the.needs for data on client motivation
"and "counselor effort'' by client). '

For the most part, agency-level evaluation research will rely on
already-publlshed ‘data, usually based on the full population of VR
clients. Data sources here anlude the program data book and 1nformat10n
on client characteristics and caseload statistics, Aggregate data on




" Statistical Data Studie§

S e
»
performance will-be merged wity'inf?rma;ion fro other prografi reports
(e.g., on costs, numbers served, services offered, and case reviews)
and from data received from non-RSA sources (e.g., on economic and labor"

market trends). This pool of aggregated’ data will provide the bulk

.of information used in the agency-level evaluation research.

. Evaluation research may reqnire some analysi; that calls faor clieni'
data that is not regularly collected. If this is the case, such addi-
tional data collection chould be done on a smaller samyle of clients. s~
Part of the data collection for the standards data elements is already
based on éamples of clients, e.g., thé closure survey, the case review.
New data co lection to support a client-level analysis would be on a one-
time-only, As-needed basis and not part of the data collection system.
>

\ .
Evalpation research is intended to supplement the reports of state

" VR agency attainment on the standards After such reports have been sub-

mmtted Ythey will undergo review by program evaluators and managers, who.
will make preliminary determznat%oﬂg of the netessity for evaluation

research. . -
The most lmportant question for the evaluatzon.resea:ch compenent

- éoncerns the types and levels of analy51s for the research. FirsYy, two

statlstlcal data studles, are descrlbed.

Types of Data Collection and of Analysis: Operational/ Studies vs.

" So far all of the data collection that has been described has been
of a "quantitative' nature, which is usually associated with evaluation
research. However, there is a whole other style of data collection
that is useful in evaluation research that is more qualitative. No
attempt will be made here to specify the myriad-types of qualitative
data collection -- there is.a vast literature on the subject Csee e.g.,
Cook and Reichardt, or Bogdan and Taylor, or* Doug]as) The technlques
of participant observation, of unstructured interviewing, or of in-
vestigative social research could all-be used to’identify p0551b1e . '

problems and corrective actions. In thé VR field, there is already a

»

] ' ' ¢
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structure for such data collection, around the PARs or SMARs.” The point
is, that in the face of increasing data processing capabilitieg, the very
important role of qualitative information must not be-lost. < '
These operational studies can be used to generate hypotheses to e

 testad via\statistical data analyses, or can be used \{o understand the
flndzngs from the statistical. data analyses. Some of the qualitative
Lnformatlon collected in the operational studies could be turned into
quantitative ‘data, usually at the ordinal or nominal level of measurement.

Levels of Statistical Data Analysis .

Ome of the first choices that must be made -in deciding on thé kinds.
of st§tistical data analysis to do is the choice of a level of;gna1y§is,/)
Once the major choice betwien a micro and macro level of analysis is made,
the analyst chooses the unit of ana;ysis. Below, the difference between

micro and macro analysis is described.. Then, the relative advantages and '

»

disadvantages of a macro level of analysis are presente¥, *

e

Mitro and Macro

— t——-

The\gigfarénce between a micro and a mecro level of analysis is

primarily a function. of the perspective of the amalyst: In economics,
a migTo level of analysis for understanding consumption focuses on the
individual consumer’ however, a micro level of analysis for understanding
brqducticn focuses on the firm, a much, laxger unit of analysis. While
one analyst's micro level of analysis may be another analyst's macro level
of analysis, a crude but simple across-the-board distinction is helpful.
'Sipply, 4 micro level of anmalysis is at tﬁe level of the smallest pos-
sible unit of anmalysis, with a macro level of analysis at some larger
umit of analysis, subsuming many of the micro wnits of analysis.

- For social service delivery syitems, at the micro level of analysis

the unit of ysis is usually the 1nd1v1dua1 client. At the macto leveI

of ana1y51s e. unit of analysis could be the counselor, the offics, the
district or reglon, or the state VR agency; in each case several micro
units ofnanaly51s, i.e., clients, are subsumed under the macro unit of

" analysis., ‘ \ r~/)

. .98
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A'macro level of analysis for understanding social service delivery

systems, has several definite advantages.over a micro level of analysis:

) 1. Certain plamxin'g and policy’ questions freque'ntly asked are macro
questions. The attempt }c\{set standards to guide the pcrformance of
™ state VR agencies‘is a macro concern; the question is not whether indivi‘-
. dual clients a.re mceiﬁng qualify ‘services, etc., but whether the agency
as a whole performs well. .

2. Given the short length of time clients are in most social service

be analyzed using micro data. Even in a year-to-year analysis, there are
also problems in linking data for a given client. Of course, there is
some possibility' of pa.n'el analysis,.but this is difficult and expensive.
As such, with macro data time series analysis becomes a possibility.

' 3. The measurement of a macro phenomenon can be fzmdameﬁtally'dif-
ferent from that of a micro phenomenon. Here, the advantage of a macro
a.n;lysis is that the comtextual effects of a particular program with
specific ozrganizational/ structure, ’clier{ts, and services can be assayed.
Two clients in different progmqms may have the same characterictics and.

" receive the same services; however', the organizational structure and the
mix of other servicés and clients might result in a much different impact.

" 4. Another advantage of a macro model is the aid in the examination

of the effect of ‘environment. A strong emphasié is placed in this analysis
on the role of environment as a limiting and an additive force. It is very
difficult to measure the environment at the individual client level// Even
if such measurement were possible, there would be lit?;,variation from
client to client, especial:ly for those served by the’same office or in the
same local area’! For example, the unemployment rate is only measurable
at a macro level. If 'as‘s,igned to each individual in the area or other
macro definition, then no variable would exist; there would be no varia-

'S. Id a micro analysis individual differences and peculiarities
come to the fore. In a macro analysis, these effects are wiped out.
Neither is necsssarily better. Sometimes the emphasis is on larger
structural effects, and for this macro analysis is better.

