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These materials have been prepared for .individuals receiviq;x \ .
training in the use of thé RSA Vocational Rehabilitation Program Stan-
dards Evaluation System and in coldection of information for perfofmance s
and procedural standards. The materials have been designed to be used
in conjunction with verbal and visual presentation materials. More
detailed information on the standards system can be found in two earlier

Berkeley Planning Associates' reports, the Program Standards Analytic

Pafadigm (Berkeley, California: June 11, 1982) .and the Program Standards

Guidance Materials (Berkeley, California: November 17, 1981).
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INTRODUCTION 1

The 1973 Rehabififation Act COntained, among its manf other provisions,

a requirement that evaluation standards be devised and implemented to
measyre the performance of the VRdgjigram in achieving, its mandate. Over
the last four vygars, Berkeley Planning: Assoc1ates, under contract to the
Rehabilitation Services Administration, “has developed a rev1sed system of
evaluation standards Two distinct sub-systems of performapce measures
were developed. One, the proposed Program Evaluation Standards, evaluates
the federal-state VR programs. The other, the proposed ?roject‘Evaluatlon ]
Standards, measures the effectiveness of individual prOJects, as we11 as <
aggregated program authorities funded by RSA dlscretlonary funds. Dur1ng . -
the lagt three Years, these systems were pretested in six model state evalu-

ation units. In .this pretest, BPA assumed the responsibilities which will
ultimately be under the authority, and perhaps actual executlon of RSA By
providing: tra1n1no in the instruments and procedures for the1r adm1nlstra-

tion, providing technical assistance to the states in conduct1ng the pretest

and analyzing their data, and providing the basic reporting of the states’

performance

The f1na1 recommended Prooram Standards con51st of eight . .Performance
Standards and assoc1ated data elements; and five Procedural Standdrds and
associated data elements (see Table 1). The Perfornance Standards pertain
to service outnuts and outcomes (e.g. coverage, effectiveness, impact),
while the Procedural Standards pertain to seryice method and process (e. g
case handling). -If implemented, the Program Standards would requ1re a ,
revised reporting systém for all state agenc1es The, federal admlnlstration .
would, in turn, \generate information for measuring the achievement of overall
program goals and for mon1tor1ng key processes which protect client interests.
In addltlon the Fvstem design includes a mechanism for analyzing and under-
staﬁdlng the facgprs contributing to goaanchlevement, and for applying that
understandlno in SUpport of federal and stgte program managers and‘éollcy

.makers in deélslohg regarding changes in program Drocedures and pollcy, state Q:\

needs for technlcal 7assistance, and prooram needs for further investigation. .

N
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(1) Percent 26 closures,with weekly earnlnzs at/abpve federal minimum wage
. {11) Comparison of earnings of competitively emploved 26 closures to earnings of employees

¢
. . . . Table 1
. . VR Program Standards and Data Elements: Final Recommendations, 1981~
, ‘ - /
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND DATA ELEMENTS
' .
l. Coverage ’ . -

VR shall serve the maximum proportlon of the potentially eligible target populatlon, subJect
to the level of federal program funding and Drlorltles among clients.

(i) Chlients served-per 100,000 population
(i1) Percent severely disabled served

Cost-mffectyveness and Benefit-Cost Return

The VR program shall use resources in a cost-effective.manner and show a positive return to
society of 1nvestment in vocational rehabilitation of disabled clients.
(i) Expenditures per competitively employed closure ) .
(ii) Expendlture per 26 closure * ' .
(ii1) Ratio of total VR benefits to total VR costs (Benefit-cost ratioy”
(1v) Total net benefit from VR services (Discounted net present value)
- LY

Rehabilitation Rate . B

VR shall maximize the number and proportion of clients accepted for services who are
successfully rehabilitated, subject to the meeting of other standards.

(i) Percent 26 closures

(11) Annual change 1n number of 26 closures "
LY . - ¢
Economic Independence ) . ‘

Rehabllitated clients shall evidence economic independence. , o t

1n state -

-

Gainful Activity

There shall be maximum placement of rehabilitated clients into competitive employment.
Norcompetitive closures shall represent an improvement in gainful activity for the client.

(1) Percent-26 closures competitively employed * ’ . .

(i1) Percent competitively employed 26 closures with hourly earnings at/abuve federal
minimum wage

(111) Percent noncompetitively employed 26 closures showing improvement in function and

life status (implement after FAI/LSI pretest)

Client 'Change . )
Rehabilitated clients shall evid}hce vocational gains. : .

(1) Comparison of earnings before and after VR services
(11} (In addition,_ changes 1n other' statuses, and functioning ability, when such measures

become available) .

Retention,
RehaBilitated clients shall retain the benefits of VR services. .

(i) ‘Percemt 26 closures rétaining earnings at follow-up *

(11) Comparison of 26 closures with public assistance as primary soufce of support at
closure and at follow-up

(ti11} Percent noncompetitively emploved 26 closures retaining closure skills at folluw-up
(implement after FAI/LSI pretest) .

Satisfaction \

.
Clients shall be satisfied with the \R program, and rehabilitated clients shall appraise
VR servicos as useful in achieving and maintaining their vocational objectives.

(1) Percent closed clients satisfied with ogc;all \R experiende |
(it) Percent closed clients satisfied with: counselor, physical restoration,
“Job trdﬁnlng services, placement services
(i1i) Pertent 26 closures Judging services recelved as ‘useflll 1n obtaining their job/
homemaker sttuation or 1n current performance .

.
. ~
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Table 1 (cont.) ) . \. .

PROCEDURAL STANDARDS , ..

9. » R-300 validity ’ : .
Information collected on clients by the R-300 and.all data reporting systems used by RSA
shall be valid, reliable, accurate, and complete.,

10, Eligibility \

Eligibility decisions shall be based on accurate and sufficient diagnostic informarion.
, and VR shall continually review and evaluate eligibility decisions to ensure that °
decisions are being made in accordance with laws jpd-regulatlons.

11. Timeliness )

VR shall ensure that eligibility decibions and client movement through the VR process
occur in a timely manner appropriate to the needs and capabilities of the clieqts.

12. IKRP ’ i
VR shall provide an Individualized Written Rehabilitation Program for each applicable
client and VR and the client shall be accountable to each other for complying with this

’ agreement.
: . -’ . .
| 13. Goal Planning ‘ : ’

Counselors shall make an effort to set realistic goals for clients. Comprehensive con-
sideration nmust be given to all factors in developing appropriate vocational goals Such -
that there 1s a maximum of correspondence between goals and outcomes: competitive goals
should have competitive qutcomes and noncompetitive goals should have noncompetitive
outcomes.
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This Traihee Handbook is designed as an introduction to-the Program

Standards Evaluation System and its uses. It is intended to provide the
reader with an overview of the system's individual components as well as '

.

‘ - the system's overall logic. Individual chapters have been developed to

provide fuller- detail on the conceptualization and implementation of spec-

ific aspects of this system.
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S " AN OVERVIEW OF THE .

S - PERFORMANCE STANDARDS SYSTEM

L
¢

DESCRIPTION OF THE VR STANDARDS: HISTORICAL BACKGROQUND >

 rehabilitated' or placed in a work situation for at least, 60 days after

The Federal-State Vpcaéiqnai Rehabilitatién (VR) Program provi@es
resources to disabled persons who confront handicaps, and have vocational ‘ &
potential. The 1nst1tut10nallzat10n of the VR #rogram, whlch became law . .
in 1920, was a551sted by the compelllng economlc argument that a self-
supporting citizen was préferable, in terms of the national welfare, to a
disabled persofi who was dependent” upon pub11c suppozrt. In1t1a11y, the ' . - .
legisration was concerned with providing the physically disabled the medical
services necessary for‘them to find jobé. In subsequent amehdments to the
leglslatlon, the scope of eligibility and services was expanded to include
services to the family of the handicapped and to cases of psychologlcal
dlsorder, alcoholism and drug abuse. In addition, the Rehébllltatlon Act
of 1973 included a mandate to serve the severely dlsabled those w1th the /
most handicapping conditions* and in need of more 1nten51ve services. . . g

C9n51stent with the historical emphasis on employment, the success of

. / .
seTvice to a client has been measured by whether or not the client is 'closed
: - .

1t

"closure. Competitive employment has been the favored placement, but success

may also be claimed for placement in sheltered employment or‘in a homemaker

or unpaid family worker situation. These last two optlons are con51dered

'successes begcause performance of these roles may free other family members to

enter the work force.

*The 1973 Act also .contained a provision calling for the~ﬁevelopment and
use‘of prograh performance standards. Specifically, the Aét ‘provided’ that:

"The Secretary shall develop and publish general standards

. for evdluation of the programs and prOJect effectiveness

r in achieving-the objectives of this Act..." [P.L. 92-112,
Sectlion 401(3)(6)] ; .

2
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. The first standards, published in 1974, were prepared by RSA and

) rev1ewed by members of the Cauncil of State Vocational Rehabllltatlon
Adm1nlstrators (CSAVR) ?hes standards’ 1dent1f1ed a number of features
in the rehab111tatlon process. The performance of each state agency * |
was to be compared aga1nst other agenc1es. States would Iearn about
their comparative performance after each state result was included in,

the standards analysis.

For standards which focused heavily on compllance with the spirit
and management of the rehab111tatlon process, data elements or statistical
measures which drew upon regularly reported client and program data were
identified. The norm for performance on most elements wa‘bset as plus or
minus. one standard dev1atlon from the mean performance of all state VR

°

agencies. , .
Whlle the. or1g1na1 set of standards met thé requ1rements for reportin
set forth 1n the Act RSA sought further ref1nement in the system. A secon
.developmental act1v1ty was supported to build upon the state's experiences
w1th the first standards in order to develop a better system. In 1975,
RSA contracted with the Urban Institute tQ ué® a much more analytical
approach to refining thq standards. The Institute had pr0posed the develop

ment of a simulation model of the rehab111tatlon system, and the ultimate

setting of standards performance levels based upon an analysis u51ng the

L

model.
© In its final reports, the Institute critiefzed the existing standards

system and recommended-development of sophisticated statistical techniques

. ! . .
needed_for comparison of state programs leading to a comprehensive micro-
simulation or "overall evaluation framework." The Institute effort resulted

in focusing RSA and state attention on a number of conceptual and analytical

. problems and issues inherent in the/éevelopment of standards. :}t did not,

however, result in changes in the/existing standards.