Ly

»
. . . ’

q;

delivery systems, changes in the system over longer periods of time cannot .

tion, thereby preventing 'any' analysis. ) -

1
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6. Micro data can always be aggreg;ted, whereds disaggregation of
macro data is often diffia}lt and sometimes impossible._ Thus, micro is
often preferred "to macro. However, in social service delivery systems
some data are available at the macro level which are not available at the
mi.cro level. P _

7._ Certam concepts for understanding certain behgviors in a,soclal
service dellvery system are macro concepts. For example, to understand
client selection, the concept of population-at;risk is necessary, and
this concept is a macro concept. '

Both macro and micro analyus ate necessary for evaluation’ r)esea.rch

@for the data-based dec151on sugport system. For VR evaluation, micro
analysis refers to client-level analysis, although some macro data cguld '
be included in that analysis (e.g., attaching counselor characteristics
to client information). Macro analysis_refers to agency-level analysis.
The focus of the federal standards system is on state VR agency behavior’
and, for RSA or national reporting, the macro level may be moTe usef'dl
Micro ana.lysz.s of subunits within the states, and of counselor beha.vn.or, :
will be more useful to individual state VR agencies.

Decision support is a term. tha.t covers the activity of using sz-andards .

information and other program mfomatlon to answer questions about} the
state’s attainment in the provision of rehabilitation services. Through
the creative.use of this ,appfoéch to employing program information, man-
agers can work in the identificat}ion of practices and environmental con- 9

ditions affecting atta:'tnment. ., -

»
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~ VI. THE PROGRAM STANDARDS EVALUATION-SYSTEM REPORTS

-

In the preqedang chapters, we have reviewed the standards and their
‘ data element measures, and illustrated how thése measures can be used to
diagnose agency problems and point to corrective actions. To assist
agencaes in use of the standards syStem, we propose a series of routine
Teports to show state perfgrmance on the elements, both znternally and in
relationship to gthe In addltlon, a set of d331gns for dlsplays
of related data {tems, useful fer decls;pn support system analysis, is
ing system. Both types of reports are intended to .
" clearly represent standards flndlngs to agency management. The TEeports -
have been designed in formats for computer generation. -
The standards reparting system'brings together the various sources
. of standards anut data so Thit a partlcupar agency's attainment for a
specific time period’ can be compared to its objéctives for the period.
In addition, the reporting system Wlll provide the program4managers with
the capablllty to flag. and 1nvest1gate problematlc attainment, as we- shall
dgscribe subsequently To do these two things, the reportlng system has
been designed: to: . . .
e ké&ep track of past, performance as well as current expectatlons, _‘
. @ present the findings in an eagy to use, easy to understand way,
withéug, unwieldly reports, emphasizing graplucal presentations
as well as plain numberS" .
o make sure that- the report g of results. occur's in a tzmcly
fgshion, so that futur rformance caf be influenced.

~

The standards system uses input data rouzlnely generated even now in, many

state agencles' "internal information systems Thus, the evaluatlon stand-
éystqm could be readily adapted by individual state agenc1es for their

use. The calculation of natianai norms would require a national system ,

hO“Q’V*- ‘z c ) .« ' ;

#ables 17, 18, 19, and 20~illustrate reports that cam be routinely

generate& for %he Performafice Standards' The first set of reports (one
state's example is seen, in Table 17) shall show achlevement on each of the

' ' . '11)1_,
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. Table 17 YR
ACHIEVEMENT .ON_PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

Year: 1981
"State: - California
This
This Years
& ’ Year Goal 1980
4

COVERAGE

(a) Clients:served per 100,000 . e
population S XXX.X 7 XXXeX . XXX.X

(b) Percent seversly disabled .
served ’ . XX o XX XX XX XX o XX

.

COST-EFFECTIVENESS AND BENEFIT .
CQST RETURN \ 4 . {

(a) Expenditures per compet— . o
jtively employed closure  SXX.XXX  SKX.XXX SXX.XXX  $XX.XXX

(b) Exmenditure per 26 Mos- ) ‘
ure ro v OSXXLXXX  SAX XXX S$KXX o XXX SYX o XXX

(c) Ratio of total VR benefits .
to total VR costs - XX XX XX XX, XX XX XX XX

(d) Total net benefit from VR™
©  services. . XXXX.X XXXX X  XXXX X XXXX X
k4 _

] v ,
REHABILITATION RATE :

(a) Percent 26 closures XX XX XX XX * XX XX - XX XX

©

KXXX T XXXX XXXX o XXXX

P

(b) Annual change in number
of 26 closures ,

ECONOMia INDEPENDENCE

(a) Percent 36 closyres with
weekly earnings at/above .
feﬁ;rat minimum wage XX XX e XXX XX XX

Al

~

<b) Comparison of earnings of - .

. competitively employed 26 y o,
closures to earnings of Lt

o employees in state . XXX XXX

/

GAINFUL ACTIVITY

(a) _Pe?cent 26 closures com- . ‘
petitively employed’ XX XX XXXX  XX.XX

(b) Percent competitively
employed 26 closures with
hourly earnings at/above ‘- .
federal minimum wage XX XX XX XX XXo XX

’

: ' oy 102 .

»
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Table 17 (continued) . . &\ !

5.

7.

"8.

‘ This
_ This Years
Year . Goal 1980

- e

v -
GAINFUL ACTIVITY. (continued)

(c) Percent noncompetitively ’ .
employed 26,&#osures showing’
improvement i joning , . .
and Life status T XX eXX XX o XX XX o XX

-

CLIENT CHANGE L

(a) Comparison of earnings before
and after VR services SAXXNX XX BAXXK XX SXXXX XX

(b) Cﬁanges in other statuses . .

L

and functioning ability XXX . X XXX X XXX.X

RETENTION . - ‘ -

(a) Percent 26 closures retain= ] i
ing earnings at follow-up, XX o XXr XX XX XX o XX

(b)' Comparison of 26 closures
with public assistance as
primary source of support .
at closure and at follow-up XX o XX XX XX XX XX

(c) Percent noncompetitively
. employed 26 closures ’ \
retaining closure sk1LLs}

at follow-up XX XX XX XX XX XX

SATISFACTION

(a) Percent closed cliepts '
satisfied with, overall ’ .
VR experience ) XX XX XX XX XX XX

(b) Percent'closed clients
satisfied with: .
counselor XX XX XXoXX - XX XX

-

physical restoration XX XX XX XX XX XX
job training services r XX XX XX . XX XX XX
placement services L XXGXX - XXeXX XX« XX

(¢) .Parcent-26 closures judging
services received as useful
#in obtaining their job/ . . .
homemaker s¥tuation or in © . . . ",
current perfd ce . XX XX XX XX XXo XX

je

st - . \
N - 103

XX XX °

) )

SXXXXXX '

XXX X

XX XX

XX XX

XX XX
/ .