In the Fall of 1976, RSA ggain cafleq‘for further development and . .
refinement of the standards tHrough a contract with BerﬂeIey Planning
Associates' (BPA). This work called for a. new conceptual approach to the

development and refinement of the standards.
The states' reaction to the 1974/75 standards pointed to the need

for reasse551ng the content and purpose of a performance standards system

\

12
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for rehabilitation BPA's new design effort bégan with an examination of

alternative conceptual approaches to the development of standards. A review
» t

. of standards setting in ‘other 5061al/serv1ce fieldsl showed a variety of

2 approaches, fronna focus of inpyts’ (either as structural or "gate- eeping"
". eligibility standards)\to processes: (measures of Fbest practice") to dutcomes “~

(or program 1mpacts) After analy51s of the strengths aild weaknesses of
these al%ernative approaches,2 an approach which'empha51zed program outcome

. was recommended - In 1978, BPA developed-a_set ‘of ;evised performance
.,vQ
,standards, focu51ng ‘on several measures. of rehabilitation success. In addl-
* kS
tion, several standards "for procedure were defined.

Follow1ng the development of the rev1sed standards, BPA conducted 4n

extensave pre- teét of the é§§2§h\;n six sample states. This experienoe,
’as well as a carefyl review of' the system by nuMerous experts in the’ field

redilted in another wave of’rev;sions in 1981

E ., BPA's final, recommended standards and datz elements for/measuring

and monitoring theiy achievement are shown in Tablel. This table com- R
4

pares these standards and data elements to the BPA proposed standards of

1978 and to the ex1st1ng standards promulgated and in use since the mid-1970s.

A close examination of the table will reveal that the changes between the '

- two BPA recommended sets of standards are relatively small and technical

as compared to, the differences .between the BPA standards and the existing -

-

standards. Reviewed individually, the standards are as follows. . .

e The first standard addresses_ coverage, or the extent to which the
S
vocational rechabilitation program is serv1ng the eligibleLtaraet population.
The need to ensure accessibility of services to all the eligible disabled

P ]
is of paramount importgnce to RSA and the states. The first data element 3

-- clients served per 100,000 population -- prov1des a proxy measure of o
coverage of eligible population. The second measure -- percent of clients
served who are severely disabled -- preasures achievement of the priority

legislated for the seyerely disabled by Congress.:

N -
‘e

\n : ‘o ) . .
. ) . ’ )

* 1VR‘Pro‘gram Evaluation Standards: . A Critihue of the State of the Art.
Berkeley Planning Associates, Berkeley, California, January 7, 1977, pp.

42-48. -+ _ o . .
‘e 2Alternative Conceptual Approaches to- Standaxds (Working Paper #2), -
Berkeley Planning Associates, Berkeley, California Mazch 25, 1977 - ’

13 : a
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* This data element does not appear in the 1979 analysis.
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Table 1 | '
o
: :t * =
- . " - * Evolution of VR Program Standards
el - : .
& N *
Performance Standirds B
Ed .
c0 : 2 ) .
- ¥ ¢ . .
- 3
1951 hewis.od BPA Stuandards N 1976-1978 BIMA Standards ’ 1975 General Standards for Evaluation ’
: . 4 . ! .
1. VR shall scrvce the mavmun pgopor- [ 1. VR shqll serve the maximum pro 1. To ibsure that the rehabilitation program 1s serving the
tion of the putentially eligible tion of the poteny{ally ellglbLe eligible disabled population 4nd that these services are
. tﬂrgct populJtlon, sub)cel to the target populatlon, subject to the pro!}hcd in ar equxtable manner
ey eyl frvaren fndng | level of fedoral progran funding (" Eatimte of the local population eligible for It services
. - . . ; * '.(i1)  Number of actepted cases served (statuses 10-30) for
(i) ClxgnLS'er\cd per 100,000 (1) Comparison of caseload served the year . \
population . - to expenditures . (iii) -Percent of annual increase or decrease in number of
(ii)  Percent severcky disabled (i1) Clients servegd per 100,000 accepted cases served (statuses-10-30)*
i - . \ populatkon \ (ig) Number of cases closed rehabilitdted during the year
) - (status 26) .
, - V) Accepted cases (statuses 10- 2‘) as a percentage of the
) . . s . ‘ ¢ total of cases closed not.acceptedr (stathks 08) plus
> . M . those cases accepted (Statuses 10-24)
: ; . .- .
2. The VR program shall use resources | 3. The VR g}Lgram shall use redources 4. To insure that -available resources are utilized to achleve
1n g cost-effective maquer and show in a cost-effective manner and show . maximum: operatxonal effxcxency
,a positive retinn to society of a positive retum to society of
investment {n vocatiomal rehabili- investment in vocational rehabili- 1y - Avevage{case service Cost per aogepted case closure
tation of disabled clients tation of disabled clients (statuse 26, 28 and 30) where case service cost to
o . - o the state vocational rehabxlxtatxon agency was
(1) Eapenditures per competi- (1) Expenditure per. competi- involved K
) tiely ‘enployed <losure o tively employed closure (ii) Percent of clients recexvxug rehabilitation services
. (i1). Cxpenditure per 26 closure "(ii)  Expenditure per 26 closure at no cost to the vocational rehabilitation agency
. (1i1) Benefit-cost ratio - (1ii) Benefit-cost ratio (iii) Percent distribution of. total vocational rehabili-
f1v)  Discounted nct present ., (iv) Discounted net present tation dollars spent.for agency operations each
vitlue ' r s ~  value | fiscalyyear as reported on the RSA-2 expenditure
repor{’ .
. . ) (iv) Average case service cost per type of vocational
’ ) Yo 7~ rehabilitation case service involving cost to the
. . o~ * state agency, and percentage of individuals re-
. 1 ceiving specific’vocational rehabilitation service f
3. VP shall maalraze the number and 3. #.%hald maximize the number and 2. To insure that rehabilitated clients are placed in gainful
propurtion of clients accepted for |€ proportion of clients accepted for employment suitable to their capabilities-
. serices who are successfully re- ¢f services who are succcssfully re- (i) Percent of those placed in competitive employment
+» habilitated subject to the habxlxtated, subject to' the -
€  meeting of éther stundards meeting of other standards (wage and salary earners and self-employment)
) R (ii)  Percent of those places in noncompetitive employ-
(1) Percent 26 closures (i) - . Percent 26 closures ment (sheltered workshop and others) 1.
(11)r Annual change 1in number of (iii) Percent of those placed as homemaker's
< 26 closures LI (iv) Percent of those places as unpaid family worker
‘ a " ; ) Percent of those placed in business ¢nterprise program
1 o

RS
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Table 1 (contihued)

s .
3
* v . , . a7
Performance Standards (continued) Qo
t] . l ! N . .
€ »
148! Rc\'x;cd BI'A St.m&nr&s 1976-1978 BPA Standards 1975 General Standards for Evaluation’ .y
. A\
4. Rehabalatated clients shfall evi- ‘ 4. Rehabilitated clients shall evi- 2. To insure that rehabilitated clients are placed 1in gznnful
dence econonic 1ndependence ‘ dence increased economic indepen- employment sditable heir capacities
‘ dence (vii} Average weekly earnings in the week before referral
(1) Pegcent 26 closures with (i) Percent 26 closures with of all rchabilitated clients, including clients with
wechly earnihgs at/above weekly earnings at/above zero ings
fcderal mintmum wage i federal minimum wage ° - ’ (viii) Avcrmeckly earnings at closurc of all rchabilitated
(i1) Conmparison of earnings of (ii)  Comparison of carnings of clients, including clients with zero earnings
competitively erployed 26 competitively employed 26
closures to canungs of closures to earnings of * '
employees ' in state cemployees in state ¢ . .
N ' ’ , (iii) Comparison.of earnifigs be- - -
. . fore and after VR services, I
L (iv) Comparison of 26 closures ‘.
‘. X . v with public assistance as ,
e ‘ \! primary source of support - ",
before and after VR services

. " 5 . )

5., There shall be maximum placement 5. There shall be maximum placement 2. To insufe that rchabilitated clients are placed in gainful >
of rehabilitated clhicnts into of rechabilitated clients 1nto employment suitablé to their capabilities o ('n
coirpetitive cuployment. Noncom- competitive employment. Noncom- > - , '
petitive closures shall represent .petitive closures shall be 1n ’ . '

A .an improvesent in gainful acnvlty -~,"acdordance with the IWRP goal and
for the client "™ shal Te})rcscnt an improvement in .. . .
\ ) (i) Percent 26 closures com- " -gal‘nf actlvity ‘for the client. (i) Percent of those placed.in competitive cmploy'inent‘ '
petitively employed (i) Percent- 26 closures com- (wage and salary earners and sclf-cemployment): o . &
, (11)  Percent compétitively em- * petitively employed : Q . ’
. * ployed 26 closures with - (ii)* Percent 26 closuyres with , ) :
hourly earnings .at/above’ haurly earnings at/above ' : 3
federal minifium wage federal minimum wage ) - ? ) .
(1i1) Percent noncofpetitively (iii) Percent noncompetitively - Yo
." <« employed 26 closures . employed 26 closures showing s,
showing 1mprovenent in ' improvement in gainful b .
Fuitction and '1ife status activity ' . ( 1
h ' * (iv)  Percent 26 closures with com- . 4 "‘
petitive outcomd’s or with
noncompetitive outcome and .
noncompetitive goal ’ .,

6. Rehobilitated clients shall evi- i
dence vocatiohal .gains (clxcnt . - ‘
change) . ) 4
(1) Comparison of carnings ! )

. Lefore and after VR services . .