L4

XX XX

XX XX
XX XX
XX.XX//
XXp XX

XX XX
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. Table 18
ACHIéVEMENT ON PERFORMANCE §TANDARDS: STATE COMPARISON
A GENERAL AND COMBINED AGENCIES
Standardsy}  ~.1. COVERGE )
pData Element: (a) ‘CLients’éerved.per
100,000 Population e
National Norm: ~ XXX.X :
A
This
This Years .
AGENCY Year Goal 1980 1979 1978 1977
ALABAMA XXX X XXX o X XXX X XXX X XXX X XXX X"
, .
ALASKA XXX X LXK o XXX X AAX o X XXX X XXX X
ARIZONA ' XXX X XXX X AXX X XXX X XXX X XXX X
ARKANSAS XXX X XXX o X XXX X XXX.X XXX X YXX X
* CALIFORNIA XXX X XXX X XXXX . XXX.X XXX X XXX X
COLORADO ! XXX X XXX X XXX . X XXX X _XXX.X XXX X
CONNECTICUT AKX - XXX X \\XXX.X' XXX X ‘XXX.X XXX X
QggﬂgARE.. XXX.X. XXX X AKX XXX X AXX X XXX . X

‘ILLINOIS

DISTY OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA

GUAM

HAWAIL

IDAHO .
3
INDIANA - -
I0WA .

KANSAS .1
KENTUCKY
LOUISTANA

MAINE

XXX.X XEX.X  XKX.X O XXX.X—  XKX.X - XXX.X
XXX XXX XXXX  XXX.X XXX.X  XXX.X
XXX.X XXX.X XXX.X XXX.X O XXX.X O XXX.X

- XXX X XXX.X 5534} XXX X XXX X XXX.X
XXX X XXX X XXX X 7 XXX.X XXX X X

XXX.X XXX X XXX.X XXX X - XXX.X XXX X
XXX X XXX.X XXX.X  XXX.X XXX X XXX X
XXX.X XXX X XXX X XXX X XXX X, XXX X
XXX X ’ XXX X XXX X XXX X XXX X XXX X

XXX.X XXX<X XXX X XXX .X XXX X XXX X
XXX.X XXX X XXX X XXX X XXX X XXX X
XXX X XXX X XXX . X XXX« X XXX X XXX X
XXX X XXX X XX%.X XXX<X XXX X - XXX.X




Table 18 (continued)'

- BLIND AGENCIES E .

, This |
. This Years . <
AGENCY .. Year  Goal . 1980 1979 1978 1977
CONNECTICUT XXX.X XXXoX XXXaX  XXXaX  XXX.X  XXX.X
DELAWARE . XXK.X XXX.X XXX.X XKX.X O XXX.X  XXX.X
FLORIDA XXX.X  XXX.X XKX.X XXX.X  XXX.X XXX X
( IDAHO . XXX X XXXeX T XXX.X XXX.X XXX.X XXX X
. I0WA D OXKXGX XXKLX XKXLX XXXLX XKKX XXX
KANSAS XXK.X XXXX  XXX.X  XXX.X  XXX.X XXX.X
KENTUCKY XXKX XKX.X XKK.X XKK.X | XKXIX XXX.X
MASSACHUSETTS XXX.X € XXX XXX.X XXXeX  XXX.X  XXX.X
MICHIGAN COXKXLX XXX XXXX XXX.X XXXJX O XXXlX
MINNESOTA CORRKX XKK.X XXK.X XKKJX O XXXLX XXX
MISSISSIPPI TXRX KKK XXKXA XXXLX XKK.X O XKK.X
MISSOURT D KKKGX XXXGX XXX.X  XXX.X XXX.X O XXX.X
¥, MONTANA XXXX  XXK.X  XXX.X  XXX.X  XXX.X  XXX.X
NEBRASKA XXX X XXX X XXX.X  XKX.X XXX.X O XXXX
NEW JERSEY XXX XXXJX © XXXJX  XXX.X XXX.X  XXX.X
NEW YORK XXX XEX.X XXX XXX.XCXXK.X XXX.X
NORTH CAROLINA XXX.X  XXX.X  XXXX.  XXK.X  XXX.X  XXX.X
OREGON . XXKX XXX XXX.X T XXXGX XXXWX O XXX.X
PENNSYLVANIA . = ¢ XKXX— XXX.X  XXX.X  XXX.X  XXR.X  XXX.X
: RHODE ISLAMD, XXH.X XXX.X XXX.X XXX.X XXX.X  XX%eX
© SOUTH CAROLINA- - XXX XXK.X XXX XKXX © XXX.X (@ XXX.X
TENNESSEE - XX6.X XXX.X  XXX.X  XXX.X XXX.X XXX
“TEXAS \ XXK.X  XXK.X XXX.X KKK XXK.X XXK.X
UTAH . : AXXEX XXX X XXX.X XXX.X XXX X XXX.X
VERMONT * XXX.X XXXX  XXX.X  XXX.X XXXK.X XXX.X
VIRGINIA , XXX XXKK XXX.X XKKX O XKK.X O XXXWX,
WASHINGTON XXX x{.x XXXoX  XXK.X XXX . XXK.X 7
: e

1n5:- ‘
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ACHIEVEMENT

., Table 19
ON_PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: _SUB~STATE_COMPARISONS

I

.

”~

(OR_OFFICE)

>

X @ m M O o M >

Staﬁdard:
Data Element.

State Goal:
State Average:

-This_
Year

-1.  Coverage

(3) Clients Served per
100,000 Pdpulation

. XXX X
XXX X

This
Years

Goal_ 1980

XXX X
XXX X
XXX X
XXX
XXX X
XXX X
CXXX.X
XXX.X

>

[
.
3

XXX X . XXX
XXX X XXX.X
XXX X XXX.X

XXX X XXX.X

XXX.X  XXX.X
XXX.X XXX
XXX X XXX.X
XXX.X  XXX.X

1979

XXX X
XXX .X
XXX X
XXX . X
YAX X
XXX X

XXX X

XAX X

0

-

1978 1977
XXX YXXK.X
XXX.X  XXX.X
YXX.X XKX.X
XXX.X  XXXoX
XXXXXKK.X
XXX.X  XXX.X
XXX.X  XXX.X
XXX X




<t ‘ : Table 20
. ACHIEVEMENT ON PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

N o
)} ALL AGENCIES . -

/

Year:- 1981,

- s
Nat'l Gen= ‘ Com=- )
. " Norm* eral - Blind bined
COVERAGE _
(a) Clients served per 100,000 . . ' - i
. population ] XXX X XXX.X XXX X XXX .. X
(b) Percent severely disabled ' K )
seryed XX . XX XX XX T XXJ.XX XX XX
COST-EFFECTIVENESS AND BENEFIT ‘ ‘
COST RETURN . -
(a) Expenditures per competi— - - . -
tively employed closure SXX XXX SXX.XXX  SXX. XXX ~ $XX.XXX

(b) Expenditure per 26 closure .  SXX.XXX SXX.XXX - SXX.XXX $XX.XXX
(¢) "Ratio of total VR benefits ’

-

_to total VR costs * XXX XX.XX . XKJXX XX.XX .
(d) Total net benefit from VR ot ' L )
. services | CXXXXoX  XXXX2X  XXXX.X.  XXXX.X

REHABILITATION RATE o : .