(11) {In addition, changes in
other statuses, and func- L
tional ability, when such ' . 4 ¢ . B -
medsures become avallable)

" ERIC 16 | ' .
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“ < Table ! (continued) P
@
<, ..
. . ’
‘Performance $tandard§ (continued) L . &
-5,
I‘JSI?"VL-' 1sud BPY Standards 1976-1978 BPA Standards ’ ’ 1975 General Standards for Evaluation'
N T N Y N / 2 v
6. Vocationalegains shall be attri- K .
butable to VR services (causality) .
. ¢ (i) Comparison of carn’ings Vs \ .
change from referral to . ‘ R
. . closure of 26 closures - '
to cArnings change of a ¥
y coritrol group ‘ .
: / . Y
. i~ ’ N . N
J 7. Rehabilitated clients shall retain | 7. Rehabilitated clients shall retain 6. To insure that clients closed rehabilitated retain the bencfits
the benefits of VR services the benefits of VR services ’ \‘\ obtained from -the rehabilitation progess
L d
{1} pPercent 26 closures retain- i} Pé€rcent 26 closures retain- (i) Percent of rchabilitated c¥ients still employed at time
ing carnings at follow-up (() ing carnings at follow-up of follow-up, specifying One yecar,’ two years, or three
. (i1) Comparison of 26 closures (i1i) Comparison of 26-closures, years after closure
wxih public assistance as . with public assistance as (ii) Percent-with egrnings at follow-up, mean earnings at
primary source of support primary source of support . - follow-up
at closure and at follow- | at closure and at follow- (iii) Percent increase or decrease of earnings at follow-up
up ¢ . up of(iv) Percent of rchabilitated clients (status 26) uneumplo ¢d
*  (111) Percent noncompetitively (iii) Percent noncompetitively | at follow-up for: less than onc month, one to thr
enployed 20 cJpsures re- . employed 26 closures re- months, four to six months, scven to 12 months, mgfre
taining closuré shills at . taining closurc skills at than 12 months P - .
follow-up follow-up . : &
8. Ciients shall be satisfied with 8. Clients.shall be satisfied with ~ 9. To insurc that the c@is satisifed with the vocational
. the \R program, and rechabilitated ! the VR program, and rchabilitated rehabilitation servi¥es _4&s developed with the counselor \
- clients Sh;.‘“ appraise VR services clients Sh?“ apgra?s,c VR scryiccs (i) Percent of Clie.nts rehabilitated throughout the fiscal
i3 el in sehleving and mine | e et Josr (iatos 26) and nov rohabilitoted.(starusos 28 plu
tives & I~ . tives ‘P . 39) throughout the fiscal year who express satisfaction
¢ o with the following, spgcifying one year, two years, or
(i) Percent closed clients (i) Percent closed clients three years: . ‘ .t .
. satisfied with overall VR ¢ ‘ satisfied with overall VR (a) counselor's willingness to listen to client's ideas
«  experience . 4 expoerience : and suggestions in developing the IWRP
(ii) Percent closed tlierts satis- (ii) Pexcent closed clients .(b). adequacy of information provided by counselor to
fied with: information pro- 4 satisifed with specific clients foy understanding their disability
vided, counselor promptness, aspects of VR 3 (¢) promptness in the delivery of wervices . .
. .~ physical restoration, job (iii) Percent 26 closurds judging (d) kind of training received* . '
“ . training services, place- services received to have J,(c) bénefits of training received .
- ’ ment services been uscMl in obtarging (f) assistance in seehing job and final employment C‘?
P (iii) Percent 26 closures judging their job/homemaker sjtua- ™ ‘(g) results of physical restoration services
services received as useful tion : .
in obtaining their job/home- (iv) Percent 26 closures jullging (iv) Percentage of elients contacted during the follsw-up
maker situation or in ‘cur- services to be useful /in period who stated they would recommind vocationdl
reat performance’ current performance of the v rehabilitation to a disabled friend 2
job/homemaker situagi
. . ) ,
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Table 1 (contlnued)

1

H «

Procedural Standards*

t

1981 Revisced BPA Stﬁnd.’?!\ks

1976-1978 BPA Standards

1

RIC

9. Information collecged on clients
by the“R-300 and all data re-
porting systems uscd by RSA shall
b¢ valid, reliable, aceurate, and
complete . \

-~
Eligibility decisions shall be _
based of accurate and sufficient
diagnostic information, and VR
shall continually review and
evaluate eligibility decisigns to
insure that decisions are being
made 1n accordance with lays®
and rcgulatioﬂs '

0.

11. VR shall insure that eligibility

deCisions and client movement
through the VR process occur
in a tamely manner appropriate
to the necds and capabxlxtles
of the clicnts

VR shall provide xn individ-

' ualized*Written Rohabilitation
Program for each applicable client
and VR and the client ‘shafl be
accountable to each other for com-
plying with this agreement

10.

lnformaflon collected on clients
by the R-300 and all data re-

‘porting systems used by RSA shall
be valid, reliable, accurag?, and ®»

complete

Eligibility decisions shall be
based on accurate and sufficient
diagnostic information, and VR
shall continually review and
evaluate eklg1b111ty dec151ons to
insure that decxsxons are being
made in accordance with laws

and regulations

VR shall insudf that eligibility
decisions and client movement
through the VR process occur

in a timely manner appropriate
to the needs and capabilities

of the clients

L) N .

VR shall prov1de an individ-
ualized Written Rehabilitation
Program for each applicable client
and VR and the c11cnt shall be
accountable to cach other for com-
plying with this agreencht

t-

.

3.

To insure that undue delays are avoxded in prov1d1ng clients

*s \
1975 General Standards for Evaluation
>
% > »
~ R
» L ]
L] ¢
. t
A -
i
a Y ;f
»

with VR strvices

<

G
(ii)

(iii)

(iV)'
»

(V)

(vi)

(vii)

Average time 'from combined referral- applzcant statuses
(statuses .00-02) to closed not accepted (status 08)
Average time-in extended evaluation (status 06) for

cises closed not accepted (status 08)

" Average time from combined referral-applicant statuses
(statuses 00-02) to accepted statuses for cases closed
rehabilitated (status 26) and closed not rehabllltated

(statuses 28-30) during the fiscal. year

Average time in extended evaluation (status 0
dases closed rehabilitated (status 26) and closed not
rehnbllltated (statuses 28 and 30¥ durlng the figcal

year .

Average time from accepted case statuses (statuses 10-

24) to closed rchabilitated (status-26)

Average time in accepted case statuses [statuses 18-
24) to closed not rehabilitated after rehabilitation

program was initiated (stafus 28)

Average tinfe in accepted case .statuses (Statuses 10-
24) to closed not rbhabilitated before the rchab111-

tation !program was initiated (status 30)
/- . \'
A ) t ’»

’ 1

gj for

-

. . 0 s * s
*Iroccdural Stundards are nut measured with data elements, but through case review and use of designed instruments.
-sce BPA's Report on the Pretest of the Revised Vocational Rehabilitation Program Standards,

.

+~

21

3 ~

For more information, please
Volume 2, Draft, 16 July 1981.
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Peiformapce Standards (continued)
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Table | (continued)

oo
Do

] y

1975 General Standards for Lvaluation

1981 Revysed 1PN Standards 3 -
It 04 7

1976-1978 BPA Standards

To insure "that munngsgblc-sizcd caseloads are gaintained

(1)
(ii)

Liil)
(iv)

4

Number of cascload carrying couynsclor mun years

Number of authorized and fundéd full-time,cascload
carrying counsclor positions '

Number and percenf of rchabilitation ;ounsclor turnovcr,
i.c., hxrlng rate and scparation rate

Average size of cascloads as of Scptcnbcr 30 per number

of authorized and funded cascload carrying c0unsclor

positions

Dcscrxye the.process, if any, éqgnoycd by the state

for cach of the following functifOns: caseload manage-

. ment; caseload monitoring; cascload review

To insure that the nced for post-employment scrvices is satise

fied
(i)

(i1)

Percent of rehabilitated clients in the previous fiscal
year (status’ 26) receiving post-cmployment (post-

closure services during the 12 months following closure
Percent receiving the followxng types of post-cmployment
services of the total receciving post-cmployment services

(a)
)

(c). -training

(d)
(e)
f)
(2)

diagnostic and evaluation
restoration (physical and mental)
guidance and counseling only '
maintenante

transportation

other N\ i

v

- .

To insurc that agencies are consistenly identifying rchsons why
clignts arc not successfully rchabilitated

1)

(i)

Percent of status 08,28, and 30 closures by the P
following rcasons:
(a) unable to locate or unable to contact or movcd

(b)
(<)
(d)
(e)
(f)’
(g)
(h)
(i)
(i

hnndxcap too scverc .or unfavorable medical
prognosis

refused services or' further services
death

client inst1tut1onalizcd

transferred to another agency

failurc to cooperate

no disabling condition (08 closure only)
no vocational handicap (08‘closure only)
othér

Cases closed not.rchabilitated (statusc# 28 pfus 30)

as a percentage of the total accoptcd cases closcd

(statuses 26 plus 28 plus 30)

i

" ERIC

\
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" Table 1 {continued)

Procedural Standiirds (continued)

2 ’

1931 Revised BPA Standards

1976-1978 BPA Standards

1975 General Standards for Evaluation

<

13. Counsclors shall make an effort’
to set rcalistice goals for clients.
Comprehensave consideration must

~be given to all factors in devel-
oping appropriate vocational goals
such c¢hat there 1s a maximum of
. . cprrespondence between goals and

To insure that rehabilitated clients are placed in gainful *
employment suitable to their capabilities . -

(vi) Those who received training related to the job family
in which they were placed (as identified by the first
digit of the Dictionary of Occupational Titles codé)
as a percentage of the total number who received

training
outcomes: competitive goals should . '
. . have competitive outcomés and non- R
. %

competitive gouls should have non-

competitive outcomes. ’

oy 7 - .
. 3 <.
. - 4 * ‘-2
. .
- N " A *
1 ; ' .
. - ; - ) ;;>
. f 4 ©o
- .
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« - A {
o The second standard addresses d1rect1y the cost-effectiveness of

the state program s overall use of resources, and the benefit-cost returns

from investment in vocational rehabilitation serv1ces. The first two data

elements me€asure the co3t of achieving desirable outcomes -- first, expend- ¥
itures per competitively employed élosunes, and second the expenditure per
o

26 closure. The focus on. competitively employed closures recognizes the

policy decision in RSA that such a ciosure is the prugram\s hfghest prlorlty

The zecond two data g¢lements focus on the two accepted measures of Benefit-
cost returns -- the benefit-cost ratio and discounted present -valué. The
benefit-cost model developed at Berkeley and used over the years by hSA
and many state agencies for reports to Congress and state legislatures,

and which was favorably reviewed by many independent specialists, is the
model used to generate "these summary'data elements. The model is to be
expanded by incorporation of subsystems being developed by the Texas Institute
for Rehabilitation Research (TIRR) for taking the less mgnetary benefits of
increased functional capacity and other aspects of independent living into"~
account. ‘ ,

e The third standard monitors the quality of service outcomes being
achieved by the program and uses the traditional data elemgnts of percent of
closures which are successful (the 26 closure) and annual change 1n the
number of 26 closures. These data elements have a long history of use and
acceptance in state programs as measures of how many cliengs VR is success-
fully serving. ) . )

e The fourth standard focuses on whether rehabilitated clients evie

dence increased economic independence, recognizing that VR's'most basic

purpose is to assist disabled persons in finding gainful employment that
will permit their economic.self-sufficiency. Two data elements compare the
wages achieved by rehabilitants to national standards (the minimum wage)
and to state Jrorms (earnings of employees in the state). RThese again are -
measures of the quality of service outcomes. - -l v

e The fifth standard focuses on competitive and non-competitive

.

employment outcomes in order to assess the quality of closures obtained by

VR agencies. The first two data elements measure the percent of 26 closures
who achieve competitive employment, and among these the percept employed at

or above the national standards of the minimum wage. The last data element



e

C recognizes that comﬁetitive employment may not be the appropriat% placement
. for all clients, but that it still is important that rehabilitation servicés ..
. - achieve improvements in.gainfulfa.idvity for'those clients for whom emplozc
ment is not the goal, For non-competitive’ closures, then, a data element
measures the percent showing 1mprovements in function and life status.+ The,
instrumentation for determining such 1mprovements is being developed by *
’ others for inclusion in the 'MIS, and ' will be.pretested in subsequent years . ;
~ by RSA. : ' .

Ed . ‘ R .. M
e The sixth standard is directed at measuring client change before and

* after service. The 1978 standards recommended problng.causal relatlonshlps
between- services and outgcomes and dging how much of the gain exh1b1ted by
. clients is really attributable to the services they receive. This was because o
¢ both clients of VR and non- clients may show over the same time period, : o

5

increased earnlngs, increased levels of SklllS, and other vocational gains. X
After pretestlng a range gt measures, including the_use of comparison groups -
of unsuccessful closures, data elements are recommended which, 51mp1y measure
"pefore-after" changes in earnlngs nd (when MIS' data becomis ava11ab1e) in
functional capability. These measures are h1gh1y limited for~ 1nput1ng caus-
a11ty to VR service 1mpact but they prov1de some control for the c11ent' ”
capab111ty prior to serv1ces. BPA has recommended that the mandate for 1 ‘. .
establishing causality be fulf;lled thrOugh riodic controlled research :
stud1es of clients on a natlonal level as part of supportive evaluatlon under %
taken by RSA. The complexity of such.-research makes it 1nfea51b1e for -
complétion by state programs as part of their routine, ongoing evaluatlon
activity. Thus ‘the focus of the standard becomes one of measuring client
" change, ra¥her than estab115h1ng that the c11ents' change .is due toifﬁ
; iservices. ' . ., « e ' Q

~ ® ' The seventh. standard again monitors quality—of service outcome and

overall program effectLveness, and focuses on the retentlon of client.benefits .

from VR services over t1me The data ele&%hts draw on follow- -up data after : -

\ case closure to monitor retentlon of earnlngs by individual. 26 closures, the
i ) percent of 26 closures whé remain non- dependent on pub11c assistance as their

pximary source of.support, and the percent of non- compet1t1ve1y employed 26

' - closures who rétain their enhanced independent living and functional skills.. .

14 .
. f ) . .o
. «
.
-
. .
N . . . :
. . .t
.
.
.




. ‘ e The eighth and last performance standard monitors the consumer's

appraisal of services -- client satisfaction witH VR services. Two data -

e1emen§SIinc1ude measures of client satisfaction with overall services and
. ~ various aépectsiof services (e.g., counselor promptness, the_quality of
pdacement services). The third data element moves beyond satisfaction to .
mon1tor %he c11ent s judgement that serv1ces received were uséful in
obta1n1ng hls/her job or homemaking situation,
AhandOned in the proposed standards rev151on are those elements in
the exlstlng standards wh1ch focused on post- employment serv1ces, manageable-
. " sized caseloads, the reasoni for unsuccessful rehab111tatlon ]and the length
. in time of the serv1ce process. The proposed new performance standards -
4 monitor outcomes and- cost effect1veness, not serjice procé%s' . ~
‘In addition to the performance standards, the revised proposed standards
+include five procedu%al standards that do focus attentlon on gritical pro-
cess areas and on data validity. Assessment of performance on these standards
is to occur using.instrumentation and procedures (mod1f1catlons of thé Case
Review Schedule developed by the San Diego State RCEP.IX) developed for |
gathering uniform data from.state agencies. The prooedural standards focus
: . on the va11d1ty and completeness of R-300 data, the need for e11g1b111ty .
' dec151ons to be based on adequate diagnostic data and to conform to federal
laws and regulations, the de51rab111ty that eligibility declsJons and move-
ment through,the.VR process be completed in a timely manner appropriate to -
the needs of clients, compliance with the requlrement for the Individualized
Written Rehabilitation Program, and the need for reallstlc goal- sett1ng for
‘clients and adherence to the pollcy of seek1ng compet1t1ve employment out-

comes when feas1b1e.

- PURPOSE OF THE REVISED PROGRAM STANDARDS SYSTEM . .
4 X . ’
. Three principalvpurposes.underline all'of the developmental work .
; BPA has conducted on the Standards System. Simply put, the primary* i
. \ .
S purposes of the program standards are: “
‘ T ., e to guide the behavior of state VR agenc1es towards greater
’ achlevement,, . ‘
‘ 1 » N M .
’ \)4 ) v . -

. . v . .
. - . B '
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e to make available information on the state VR agencies
achievements with respaet to the goals and functions of the
' VR system, as measured by the standards data elements; and,
e to identify possible broblems and corrective actions, when-
ever state VR agencies are unable to reach their objectives

for achievement. )

4 1 'y

Guiding the. Behavior of the State VR Agencies.

One unique feature of the reviseéistandards system is that it is

”oriented to guiding ahd changing the behavior of the state VR agencies in
new directions, not just reporting on past _behavior. Whereas the current
standards system calculates perfommance norms based upon central tendency
measures for the nation as a whole, the revised standards system is
designed to allow setting ff future performance goals, based upon the
individual state's past performance. In the revised system, each state
(1 sets its own objectives under the standaros for evaluative comparison;
and (2) has the option of deciding which other state programs, if -any,
should provide appropriate comparison for assessing the state's'performaﬁce.
State agencies can consider such things as their past program performance,
their available resoufces, the demand on these resourges, and their
particular policies when setting their performance goals.

In short, the revised standards system replaces-a federaliy—directive
set of "after the fact'' norms with future-oriented goals set by the 1nd1—
vidial state programs. By setting goals in advance, the VR system can be

'guided in the directions dictated by the states and RSA. However, it
should be noted that no sapctions are built into the,Program Standards
system. That is, no punitive actions are tied to the failure of a state
VR agency to meet its obJectlves. Funding decisions are also not based
upon the achlevement of certaln objectives. Instead,.the'revised standards

f system is concerned with flagging problematic attainment, investigating

‘possible problems, and identifying and taking corrective actions as

necessary. .




*

d

Providing Information’

The revised standards system shares with the existing standards system
the purpose of providing information to RSA, to the state VR agencies, and
to other interested parties, such as OMB and Congress, on the achievement of
state VR agencies. Information will be provided on the VR program as 2
whole, and on each state VR agency. Information niil be provided on
current achlevement as well as past achievement. Moregver, other informa-
tion relevant to the VR program will be provided as part of the revised

-

standards system. ' -

.

Identification of Problems and of Corrective Action .

Another unique feature of the revised standards system is that
it does not stop when a state VR agency does not meet its objective on a
particular standard data element. Instead, a newly-developed data-based
gata-oecss

decision support system identifies possible problems and corrective actions.

Tnls svstem is designed to ehable program managers to quickly identify whether

possible problems can be identified or whether further investigative research,

. . L4
is required.

Summary

\

. . / "
In sum, the.focus of the new standards system 1s state agency manage-
R ‘
ment improvement and evaluation capacity. The federal role is proposed as
one of necessary data provision, the generation and making available of

comparison data as appropriate, and the prov151on of technlcal assistance

to the state agéncy for interpreting sté%ﬁards data and 1dent1fy1ng how to

1mprove program performance. The leadgrship role .in improving state per-

formance is a551gned to the 1nd1V1dua1 state agency under the revised

standards system.




* STRUCTURE OF THE PROGRAM STANDAéLS SYSTEM
s

The Program Standards system has several components, as shown in
Figure 1: -
e Standards and Data Elements. A set of eight Perforﬁance

Standards and five Prbcedural Standards, with associated

data elements, measures the goalg gnd functions of the VR
program with réspec;‘to coverage, cost-effectiveness, impaét
of client services, compliance, data quality, and the process

of service delivery.