(a) Percent 26 closures XXXX XX XX XX XX XX o XX

~(b) Annual change in number e . '

) of 26 closures =~ 5 XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX )/
ECONOMIC INDEPENDENCE T e '

(a) Percent 26 closures with
weekly earnings at/abave :
‘federal minimum wage ’ - XX XX XX.XX XX XX XX XX

2 h

(b) Comparison of earnings of -
competitively employed 26 - - .
closures to earnings of

) employees in state ‘ XXX XXX XLXX‘ Ko XX

GAINFUL ACTIVITY ’ - . .

(a) Percent 2& closures com= ' ' - )
petitiveLy‘pmpLoyed XXX XX XX XX XX XX XX

(b) Percent competitively B . »

employed 26 closures with
hourly earnings at/above ,
federal minimum wage . XXXX XXLXX XX o XX

-

“XX XX

N Ve
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(cr Perceﬂt noﬁbompet1t1vety

LY
n

‘.l .

~

P :
"N w

voooe

services

_ employed 26-closures showing

Jjmprovement in funct1on1ng
‘and Life status ‘

-

6. «r, CLIENT CHANGE
(a) '

Comparison of earnings - _
before and after VR

-

Changes in other statuses
and funct1onfng ability

/
i . ®

7: RETENTION -t

(a)

(b -

<
.

-

~

Percent 26 closures retain=
ing earn1ngs at follow-up

Comparison of 26 closures
with public assistance as
primary source of support
at cLo;ure and at follow-up

Percent ricncompetitively
employed 26 closures
retaining, closure skills
at follow—-up

8.  SATISFACTION

(a)

(b)

Percent cLosed\E{ign4s’

satisfied with overall

VR experierice

Perc

closed clients
satis ’

jed uith;

counselor
physical res;orﬁzion
job training services

Percent 26 closures judging
services received as useful
in obtaining their. job/

homemaker situation or in .

.pLacément §ervices

current performance

’

XXX .
o

&
~

‘1

. 4\,\,

XXoXX | XKaXX

XKXK " XRXX

v b

xx.xx xx.xx'

3

XXX KX.AX . KX.XX

3N .

XX.XX

XX XX

XX.XX

. XX XX |

v

T KX XX

SXXXX.XX SXXXX.XX SXXXX.XX SXXXX.XX

XXX X

XX XX

L 2

XX XX

XX XX
XX . XX
XX XX
XX XX -

KX XX
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standards for a given agency " In addition to'shgwing this year's perform-
ance, the table also will show the state's goal for theé year, jits last
yeaj“s performance ; and the p;evzous "year's national norm. ith this B
informaticn, agencies can-see how ‘Succe$sful they wére in meeting their ’
goals. for each of the data elements. They can also compare thi§ year's )
“$erformance with last year’s to see whére they have and have not improved.
= ﬁlnally, agenéie$~can assess their curtent performance in relation to
recent national norms. This e of report gives proéram managers an over- -
all view of'agency performance while’ at the same time pointing out specific NE
strengths and weakmesses,’ currengyy and over time. If problemazlc atta1n~ : l—
ment is 1dent1§1ed the data based decision support system can be used to
” assist manggers in da;gnosxng and correcting the problem. A partlculﬁr
advantage of most of the -system reports (Tables 17 and 19) is that their
“turnaround" time can be relatzvely short because the reports use only the
, individual agengy's data (and 2 gg us year's natipnal norm). Computing '
_~ current year national or regional norms for'Tables 18 and 20 requlré' data
submissions from all Telpvapf’states. -
¢ ’ In addition; national feports should be prepared by RSA and/or the
Councll of State Admlnlstrizd}s ‘of Vocational Rehabzlztatzon for each data
element that will display all agencies’ perfbrmance on each particular
-element.. Table 18 shows an.e;ampLe for data element 1(i). fhis year's
Eoi"\¥, well as performancs in %he four previcus years can be presented.
Agencies can use*the lnformaxlon to compare their performance and their
goals to other 51m11ar agencies. By prov1d1ng data for the four previous
years, trénds over tlme can be analyzed. Agencies and RSA will be able to
’ (determane if performance has steadily improved over time or if this year's ,
perfbrmance is noticeably different than prev1ous years. States are listed
in alphabetical oxder; they could easily be sorted and lzsted by regzon,
by type of agency, or by perfotmance. Looking at the natzonal data‘in
Tabie 18, a state VR agency could even é¢xpand the national data output dis-~
" played in Table 17 if desired. -

.
1

- Table 19 has an output design like Table 18 but shows 1nfbrmat10n by
substhe unit. (Regions, Areas, Districts, Offices, or Counselors can be
used- in this breakdown, according to agency administrative structure and
size.) This report is useful for examining problem areas wzth;g states,

to account for problematic performance at the state levej
. t J

-
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" Table 20 shows an example report of na.tlonal performahce fer each da.ta.
element for all agenc:.es, and for general, combmed and blmd agencies.
This alfows a program-wide view of performance in VR. - ’
These three types of Teports can be generated routinely Spr all of
' the agenc:.es and all of the data elements. They provide information in.
‘a-brief, easy-to-read fomaf‘ In addition, RSA and the agencies will have
the capabllzty to use the standards information to generate special purpbB“Se-
reports, analyses, and paph:.c d:.spla.ys( Far examgle, the basic reporcs
s could be run separately for spec:.a.l populatlons These may take ‘the form
of stat:.stzca.l repoerts or of graphzc dxspiays. K
. The system calls for access to a number of supporu,ng 1nformat:.on
items useful in ana.lyz:.ng and interpreting the- rout:.ne reports These
informarion items feed into the dec¢ision-support s}i'gtem d:.scussed.‘a.ruer
'Based om any problems that.emerge in the agency's standards performance,
program managers will inspect particular information itemk keyed to the
various standards datz elements. ,’ v o
The displays on: the following pages are to be used to follow the )
decisiomr trees step-by»step they illustrats possible displays for an
_ interactive camputer system. A complete set of these displays, for the-
“performance standards: data elements, cam be found with the corresponding

‘&asmt:eetahlesinAppendmA.ofthzsrepm .- -

-




' ' . Figure S _
Example Displays of Steps in Analysis

of Rehabilitation Problems

", - DISPLAY 1.2.0 - - .