Process for Setting Performance Objectives. A process for

setting objectives for each state VR agency on .each of. the
standards data elements pfovides clear expectations for
achievement, expectétions that are set in conjunction with
each ageﬁcy. .

Reporting System. A reporting system presents the levels

of achievement of state VR agencies on the measures of the
goals and functions of the VR system whiéh are captured in
the standards data elements. The system also identifies
those state.VR agencies with difficulties in achieving
their performance expectations. Background information

on past achievement, the achigyemept of other state VR
agéncies, the components of the data elements, and on
information data eiements are also presented.

Data-Based Decision-Support System. Possible reasons for

problematic attainment of a particular state VR agency on
a pafticﬁlar data element: are identified, either through
investigation by program managers or through further
evaluation resghrch. In addition, corrective actions.

are identified for each possible problem.

As can be seen from Figure 1, all four of these components a%e

’

oriented to the management of the VR program.

\
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) Figure 1
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/- " The Program Standards System

Standards and Data
Elements- Measuring
Goals and Functions

of VR Program
J /

Process for‘Setting
Objectives vis-a-vis *
the Standards

/

Management of the
VR System

Decision-Support

Systém to Identify
Problems and '
Corrgctive‘Actions

Report%;ngystem to
Provide¥Information J
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Viewed another way, these components work together in a ciréulér fashion
‘to insure that the information generated through the careful application of
the standards by program managers is getained within the vocational rehabili-
tation system for the benefit of future clients. As illustrated in Figure 2,
the cycle begins with the agency identifying specific objectives for the
system and then developing reliable and valid measures for addressing these
obJectlves. Next, the agency and individual program managers work together
in determining the performance goals for each méasure. Once the system has
been designed and the method for determining success estabf?shed, the systém
is then re;ay to begin operating. Monitoring of the system takes place through
the careful implementation of all data collecpion 'strategies and through the
reguk*r reporting of this data to the funding agency. *Having gathered all of
the required data, the agency can then begin assessing the extent to %hich
the program's goals were achieved and -identifying the reasons behind the .
program's inability to achieve certain goals. ‘As a result of this analysis
and data review, certain changes in the program's policies, procedures, or
components may be made to 1mprove the program's overall performance. Such
changes are reflected 1n'?§%~agency s setting of new performance‘goals and
. the establishment of new operating procedures. i .

The following discussion explores each of these stages in greater'detail'
’ - s

-

and offers specific examples regarding how the revised Program Standards

v

System adheres to this model. P : ,

"
Jdentify Objectives and Measures . | \

As pfeviously discussed; the objectives of the standarhs can, be
/////;ummariied into four concepts: . ' : [
. Coverage:‘ Is the agency, adequately addressing the scope and J
type of needs of itsleligible target populationé?
e Efficiency: 1Is the agency sufficiently productive, given

the resources available fo it?

e Impact: D thé agency help to .improve the "quality of life
of the 1nd1v'dua1 clients it services? Ddes the agency return
. more benefits to society (1n terms of wages, taxes, and other

benefits) than the societal costs it incurs (e.g. tax revenues

+ expended)?
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Figure 2
Operating Model for the

Revised Program Standards System

Identify
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tﬂese areas may come at the expenses of another area. For example, a

‘economic independence for clients' or "use of resources in a cost-effective

1

-

e Compliance: Are elibility decisions made in ‘accordance with

the laws and regulations? Are all of the regulations Being

a&equately addressed? - o _ .

iy

Each of the 13 Program Standard§»ére designed to address one or more of

these four broad objectives. In some instances, improvement in one of

program may decide to provide services to more ‘clients (i.e. increase
cove}age), and pherefore require greater resources,\a decision which

may result in the program being less cost-effective. Similarly, efforts
to improve impacts may #.5ult in an agency spendiné’more resources on each
client and consequently, reducing its ef%iciently level or reducing its
ability to serve as many clients (i.e., reduce coverage). These trade- .
offs occur continuously throughout the life of a.program and are influenc&d/”\§~_h_m—,/

by 4 host of political and service considerations. While these trade-offs .

may result in varlous objectives being weighted more heavily than others
at a given p01nt in time, such. trade-offs do not ‘alter the fact that these
four objectives comprise the basic feundation of the standards system.

' e

It is one thing te express a program goal such as "1ncreased »

manner." It is another thing to specify the measures for such concepts.
Criticism of the earlier standards make it apparent that it was the measure
rather than .the concept of standards or the standards themselves which were
found lacking. ‘ . 'w'
To identify the most appropriate data elements for the standards, BPA
first reviewed the availabilility of data at the state and federal levels.
The VR system{has an extensive elientlbased data system, based upon stage
agencies sending data on closed cases to RSA annually, in addition'to a
number of reéports and plans containing aggregate data. To pretest alternative
measures, BPA used annual data tapes and other relevant sources to determine
which of the possible measures best expressed the intent of the standard,

which were most readily constructed from existing data systems, and which

would be of most use to program evaluators and administrators.




<

*

As an example of the measurement problem and the direction taken for

resolution, consider/the first performance standard, which relates to

.

coverage: .
"VR SHALL ' SERVE MAXIMUM PROPORTION OF THE POTENTIALLY ' -

ELIGIBLE TARGET POPULATION, SUBJECT TO THE LEVEL OF FEDERAL
PROGRAM FUNDING AND PRIORITIES AMONG CLIENTS."

.

A serious methodologlcal problem -- that of e?tlmatlng those !''poten-
tially eligible" for service -- impedes the precise measurement of perfor-
mance on this standard. No regularly collected population survey indicates

the number of individufls with a handicap who has vocational potential mnor

is it possible to derive these estimates through cross-tabulation or other

manipulation of existing surveys

In spite of the lack of a precise measure for the target populatlon,

coverage' is an important aspect of performance. Therefore, in the absence

of a precise estimate, a coverage "proxy" was identified. Clients served

per 100,000 state population While this measure assumes an equal proportion

of disabled across all states (an unllkely situation), 1t has been broadly

used by state and: RSA as a measure of- coverage “Mhus it has practical

utility for VR managers, currently. Moreover, if usable est1mates of the

target population were to become available later, the‘ﬁaf‘—elements or

measures for the standard could be refined or reSpec;fied i’So long as

the program mission and values remained the same, thg standards would remain.

However, changes in program knowledge or in data ava11ab111ty or experience

with use of the standards might result in changes in the data elements, '

or even additions to the standards themselves, as measurement problems are

resolvedis .

Set Performance Goals and Operating Procedures

A major shift in the proposed standards system is for state agencies

to set their own objectives, in terms of levels of expected performance by

which the state program is to be monitored and 'held accountable." The

existing standards dravupon central tendericy statistics to judge whether

a state program performed adequately in the past year;L The central tendency

statistical approach, while descriptive, did not examine the level of typical

L3
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performance'mith what was reasonable, or desirable, but instead automa®ically
generated "failures" and ''successes' among state‘programs. The more similar
state agencies, the more arbitrary the central tendency approach becoges.
Finally, because the centyal tendency approach required the data for a11

State programs to be available so that the dlstrizzglon could be calculated

performance '"norms" for state programs were dependglit upon the timeliness

of state submissions of data. L. ¥

The new system for setting performance objectives places responsibility

within each state to set its own objectives for the level of performance

to be.achieved in an upcoming fiscal year, rather than continuing with the

post-hoc system based upon national norms. When setting performance objec-

tives, state agenc1es m1ght be 9nt1c1pated to look at their past performance,

at the 1evels of performance being achieved by other state programs that
agency staff view as comparable, at the performance nationwide, and at pend-
ing changes in state economic conditions, p011c1es on client and serv1ce m1x,
and other un1que state factors which m1ght affect performance. RSA may
provide technical assistance to the state agency in identifying appropriate
levels, and participate in the state's setting of 1ts goals, but the lead and

principal respon51b111ty in setting objectives for performance for the coming

fiscal year would be with the state agency. The new system recognizes that

‘state agencies best understand the needs of their programs, that there are

appropriate differences among state agencies in policy priorities, and that

it is the state agency which must accept that there are performance problems

.or shortfalls if needed improvements are to be .identified and implemented.

A particular advantage of this relian¢é on state agencies to set

performance level objectives is that it permité tHe standards system to

be used for monitoring and assessing the ongoing program. State agencies

can use their in-house data systems to monitor individual data items

on a monthly or quarterly basis, and to see if the& program is .on target

in terms of moving toward annual goals or susta1n1ng acceptable rates of
quality closures. Thus, the standards ilfluatlon system can prov1de much .

more immediate fecedback to program management to lead to 1mprovements in

)

performance. .




Eventually, state agencies or RSA will, sgt performance levels that
would indicate "poor'" performance. In some cases, this would involve a level-
setting process* that is informed by, but not set by, statisticai norms. For
example, some data elements might best be Set as policy levels, not statis-
tically; it is conceivable that all states could be performing poorly or
adequately on a givem data element, and that the‘cue that triggers examina-
tion of the problem should not merely result in some subset of states being
identified as having a problem if all states have problems. Data elements .
recommended for performance levels beihg set by policy makers as opposeq
to being determined by data include® 1ii (percent severely disabled)
.411 (comparison of mean weekly earnings); 3i (percent ¢losures that are 26},
and benefit-cost. Review of past statistics will help in goal-setting.
However, BPA strongly urges that the Eurrent post hoc statistical norms
system not be used by state agenc1es as the ba51s~for flagging problems. ,
Rather, performance levels should be set to reflect policy goals and be based
upon reasonable expectations in 11ght of the state's past performance. Trade-
offs between coverage, impact, and efficiency should be explicitly considered
in setting state agency goals. While states may fuse the approasp to central
tendency for descriptive information dnd comparison purposes, such statistical
procedures should not set the performance levels for the standards, or be
the solé basis for étate investigation.

Implement the System and Begin Data Collection Efforts

In order to acquire the data necessary to determine the extent to which
each state is meeting its perfG?%ance objectives, uniform data collection
procedures must be developed and implemented. As previously discussed,
one of the criteria used in determining the data elements for each of Fhe
iS standards was the current évailabilify of the data at both the state
and federal,level. Building upon the existing R-300 system, BPA developed
a number of additional data pollection instruments to ¢omp1eﬁent the range

of information.currently available to'RSA through the R-300. The following

discussion briefly summarizes the data collection procedures for both the

Performance and Procedural Stan&ards.




Performange -Standards

The Performanse Standards are designed «to be calculated each fiscal
year. States already have peen routinely Eélxetting much of the data
required by the Performance Standards. Of the seven separate data sources
used for the Performance Standards, three are in reports that have been pre-
pared for RSA historically; or on new-report designs:

o Phe RSA-SOp Case Service Report (providing data on individual

) client outcomes); - 7
é the RSA-2 Annual Report for Vocational Rehabilitation (provid-
- ing data on aggregate agency expenditures); and .
o the RSA-113 Quarterly Cumulative Caseload/Expendlture Report |

(prOV1d1ng\data ori the agency's caseload flow).~ >

RSA is currently involved in efforts to revise the RSA-300 and RSA-113

be aware that the references to specific data items may not correspdnd to (
specific forms designs now underway. 4 . : |
The RSA-300 report woufd need a few additional data items to regpond
to all the Performaﬁce Standards. It has four parts which are completed
at different points in the rehabilitation process: at first referral, at
completiop of the referral process, at completion of the IWRP, and at
closure. The information gathered pertains to the clients' Work status,
disability, primary source of support, the results of their movement through

tHe VR system, and other demogrdphic and personal informaiton.

N
:?T[' The RSA-2 has been discontinued by RSA; the report's 1nformat10n was

l§. included as part of the proposed RSA-113 However, references to the RSA-2

\\\\ have been retained in order to show data collectors the type of }nformatlon

needed information) is irrelevant, as long as the data is accessible from
- k-2

som Where within the state4agency acc unting system. '
The RSA-113 is a new report created by RSA to gather quarterly nfor-

agency accepted in the previous quarter, how many closures were made during
the previous quarter, and the types of closures. As well, the report pro-

" vides information on the number of applicants and entrants in extended

P
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reports, in response to OMB requirements. Because of this, the reader should

. required. The precise location of the data (i.e., thé report containing the

mation about client flow withineeach VR agency. It shows how many clients the,
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evaluation; gives projections on new aeceptantes and rehabilitations; and .-

provides information on expenditures. However, as noted above, the 'expendi-
-. ture 1nformatlon is 1nsuff1c1ent1y detailed for some data elements. -
In addltlon to the three program reports used for the Performance

Standards, the standards also call for implementation of two different client

A
surveys: .
e the.Client Closure Survey (préviding information on client ’ -
satisfaction with VR servibes); and . _ '
e the Client Follow-up Survey (prov1d1ng 1nformatlon on c11ent : .
retention of benefits). ' )
B > ¢ »y ‘ ]

» ’

These twq surveys are administered as mail-back surveys, completed by a
sample subset of the agency's total group of closed clients for the given
fiscal year. The Qlosure Survey functiogs as the data source for measuring
a client's satisfaction with varidus aspects of his/her VR services and
should be administered as soon as possiblé after closure from'VR. In con-

-~

trast, the Follow -up Survey 1is used to measure clients' success in maintain-

°

ing, over t1me, the 'benefits'! resu1t1ng from VR service: thus it is concek¥ned

with whether or not rehabilitated clients have retalned their jobs, earninj

levels, freedom from publlc a551stance, and.funct1ona1 ab111t1es. The

Follow-up Survey is sent to the c11ent one- year after closure from VR.

' ‘*‘1;.' Flnally, implementation of the Performance Standards %}11 requlre
v accessing two "exogenous’' data sources:

’ e the _annual U.S. Census publication Statistical Abstract of the . .

U.S. (to provide data on the curxent federal minimum wage and24;”;:§

-

-

on state wage norms); and

o the U.S. Bureau of the Census Current’ Population Reports, ",
Series P-25 (to provide state population estihates). ' ‘ tﬁ,

[}

Any state may prepare the standards data items' from state data. -

If RSA were to prepirethe item, states would submit the -necessary data to

_RSA. S e . , Y

‘Procedural Standards o . . KRN

-

. The Procedqral Standards will be reported for a‘glven state agency .

every third- fiscal yeag. RSA will conduct the‘datg»collectlon and.w111
LSt . '(' A
* . e 2y

' ’ N . i . ",. B




;’the basis

o ) ' *
zreport the results to each stafe\agency. The data elements for the Pro-
¢édurdl Standards consist of a number of individual information items
pertaining to,vaggous aspects of the particular issues addressed by a
-given Procedural $tandards. Thus, RSA.and state agency program managers
will be presented with 1nformatlon on "how things are done" in the agency,
with respect to the key, processes embodled :Z/fhe Procedural Standards.

It is intended for states to use the Procedufal Standards to benefit their
program evaluation efforcs and facilitate the improvement of services to
clients. The information ootained via the Procedural Standards will form

gency declslono% to_make approprlate changes in practices,

where current processes aré n

~ »

program perrormance: . : 2
The methodology for implementing the Procedural Standards reflects

the desire to allow maximum flexibilizy to states in the VR process, yet

:2;111 ensure attention to :Ee/ére;s addressed by the Procedural Standards ; . °
1 .

t; ‘gﬁﬁi \Q:

d provide sufficient datd in these areas to. allow for program-wide, anal K,
sis. Ideally, a uniform procedure would be followed by all states for el
monitoring these process areas, even though states retain differences in
the ways they . organlze and conduct case service delivery. Indicators of
"compliance -with legal requirements, such as eligihility and’IWRP, should
be the same for all states; that is, the same questions should be asked
and the same summary data should be reported.

Most of the needs of the Procedural Standards are best met through
case review. Thus, a single case review process will be implemeﬁted to
address the case review needs of ‘four of the Pro¢edural Standards. This
process will use the Case Review Schedule (CRS), developed by the San
.Diego State RCEP IX, &s the basic document for Procedural Standards data
collection. The CRS has already been mandated by RSA as the standardized

instrument to be used by regional RSA offices whenever they conduct case
reviews. For Procedural Standards 10 (eligi%ility) and 12 (IWRP), the
CRS items essential to adequately assess goﬁpliance_have been selected.
These items mdkc up the Modified Case Review Sghedu}e (MCRS), which is
Yonsiderably shorter#than the full CRS. RSA could choose either the CRS

or the MCRS as the instrument for collecting Procedural Standards data.

B

*%h keeplng with client interests and posltlve
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While the CRS is an apprbpriate vehicle for collecting compliance

data, it lacks certain-items needed to assess the va11d1ty of R-SOO data

(Standard 9) . Or to assess timeliness of case service (Standard 11). For

these standards two separate instruments have been developed to complement
the CRS. These two instruments have been 1ncorporated directly into the
MCRS to provéde a unified data collection instrument.

Finally, Staddard 13,on the correspondence between the IWRP occupa-
tional gga%s and.final outcomes,uses data from the R-300 and consequently

can be reportéd annually.

-

Data Reportiﬁg

The standards reporting System brings together the vafious sources
of standards input data so that a particular agency's attainment for a
specific time.period can be compared to its objectives for the period. 1In
add1t10n, the reportlng system will provide the program managers with the
capabillty to flag and investigate problematic attainment. To do these
two things, the reporting system has been designed:-
e to keep track of past performance as well as current expectations;
e to present the findings in an _easy to use, easy to understand way,
without unwieldy reporta, emphasizing graphical presentations as
well as plain numbers; and
# to make sure that the reporting of results occurs in a timely
fashion, so that future performance can be iﬁ%luenced.
The standards system is compatible with the kinds of data compilatidns
routinely generated even now in many state agencies' internal inforﬁa-
tion systems. Thus, the evaluation standards system could be adapted by )
individual state agencies for their uée; the calculation of national
norms will require a national data system. )
Tables 2, 3, and 4 illust}ate the main reports in the Performance
Standards system. The first set of reports (one state's example is seen
in Table 2) will show achievement on each of the standards/for a given
agency. In addition to show1ng this year's performance, the table also will
show she state's goal for the year, its last year's pérformance, and tHe
previous year's national norm. With this information agencies can see how

successful they were in meeting their goals. for each of the data elements. .




Y

-

BE)

-

o

-

R A-27 .-

N . Table2 -

v11.i)

- - CARand

Lo LVer sl g £ tfeal)
FRTCenT comnntitiveru
EMDLOYe 20 CLOSUPES WLTA
NOUP LY Larnings aL/anove.. .. o
TR AL mInLniN wage . AXo KA
rercent noncomuetitively
eNDLOYEn JO CLOSUPes BNnoWwing
IMorovemens in fuancioning (e
anag ilfe umuuua Vo .4

-

XK

XX

KXK.X

)

LY

XK .RA

1]
. - S ——
i - ACHI VOIRENT ON PERFURMANCE STANDARDS
Ve e i e ot i e S 7000 S S S G P8 G PV S S TS S S S0 S S S o P o St St i S i St e
N Lt -
TEAK: L8 N
STATY s CALLFORNIA
. . . , Thi
i This YEAR
. T AR LoAL
Le LUV z
(i)  Lirer'ty servea ter 0( 000 .
. LoD AATLION AXKa R
LAY el SeVele Lyl olsanles
' See PV e : b3 94
- e - we . -') . " sam wee Wn
2o LUODBI=IFSlL TENVSLSS Al gepbse 3
CO5T. mETURN .
L) CATENLILTUT RS Vel Comner—
LLIVe L MOl OWelt T L0500 e _wAKe2 KX SRR W ARA
(11} o MGeNALTUTn UeP 26 cLosure  CSAL, XXX XX g KRR
' L1117 KOTLO 0F LOeal VK Lenefiss .
SO LGLR. vt COSTS N A
AV FOTaLs News penertlt from Viv - -
GEPYLLRS ’ Krn2an AARN a v
s e e
Se FelrtBpL_STAYIUN KA . -
~ . R EE)
i Feardent JO CIosures ) KA LKA
(ii7  Annuni cnangs in numper '
DF L& CLOBUT Y ARKA
¥ )
Loy LML LR Ul N -
(17 *&r(un“ LSO CLOBUTER YLt .
‘ Week LI it NANaS AT/ anove o
FEOeT e ILTL AN W0 AR R
, CILY L LOMLAP L0 OF enrtnlnagss ov .
COMBerLL el RN 0Yen 206,
R CLOBLP e 0 @APNLINS, OF .
RWMTAGYEeS L0 RLATe Awoak
. -
e 0w ALY IVITE . .
L A N . £,- o
tL) S tCent o0 CaOGUTres COomheTt—