»

' I:RIMARY PROBLEM: THE PERCENTAGE OF THE CASELOAD THAT IS SEVERELY DISABLED

1

IS TOO LOW .
PO ‘
oo TEST’ii%RST LEVEL INDICATORS):  REHABILITATION RATES FOR SDs COMPARABLE
' ~ TO AGENCY REHABILITATION RATE?
# SEVERELY DISABLED IN CASELOAD A S
XXX (NORM) AP XXXX  (NORM) ' -~
N ] S
XXX (VALUE) u XXXX (SD RATE) '
| : S
A. TOO LOW? . ° B. LOWER THAN AGENCY RATE?
- " YES ~ YES
. . ’ '
N NO

N

IF NO TO BOTH A. AND B., GO TQ DISPLAY 1.2.1 -
IF NG TO A., YES TO B., GO TO DISPLAY 1.2.2
IF YES TO A., NO TO'8., GO TO DISPLAY 1.2.3

IF YES ‘TO BOTH A. AND B., GO TO DISPLAYS 1.2.Z AND 1.2.3 '
) ~
py .
\ . /




[ 4
Figure S (continued) ‘ ' o~ i ’
. p DISPLAY 1.2.1
- . * 1‘, .

D SECONDARY PROBLEM: THE PERCENTAGE OF THE CASELOAD THAT IS SEVERELY DISABLED .
: IS TOO LOW, BUT THE\NUMBER OF SEVERELY DISABLED CLIENTS
-t - MEETS  AGENCY STANDARDS AND THE REHABILITATION RATE OF
‘. , THESE CLIENTS [S CLOSE TO THE OVERALL AGENGY RATE OR BETTER.

!

TEST (SECOND-LEVEL INDIGATOR): DOES THIS REPRESENT EXCESSIVE COSTS?

4
COST/CLOSURE (D.E. 211): .
T00 HIGH? YES . .. , o ' -

o ) : J% -
*  A. ANALYZE COSTS X' S.D., NON-S.D. TO SEE IF COSTS ARE.COMPARABLE. ’
IF NOT: :

EXAINE S.D. CASZS IN CASE REVIEW TG, DETERMINE IF ToO MU IS SPENT
_ ON.THE CASES. , )

s
)

- IF -YES.

C. GO TO DISPLAY 2.2.0 . ‘ o N

.

IF.NO, LOW PERFORMANCE ON THIS .DATA EI.EMEN"I' DOES NOT INDJCATE A PROBLEM

v
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Figure S_(continued)i

- TN

'DISPLAY 1.2.2

L4

. VAR '
SECONDARY PROBLEM: THE PERCENTAGE OF THE CASELOAD THAT IS SEVERELY DISABLED IS
. TOO LOW, THE NUMBER OF S.D. CLIENTS TS AGENCY STANDARDS,
* BUT THEIR REHABILITATION IS LO THAN THE. OVERALL
- AGENCY k}RA’I‘E < A ’ . .
/ , N e . .
_TEST (SECOND LEVEL INDICATOR): EXAMINE THE RATE AND TIMELINESS FOR SD. CLIENTS *

’o 7
/
\

TIME IN PROCESS
XXXX . (SDs)

XXX (NORM3:

LONGER TIME FOR SERVICE? « -
YES
NO S - L

IF YES, FORECAST CLOSURE DATES AND ANALYZE FUTURE COMPARABLE RATES TO
TEST FOR LONG-RUN STABILITY ON THIS ELEMENT i

’ > 4

ANALYZE ‘ION-SUCCESSFUL SDs TO DE'I’ERMINE REASONS FOR LOWER REH!BILITATION
RATE N .




?{g)ure 5 «(continued}
” b
' 'DISPLAY 1. 2 3

.SECONDARY ?R,OBLB! THE RERCENTAGE'OF THE CASELOAD THAT IS SEVERELY DISABLED IS I

At

BETTER

LY

TEST (SECOND LEVEL INDICATORS):

. TOO LOW, THE NUMBER OF S.D. CLIENTS IS TOO LOW; THOSE CLIENTS
Do, HOWEVER HAVE A SUCCESS RATE CLOSE TO ’I'HE'AGENCY RATE ORI

Ve .

THE PROBLEM IS EITHER IN,LOW APPLICATION OF l

SDs, OR IN THE ACCEPTANCE RATE, OR BOTH

# 02s SD (VALUE)
¥ 02s ~

. (NORM)

b

100 LOW? - .

YES 3
| ,

No e 7

IF #02s SD IS TOO LOW, REVIEW OU'I'REACH PROCEDURES TO INCREASE NUMBER OF

ELIGIBLE SD APPLICANTS.

XXXX .
XXXX ' ,

ag,

*

°~'.

. . ) Va
% CLOSED 0% BY REASON OF SEVERITY:
(VALUE) XXX
(NORM), XXX \
TOO HIGH? \ S
YES
NO
4 /
IF YES, DOCASE REVIEWS TO EXAMINE THE CASES CLOSED T0O SEVERE TO
ASCERTAIN Tf CRITERTA FOR ACCEPTANCE ARE TOO LIMITED. -

4

P .
N b
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“VII. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND THE USE OF THE STANDARDS SYSTEM o

+ In this final chapter, the role the standa.rds system will play in the
.VR system is discussed, with an example of the use of the sthndards systenm.
The actors who will be tak:.ng the correction actions are 1dent1f1ed The 9
need for evaluating and. changing the standards systenm over time is discussed. ,
Finally, some comments on implementing the sta.nda.rds system are made.