9. % 94

o XA

-',

A

1980 -
NATL,
NORRA

1980

XXX X XXX X

AKX TS KX XA

BAX ¢ XXX
OXK o AXA

CwAR 9 REX

GAK g AAA

' KA AWK XK o KK

AAKA wn ARRR WX

~_ Ao K t XX X4
AXKX XXXX
= |
RS XX . X3
: X o KX X RX
XKuhsl XK X °
XX X! ’;g,xh |
KX p %3 xx.éz’;]




ACHICVIHINT 0N FERFORMANCE  STANDARDS (cont.)

o bt o — o — — o — — — T — — — — — — — — W — e e ) et} e} i i e e e} ) Wt S

Lk’ CHANGE ' ,

il COMDRTLSON of enrninas
JefFaope AN after Vit
- RS VLN TN
T (117 Liunidges L)Y OUNART HLnillies

AN FUNCLLONLNG 9D LTy

WP L0 CL0BUTES Petaline-
Lot Hurniait. 0w FOLLou-un

of 26 CLOSBUTES
NSS1LSTANCE as

Oof GUUOOTT

WL T 0L WL

Lamoaelsom
WAL TN LA
TTAMArY 305 Ce
% CLOTIT Y DYV

vaiy

VAL FRTEATIL THONCONTS LU L LVe ..y
WM Oe . & CLOSUE 25 ’
PETLALIG £ LO%SUPe LAl LS
TS ROV .

(SN

B0 COYACTION

FeTCenT CLOGEed Clients
CHATLGT IR WALLN OVerall
BN T LR N

V1)
Vi

(iis rercent cLosed clients
‘ SaT1sT et withs
. " counsesor
L BAYSLCu L TRSLOra LN

' JOD LEainInNGg sertvinieh

. ! . TLleEMe)l s SEPVLCH S

Tt ) CerCeln o0 CL05UTes. JUeQLnd
ST L bl Ve, kS WL
L dedteattnd vl L r J0as
FLODI I ee 1t 45 LG L LN Or an
U T AT TP T O IMON e

.Y
2

ERIC

i mx
1 3t
| 3N

| =

CRAAK @R

XXX o X

Aradl

NA AR

FoAn gy

K w i
KKK
KK o

KX whsl

Kk w A%

FKeRA

-

THIS
YEARS
. BOAL

SRKAXA SRR

BXRAA « XK

KXv. s Wy o

X{unr
XA AKX
AR windh

) VOV

B

KXo R
KX w KN
RX A

KA oK

XX K7

,\\;

XX KX

AX o AX

AKX iR
.00 ""

XK RS
AR w RN
KR RE

KK w Ko

-
{

-

LXAKE W KK

KXX X

-~

y
>
]

2

- -

KK o K&

KReo X
X%.XE
XX K
XX K E

3

> e
e

»

e

I'
. .
P




performance in relation to recent national norms. This type of report

~ of graphic displays. L.

A-29

They can also compare this year's performance with last year s tq see where

they have and have not improved. Finally,’ agencies_ ‘can assess their current *

gives program_managers an overall view of agency performance,whlle at the
same time pointing out specific. strengths and weaknesses, currently and

over time. A particular advantage of such reports is that their "turnaround
time can be relatively short; The short turnaround time isopossible because
the reports use only the individual agency's.data (and a previous_yeér's
natiopal norm). Compdting the current year's national or regional norms
requires data submissions from all relevant states. Thus, production time

for reports like that shown in Table 2 will be a function primarily of the

~

agency's own data preparation. : \

In addition, reports could be prepared for each data element which'will
display all agencies performance.on each particular element. Table 3 shows
an example for data element 1(i). This year's goal as well as performance
in the four previous years will be presented. encies can use the informa-
tlon to compare their performance and th ir oals to other similar agencies.
By prov1d1ng data for the four previous years, trends over time can be
analyzed. Agencies and RSA will be able to determine if performance has

steadily improved over time or if this year's performance is noticeably

different than pgevious years.
* Finally, Ta le 4 shows an example report of national performance for
each.data element for all agencies, and for general, combined, and blihd
agencies. This allows a program-wide view of performance im VR. - ¢
These three. types of reports will be generated routinely for all of
the agenc1es and all of the data elements. In addition, RSA end the agencies
will have thg gapability to use the\System to generate spec1a1 purpose
reports and.étiilyses. For example, the basic reports could be run separately
for special populdtion. These may take the form of statistical repOrts or

»

Finally, the system will prov1de access to a large number of supportlng
information items useful in analyzing ‘the interpreting the routine reports.
These 1n§ormatlon items feed :jmp the decision suppert system, discussed

earlier. Based on any problems Which emerge in the geepcy's standards {
performance, program manﬁgers will 1nspect_pgrtlcqrir/{iformatlon items K yed.

to the various standards data elements.'’ ‘

- 00 46 B
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Performance Assessment and Policy Analysis ¢

.

§
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»

Out of the. standards reporting system will come the clear indication
that some agencies will pot have met their objectives for level of attainment
on some data elements. The standards system_does not .stop there, however,
but instead providee a system for investigating the causes for problematic
attainment and for developing éorrective actions as part of the decision-_ a
support system. This system 1s described in deta11 1n the Analytic Paradigm
for the{VR Program Standards, but can be 111ustrated br1ef1y here. Basically,

the dec151on support system is de51gned to provide VR program managers with

R ﬁfaw1n£orna£aon,wh1ch is: - E

® relevant to the issues (1 e., problems) wun vKfl‘es.._g;:;i-l's1derat!10n,

® dquickly and easily interpretable; . 3

e timely; and - ¢

. suggeSt{ve ei'ther of an immediate policy response to the
problem, or of further investigation'needed before an

aﬁpropriate response can be formulated.

'Ihe‘basic flow of tne decision-support system is shown in Figure

3. Prob}ematic attainment, where an -agency is'unable.to meet its agreed-
upon objective for a particular standard data element, is the signal for
the nrocess to start. First, program'mgnagers within RSA and within the
state VR agencies investigate the problematic attainment. If they are
able,to 1dent1fy problems and p0551b1e corrective actions, then imple-
mentation is the next step. If not then more formal evaluation research
is cqlled'for. Implementatlon of the corrective actions will affect state .
VR agency operations in the next cycle of the standards system: As a
result of the corrective actions, the agency may be able to meet its ob-
jectives. Otherwise: the cycle starts anew. . )

As noted, the investigation of problematic attainment has been broken
into two parts: ' . ’

L}
\

3

lBerkeley Planning Associateé, Program Standards Evaluation Systenm,
Final Report Volume II, Analytic Paradigm for the VR Program Standards.

This neport i5 available from RSA.
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The Flow of the Deci%ionLSupﬁort System:
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Figure 3
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e basic problem identification, carried out by program

managers within RSA and w1th1n fhe>state VR agenc1es,

using ‘thé standards’ Teporting System plus the managers'

knowledge of program operations;’ and-

-

e evaluation research, carried out by evaluation researchers

,within RSA or w1th1n the state VRJagencies, or by 9uts1de

consultants, existing data bases as well as new data

. .
<

collection. -

~a

TheSe two parts differ in who carries them out, but especially to the ex-

tent that the basic problem identification occurs in a t1me1y fashion,

%

‘77~—<asing the reporting system and the MIS. If evaluation research is re-
quired, then most likely corrective actions will not be possible in ‘time
for the next cycle of the‘process In fact, *the results of the evaluatlon
"research may not be available for a yedr or more, given the nature of
evaluation research. This lag is the reasons that the investigation of
problematic attainment is .broken into two parts, so that timely corrective

actions can be taken, if possible.

The Process of Problem Identification " qi
y

The process of problem identification outlined below is to be carried
out by program managers, within RSA and within state VR agencies. The
information for the problem identification will come from the standards
reporting systeni.as well as from the managers' knowledge of program “\°
operations.‘ The proc§ss consists of tracing the possible problems by
first organizing the components of the standard, then exdmining as
"second-level" indicators other data elements and other informational
elements of the reporting system. Examination of these will then lead

to further examination of third-level indicators, and so an. At any
. !

point in tracing out these indigators the problem may be identified to the
manager's satisfaction. At that-poﬁnt, corrective action is formulated-
Or, at any point in %racing out these problems, further analysis in the

tform of evaluation research may be required. This process is like.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




that normally illustrated by a decision tree. Of course, the procé€ss of

problem identification may lead down sevéral ﬁéths at once. Aléo more '«

. than two paths may need investigation from a particular node, or more -

than three levels of indicators may have to be examined. The point is to

do the analytical thlnklng and utilize ex1st1ng 1nformat10n“to idéntify-

v

possible problems and'correcfive'acgions.' This process is illustrated in

Figure 4. 8

Y P

If a data element shows problematic attainment, the first level of

analysis is to examine the components of ‘the élement, dlssectlng the ratno .

or measure into its separate parts, to p1np01nt the areas needlng attention.

-

For example, if the numerical value of a ratio.is too large, the problem

may be in the numerator (too large), the denominator (too small), or both.