A ‘ \

[4 .
a = * .
A REVIEW OB)‘[HB PROGRAM MANAGERS' USE OF THE STANDARDS SYS’I’EMt - N

The steps in management-use are: ,
(1) ‘RSA and state VR agencies set objectives on €ach of the stan-
dards data e{eme{n:s for the cycle of operation; ¢ /
(2) Reporting system flags problematic atta:.nment by\a particular
state VR agency on a particular data element, Ce.
(3) RSA program mznagers and state VR agenty program manager using
the decision support system 1dent1.fy a poss:.ble problen and _
corrective actions; and - -
‘(4) Correction actions are taken by the vanous actors in the VR
systen. - o s :

4

‘an abbrmated example of the program managers’ use of the sta.ndards
system follows. Consider the clear vopa.t:.onal thrust of/the VR progran
While there are several manifestations of this thrust, important goal
for VR is economic mdependence for the d:.sabled client. ThI goal)is .
represented in the revised standards by Performance Standard 4%
‘The data elements for this standard are based on the measurement of weekly
earningd at closure. Suppose the reporting systgm identified a State
agency - with a low level of achievement for this s andard compared to its ,
per<: ce. expecta.non'. The data Dased decisi suppor} system would be -
used to identify why the state agency had this 1evel of attafnment and make

recommendations about how to improve thes agency's performance. First, -—
.program managers would try to, identify problems using the information in




~

+ = the standards teportihg system and the logic of the decision support sSys-
tem The analyszs may readily identify the action steps necessary to im-
prove performance, or, more statzstlcal analysis may be necessary sing
fﬂe\macro (agency-specific) analysis, we might find that, after contrgiling
for other facsors, what explains low performance oﬁ earningséis the number
of severely disabled in the caseload. However, no "action" for management
is evident. Certalnly, one would not recommend servznswfewer severqu
disabled, given the pr10r1ty for them 1n the 1973 legislation, More
evaluation, in the form of client-level analysis, might 1dentify that cer-
tain services are .more useful in comblnatzon for obtaining hzgher paying
jobs for the severely disabled. Posszble corrective actions include: -the
issuance of an Information Memorandum on the usefulness of certain servzces
for the~severe1y disabled, perhaps giving‘such services priority; techn1
assistance by the regional office to help state agencies in the prov:.sm‘fi3
of’such serv1ces,.traig1ng of counselors by state agencies jn the use of
these services; funding of research, evaluatzan, or demonstrations by’ RSA
for service prov1szon to the severely disabled, thereby involving the Depart-
‘ment~of Education, OMB, and Congress; and promulgatzan of new regulations

.byRSAx.fneeded. ) | , ’~\

'ACTORS AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
LN

~ L4

The actors with responsibility for making changes in the standards
system are the same as in the VR system at large ‘Congress, OMB, Depart-
ment of Education, RSA, Regional Offices of Rehabilitation Services, state
governments, and state VR agenczes The set of actors and aSsoczated types

<

of corrective aétions are an below

e . Actors Types of Corrective Actions

Congress, OMB, Department of Funding levels
Education Allocation formulas
) - Priorities to client groups
,;3 . Procedural” requirements

.. RSA Regulations
Monitoring
Evaluation .
Research (along with NIHR)
Program development
Guidance materials
Training programs
Demonstrations
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-

\ -Regional Qffices ,Technlcal.assistance to state
. ' ‘ i VR agengies
. . Dissemination of information *
<. . Diffusion of innovations :
5 ' Training
State Governments Funding levels
State VR Agencies ‘ : Same as RSA- (e.g., regulationms,
» ) evaluation) )
- ) Ellglblllty determ1nat10n changes
/ . “ . . Counselor training
' T Case management changes

4

- Service provision changes
Management of sub-units (e.g.,
- e districts, offices)

»
N

e e e e e e v < - ettty - et

s . )
EVALUATING THE STANDARDS SYSTEM OVER TIME _ ’

- .
-~

The criteria for evaluating. the revised standards system are very
simpie. The most important evaluative criterion is whether thé gttainment
of the state VR agencies is improving in the areas measured by, the stans

\ dards data q}emegg; While it may be very dlffzcult éo prove that the

cause of the improvement wis. the implementation of the standards, at
least the attalnpent of’the agencies after the implementation can be
compared to thezr'attalnment before the implementation. The second eval-
uation criterion is whether the state VR agencies are meeting their ob;ec-
tives. If they never meet their- objectives, then the objective setting

. erocess is not working properly. Lf they gzlways meet their objectives,

. then the process is also not working properly. Identifying for which
state VR agencies, for which data elements, or for both in combination,
which objectives are not being met, will indicate where attention needs
to be paid in the standards system. The third evaluative crité}ion is
whether the program managers find the system useful. Erdgram‘manage;s o
should be regularly canvassed for their recommendationms. |

CHANGING THE STANDARDS SYSTEM

s et e o e b % e o~ e e o . st

-

A key word for the standards system should be flexibility. the
standards system operates, feveral factors outside the system may ghange:
e. the goals and functions of the VR program may change, necessztaxlng
‘ changes in the standards;

ERIC 117 | | :
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e Treporting-within or without VR may change, changing what will
be availablL for the reporting system;
* ¢ the actors and tfpes of corrective actions possibly may change;

¢ actions taken by state VR agencies might push the VR program
in undesirable ‘directions, as state program managers try to
respond to the standards system, thus requiring additional //
) 'standards or changed expectations; and : ‘l
e the achievement of the stat® VR agencies may not be improving
} over time. a .
’ . ¢ .
- A, ~number of factors inside the system may need change: .
e some data elements may be found to have lower data quality than
is acceptable, and thus require new procedures or even replacement;
i e some of the data collsction activities may require change, because
of !ogistlcal problems; -
[ dszlcultles in the reportlng system and-in the reportlng cycle
_ma& arise; and
& objectivef being set may not be correct.

As such, RSA must monitor the operation of the standards system pvef_ ..
time.- In the beginning, the system should esp@cially be closely monitored,
so that projlems can be discovered eariy. RSA must be ready to change the
data elements in the standards system as needed. ’

IMPLEMENTING THE STANDARDS SYSTEM

.- e = am e mtn mme e a e e Awen

~ In its design of a standards system'ani,ln this presentation of the
analytic paradigm, BPA has tried to:
- clearly 1dent1fy the beneflts of the use of the standards
to the state agencies and to RSA staff; .
o make the presentation of the paradigm as clear as p0551ble, and
. keep eventual utlllzatlon in mind throughous.

To implement this system, state VR agenc1es and RSA should involve, grom
the very beginning, those program managers and others who will have to act
on the standards ---state or RSA staff, agencies or regions, the data com-
mittee of CSAVR, and other users of the standards. State VR agencies and
RSA should also "sell'" the standards sfétem_through widespread promulgatibn,

and agency endorsement. ‘ 1_1&;'
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_ APPENDIX B
DIMENSIGNS OF A METHOD FOR SETTING OBJECTIVES

\b

Implicit in methods for setting objectives are many différent cho_i’.ces
t0'be made in designing ‘a method. These various choices are characterized
below as dimensions of a method of setting objectives. In effect, a com--
bination of choices ilong all of the dimensions defines a particular method.
Given the number of dimensions and gradations along each, a very large num-
ber of methods can be generated. Rather than to be used to identify all
possible methods, the discussion below is to be used to delineate the many
issues around the final decisions on a method to be recommended.

The d:.mensions along wluch a method for setting objectives can differ
include: y )
general vs. agency-specific objectives; ; . .
technical vs. normative approach; . '
minimm vs, maximm objectives; ' ,
logiczl vs. nd logical basis for level;
h:.stqncally vs. ahntorica.lly derived obj ectives,
national vs. sub-national comparisons; :
objectives for agency vs. for sub-agency;
adjusted vs, unadjusted objectives;
szngle data element objectives vs. incorporating relationsh:.ps
into objective setting;
stipulated vs. negotiated objectives; and.
general vs. standard s;_:ecific methods.

i ’
1 4

e ° ¢ ¢ 9 0 ¢

General vs. Agency-Specific Objectiv:s C

The simplest dimension to consider is whether to set these objectives
. for all agencies at once, or whether to tailor the obyective to individuzl
. VR agencidg. While for certain stindards genml levels of attainment
might makp sense, for example in the area of compliance wi;h the IWRP Te-
quirements, for most standards an agency by agency setting of objectives




A 4

seems necessary. The differences between agencies are great enough to war-
rant this individual attention in the objective setting process.

-

3
.

Technical vs. Normatite

One of the most importa.nt dimensions along which methods of- setting
objectives can differ is that of a technical vs. nomat:.ve approach. A . _
technical a.pproach tries to tna.ke the setting of object:wes "objective,"”
and thus preferred. Supposedly, values and norms are ‘not part of such an
approach. Of course, hcwever, there are methodological decisions in any
- technical approach that must Ue made "non-technically.”
The existing national averages approach for the current standards is
a technical approach. Used prospectivel?, such a system uses the nationa'l
average as the level of attainment. However, the choice of a measure of
central tendency for the level in and of itself is a nofmative choice.
Why not set the level at the highest agency's level of atta:i.mnent?
Moreover, there are myriad measures of central tendency to choose from.
Why not use the median? These methodological choices will clearly change
the levels of attainment set.
“The ptmous BPA proposal for the revised standa.rds is. also 2 teclmical.
- ‘approach. .A clear normative component of this appmacha.however, is asking
agencies in the low category to improve 150%, in the medium category 125’5
and in the high category 75%. Choosing to ask more of the less well per-
forming agencies is clearly a normative choice, .- )
One very technical method considered by BPA is a mltiva.ria.te pred:.ct:.ve
+ method. Such a method would use a time senes-cross section data base of
attainment data and possible predictors to generate a statistical predic-
tion of what the level of attainment for a pazncular agency will be in
the next. time perivd. The data base would include datd for all VR agencies
for several years. Possible predictors for a part:.cular data element would

14

. © .7 jnelude other data elements and their compoment parts, measures of the

" amviromment, budget figures, client.characteristics, mea.su:a_af. staff in-

© puts, measures of services, etc. Of course, as-is true for all_methods
relyingpartially or wholly on past attainment, for this system what has
been becomes what shall be.

- f
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Using the ﬁérgatiye approaéh, the objectives would be set by RSA on
the basis of where the state VR agency ''should" go, without recourse to
technical analysis. Such an approdch seems to have been taken in setting
objectives for ghe SSDI/SSI-VR Special Program. . .

It is clear that all methods for setting ob;ectzves will include some
mix of the technlcal and the normative, It is also clear that technical
_solutions prcvide no panacea fbr the difficult problems in designing a
method for qettznngblectzves. No simply technical solution is posszble.;

Minimum vs. Maximm

-(

Another very mportant distinction 15 between mm.nmm and maximum
objbctives. It is one thing to say that an agency should rehabilitate at
lexst 80% of its cliemts at/or above minimum wage, and another that each

' agency should attain the ideal (e.g:, 100%). With minimms, many agencies

are likely to achieve their objective; with maximms, agencies will likely

. always be striving towa:.-d the ideal goal.

Another way to see this distinction is to look at the differences bet-
ween "reasonable" and. "opt:.ml" expectations. With minimm objectives,

the emphzsis is usually on what is reasonable and feasible-for-an agencr -~
- zrr.haugh minimm expectations could be set "unreasonably!’ at 99%; for - —. .

example.’ ., Optimal expectations imply that the agency operate at what the

) economxts call the frontier of the production possib:.l:.t:.es curve, squeez-
' ing. the most out of ‘the a.gency S resources.

The question throughmxc is which method will lead to better attaunﬁent.

) Thetrickwouldseemtobetosetmnimmormximmsjustoutofthe

agency s reach. The age?ey would not find such dbjectives unreasonable,
but the agency would also not find the expectation too easy to meet, The’
poim: is to get as much movement out of the agency as possible. ’

' The proper setting of this just-out-gf-reach level. 1s vgry-d:.ff:.cult, -
however._ An analysis of existing dzt:a tells how the agenczes are currently’

opert:ing. Whether they are operatinz eff:.c:,ently cannoc be-detemined - )

- from the a.nalysis of aggregate data. Thus, only if one is willing to assume

>

efficient operation can one use the empirical levels of attainment ¥o gen-
erate optimal expectations, This. suggests. that the method. for sett:.ng

-~
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obj ectives w:.ll have to be a trial and error one, with flex:.b:.l:.ty built
in, to allow for the "right" level to be obtamed through ad;ustmgnt d

Logical vs. No Logical Basis

- Some of the data elements ha.ve built into them a logical minimum or
- “maximum, For example, the cost benefit ratio has a logical minimum of 1. 0

" under which costs are greater than bemefits. For another example, 'the -
percentage with minimum wage has a logical maximm of 100% -- no agency .
* can do better. However, in spite of what would seem a logical mnmum or

- maximum; there are difficulties in using these as expected levels. For
example, an agency will probably always serve some clients for whom employ-
ment is not a goal. It is 100% minus the percentage of such clients which
is the logical maximm -- if the validity of serving such clients is allowed.
Thus, logical minimums and maximms cannot be completely relied upon as a: -

methoxfo)r setting objegtives.

Historically vs. Ahistorically Derived -~ -
™~

" One-way to set the objectives is to set them on the basis of the h:.s--
“-- -+ - " torical performancs of the VR ageucy. One method which-is: hxstoriczlly
ba.sed. is described below. Ce - a—

A state is judged om the basis of the amount of mp_rovement it is able
to mpke from year to year toward achieving the goal. Th&e‘ if a state had
80% achievement of a goal one.year; and 83% the next, then the tta:ﬂtent
lavel would be concerned with the rate of the 4change (here 10’5) or with '
the percent of the "gap" closed (here, 8/20 or 40%). The level for is .’
type of progress could be specified a mumber of ways. For example, on way
would be simply to establ:.sh a fixed minimm. - All statés shall make X% ,

7 - progress from year to year toward achieving the goal.- Altemt:.vely, ‘

.T-- -~ statistical norms could be devised. For instance, mmderachievers” might \:

- “be those with the lowest rates of progress, or with the least progress im - -

" "tlosing the gap. It seems clear tHat the historical pattern for a particu-..
lar agency, or for agenc:.es in general should be included somehow.in the

1

AN

setting of obj ectives. ‘ . "N %
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National® vs. Sub-National Comparisons

Both the current method and the previous BPA proposal for the reyised
standards are based in large part.on national comparisons. The first
question, of course,-is whether an agency should be compared to any other
agencies in the process of setting objectives. Whether or not the answer
to that quest:.on is yes, comparison 1s useful, even if just for background
) infomation. : oo - -

The second question is whether the compa.nson should be to all other
agencies, the national comparison,. or to some subset of other agencie
The amount of diversity among the 80-odd agencies is staggering, so that
" some subset seems useful. Natural subsets are available, large vs. small '
agencies, gemeral vs. blind vs. combined agencies, or the-agencies in the /
various federal r;gmn.s But, there is diversity there also.

A couple of a.pproaches are poss:.ble to 1den‘::.fy comparable agencies.
The first is to a.sk the VR agencies themselves, and to ask RSA persomnel,
what agencies they think are comparable, The questioning could focus on .
one "sister" agemcy or on a list of five or more comparable agencies. The
second is to use existing datz on the agencies to empirically define similar
agencies, through the family of techniques known ds numerical taxonomy. '

- Whatever method 13 used to define comparable agemncies, having a-subset-
of such agencies seems useful. However, the very real diffarem:aa between
agencies somewhat limit the role of coimparable agencies' atta:.nment in set-
ting objectives for a pm:.gular agency. -

’

For Ag_cy vs. For Sub-Agency

The standa.rds are clearly targeted for the state VR agency. As such
the standards are not concerned per se with sub-agency units. Within a.
state, units such as regions d:.sﬁricts, offices, or even the individual
counselors could be the target of Performance and Procedural Program Stan--
dards. " However, in the federal/state VR system, these sub-agency units

- ——

are not 'the focus. Thus, in this standards system, the method for settmg
’ objectz.ves for the agency does not have to deal. with the separate problem

( of spec:nfy:.ng objectives for the sub-agency units. ata.te VR agencies are‘ -
. f£ree to set their own sub-objectives if desired, and free to choose a

method for setting these objectives.
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Adjusted vs. Unadjusted Objectives

Another possibility is compa.rab.ility adjustments to .adjust state VR
agency attainment. There would be a&justments to cufrent attainment,
adjusting, for example, a 70% competitive employment figt’n'e up to 80%,
or down to 63%. However, this séme’ level of reasoning could be used to
adjust objectives, turning a cost-benefit ratio objective of 1.0 into
1.25. '

Three needs for comparability adjustments are identified. First, VR
agencies differ in factors partially beyond the control of the agency,
such as unemployment rate, the disabled population, and agency funding.
Second, the VR agencies differ in client selection, in the kinds and dif-
ficulty of clients that end up being served by the agency. Third, com-
parability adjustments are necessary to prevent the perverse behavior
usually ‘2ssociated with standards systems as different incertives and
disincentives are created. . o ‘

' In spite of the need for comparability adjustments, the data and .
methods for making these needed adjustments were found not to be avail-
able. There is no easily obtainable, agreed-on compatat_:ility adjustment. .
The closest candidate was a client difficulty index, similar to- 'a:weighted
case closure. For -that reasqn, BPA recommended the inclusion- of such an--
index in the reporting system, and makes that same recommendation here.

Sihgle bbjectives vs. Incorporating Relationships

* . In the Analytic Paradigm, the relai:ianships among the standards were
discussed. That discussion has implications for the set;i_:y{ of objectives
The levels of attaimment could be set independently for each data element,
without rega;r:d to the relationships among data elements. In that wﬁys\the
trade-offs involved would not be directlf faced. The-problem, however, ‘
is not now easily resolvable, The best that can be said- is that these
trade-offs will have to be understood in the objective-setting process,
though the objectives will be set dit.;a element by data element. |,

. \




"to'say that an agency would set its own objectives.
. the agency will have the chance to respond to the expectations, present-

Stipulated vs. \Jegotlated Ob;ectmes

A further dimensions of.methods used to set objectives for state VR
agency performance is whether RSA will take a top-down stance ‘and once:
and for all set the objectives for the state ¥R agency, or whether the .
agency is to part:.c:.pate in the objective sett:.ng process. _This is not

The po:.nt is whether

ing arguments and evidence of unusual situations or of unknown obstacles.

“in this negotiation process, the .unreasonableness' of objectives can be

somewhat resolved. -

General vs. Standard Specific Methods

Implicit im the discassion of the other dimensions is that the method  ~
of setting objectives: cculd. be differsnt for each standard. even for each
data element. ForT exam:ple, if not emough is ‘known about a particular data
element to provide a clear picturs of what good performance should look
like, t:han ne objective might be set for that data element. Or, for e;:ample,

’

) under the cost eﬁect:.veness stzncfzrd the benefit cost rates could have a

gemeral minimm cbjective set at 1.0, but the d.iscounted net present value ‘
could be set by comparison with other ageacies of the same size. o