Comparison of attainmerit on the data elements or their components with that

of other agencies with sfﬁ?\ar programs, or historically, or on.other data

1tems, can help determlne the extfnt 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 exglanatlon! or the identification of which

~components or rglated measures pinpoint the areas to be explored further.

X .
This analytical process may take several iterations before a cause is

pinpointed. The f1rst levels oiiﬁge*pnpcess are RB_ to be seen as complex

statistical analysis problems, but rather straightforward, 51mp1e program

comparisons that allow VR managers to progress through a decfsion tree, !

diagnosing problems and using ,program inforigtio clusions

_ about probable causes. 'Some branches of a decision tree process may lead

f ) to problems or investigations that require complex statxstlcal analyses,

sy 1

\

but only after several' levels of@ghe process have occurred.

“  Table 5 shows the decision steps in an example exploration; this s

a model “for investigating the possible causes or problems if "expenditures

cer . 1
per 26 closure", data element 2(11)%rs problematic.

<
. - -

1Thc Analytic Paradigm pr*es similar, decision trees for other
Performance Standards ‘data elem®Mits.
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1/ ' Table 5. .
. \ Investigating Inadayuate Performance on Data Element 2(ii); i
’ Expenditures rer 26 Closure .
1t
Impli-
cations of . - "Leading Third Level
. Scen-| First Level Indicators |First Level |Second Level Questions' Indicators '
ario [Cost/Closure] Co=t/Case | Indicators Indicators (and answer) [(if applicable) |Research Questions
. 7 )
1 Acceptable |Acceptable |Agency is  [Standards Data ls the % too |None (go to next |Conduct Outcomes Analysis
achieving |[Klement 3(i) low? . |colum)
‘ , too low a 1}, RES LTI S RO e ————
- g;ogzrsfg? <;260328¢030) If no, which {e Administration |1, What proportion of total costs go to ad-
sures . clients or --52522 ........... 9!9!25!3519'—‘3 ......... B T Ty v—al’
zgggogzgts ® Service costs }2, What is the average life-of-case cost for
ch? to: . each closure group?
e -- 265 3. What proportion of total life-of-cask
-- 28s and 30s | costs are spent on each closure group?
~- 08s -
- Mfromthemr) | . R
‘ . ® Service costs . What proportion of current_service cdsts ?>
]l by service went to each service type? é;
type 2. What is the average cost of each service
4 type, for clients receiving that service?
2 Un- Acceptable |Agency is ~ |m1s element: 1. 15 the . {1- Timeliness Which aspect of services for accepted clients
acceptable serving Post-Acceptance service . 10-12/12-24 takes relatively too long?
clients Closure . | process R-300 item 3,M,2:
too Raté . too slow? Average time fron
. slowly: 1264928+¥30 acceptance to
achieving open cases | closure (11-24) -
t Rt Ity St e R e LR E L DR SR E
cf:s::: 2. Have we  IMIS element: None (end of investigation)
. 'e had a recent |pite of
influx of acceptance
acceptances?
< bt
3 Acceptable | Un- " | Agency has |1. Standards Data 1. Do we have|* of applicants [ Could outreach be made more effective?
scceptable | recently Element 1(ii) too few (From RSA-101)
developed ¥ served (10-30) Y\ applicants? | S S
. :etst;:e— 100,000 populat jon 2. Does use [1. R-300 item 3MI} 1. What kinds of clients are going into 067 .
. intake 2. MIS element: | of Extended |[TIPO6 (06 takes :
. process: Rate of Acceptance Evaludtion too long) | 2. What kinds of services are provided during E;f)
! too few. account for 2. MIS elc- nt: 067 :
4 clients - /7 of new status 10s\ | the low $02 => 06me ’
being new applicants + acceptance Etoo many enter . . .
5353 NI accepted \¢ 2no:a::n3pgéicants f?te? 96) . _ .
1 ;";:e;he 3. Do we have|MIS ¢lements: 1. What reasons are given for closing clients
v , y ) too many in- 102 =» 08 and ineligible?
ERIC . . eligible 06 »> 08 2. From where are these clients being L
applicants? . referred? . . ’ ‘




A-41 oL

>

The column headed '"first level indicators' shows four possible com-
binatdons of two other indicators, cbst/closure and cost/case, which are '
used to investigate an unacceptable (high) value of data element 2(ii).
Depending on acceptable or unacceptable levels of these indicators, a
d#fferent "scenario," or type of problem, is identified. For instance,
if both of these indicators are 'acceptable,' then this indicates tnat
the agency is achieving a proportion of 26’closures which is too low.
This can be confirmed by referring to data element 3(i). If cost/closure
is unaccepta?le, but the cost/case is acceptable, then the agency is achiev-
ing too few closures. As can beqseen here, this first-level diagnosis
leads to in-depyh ipvestigation of different parts of the system. The SN
table shows th types of second- and third-level questions that could be
pursued, depending on the initial comparlsons and explanatlon.

At each level of the 1nvest1gat10n, the goal should be to quickly and
more finely tune in on the preclse nature (i.e., cause) of the problem.
Dependjing on the flndlngs generated by a given level of the analysis, the
prograé manager ‘may decide e1ther - that further 1nvest/;at10n is warranted
before formulatlng a p011cy~response, that the f1nd1ngs are adeqpate to ]
suggest an’ approprlate response; or that, despite the adequacy of the
findings, no useful policy response can be offered (e.é.; due to prior'
institutional, legislative, or funding’ cggstraints)‘. .

v The indicators used. in the .investiga®ion of problematic attainment
are grouped and sequenced in"suc¢h a way as to answer increasingly detaile
questions. This allows panagers to go a‘fair distance in determining the ‘
nature of the problem before needing recourse to 'more. sophisticated and
time-consuming ‘''causal"' analyses. This. is not to say that other sophis- .
ticated analyses are undes1rab1e or unpecessary. On the contrary, they
as often as not may.prove useful to mapagers in p1np01nt1ng preclse causes
of problem perrormance. However, the, adVantage of thls model is that it
allows managers to qulckly anestlaate and discard certaln hypothesls re- ‘f
garding the problem s cause, ahd theﬁef@re to more qu1ckly direct the
investigationp toward what seems to be the 11kely cause. Once the likely
cause is identified through use of the 1nd1cators, the manager can direct R

the cvaluation/rgsearch staff to:conduct the needed ‘causal, analysis. S
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Evaluation Research -, s

As noted above, corrective actions may not always result from the

problem identification procedure Instead, the program manager may need

to conduct "causal' evaluation research and program analyses to détermine
* the sourc€ of program performance problems. These (often multivariate)
analyses control for various state factors which 51mu1taneously 1nf1uence
performance Such research often examines the VR program as an inter- i

related system of activities and may requlre special data collection. -

Program Response, ’ .

The key to effectively using the standards system as a management tool
'3;11 rest with the ability of] RSA and the states to incorporate new proce-
dures or policies which may emerge from the careful analysis and review
of the standards' data. These changes may involve poiicy decisions;
federal and state congressional legislation and regulations; resource

committment adjustments; data sygtém revisions; technical assistance to the,, =

-

states; research agendas; university counselor tiééning programs; and

coordination with other programs. The primary actors with responsibility -

—-
+

for making changes in the standards system are the same as in the VR
system at large: Congress, OMB, Department of Education, RSA, Regional
Offices of Rehabilitation Services, state govérnments, and state VR
agencies. The set of aetors and associated types of corrective action
include: | Vo ‘ ‘

e Congress, OMB, Department of Education: Funding levels,
allocation formulas, priorities to élient groups, procedural
requirements;

® RSA: Regulations, monfitoring, evaluation, Research (along with
NIHR), program development, guidance materials, training
programs, demonstrations; ° ’

e Regional dks: Technical assistdnce to state VR agencies,

dissemination of informat%on; diffusion of ipnovations, training;

"

- ® State governments: funding levels; ard

e State VR AéencieS' same as RSA (e. ‘8.5 regulations, evaluation),

e11g1b111ty determination changes, counselor tralglng, case
management changes) service provision changes, management of

sub-units (e.g., districts, offices).




Evaluating'tﬁé Standards System Over Time s

. 4 ) ..
One of the problems with the current standards system is that no

evaluation of the use of the standards is included. For the revised

standards system, such evaluation is clearly included. .

w . .
The criteria for evaluating the revised- standards system are very

simple. The most important evaluative criterion is whether the attainment

of the state VR agencies is improving, in the areas measured by tH€ standards

data elements. While it may be very difficult to prove that the cause of
the improvement was the implementation of the standards, at least the
attainment of the agencies after the implementation can be compared to

their attainment before the implementation. The second evaluation criterion

is whether thek%tate VR agencies are meeting their objectives. If they

never meet their objectives, then the objective setting'proceSS is not
working properly. 1If they always meet their objectives, .then the process
is also not working properly. Identifying for which state VR agencies,
for whi-c\%\ data élemenfs, or,” for both in‘ combination, which objectives
are not beiﬁg met will indicate where attention needs to be paid in the

standards system. The third evaluative criterion is whether the program

managefs find the system useful. Program managers should.be regularly

canvassed for their recommendations.

Changing the Standar&s System

A key word for the.standards system should be flexibility. As the
standards system operates, several factors outside the system may change:

¢ the goals and functions of the VR program may change, necessitating

v

" changes in the standards;

. reporting.requirements within or without VR may change, changing
what will be available for the reporting system;

¢ the actors . and types of correct{ve actiqns possibly may change;

e actions taken by state VR agencies might push the;YR program in
undesirable directions, as state program ‘managers try to respoﬁd
to the stgndards system, thus requiring additional standards or
changed expectations; and

¢ the achievement of the.state VR agencies may not be improving

over time.




»

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 replace-

ment;- R
some of the data collection activities may require.change, because

of logistical problems;
difficulties in the reporting system and in-fhe reporting cycle
may ar?se; and - - '
° ObjeCtinj,?gihg set may not be correct. . _
As such, RSA mus%vmonitor the operation of the standards s&stem over
time. In the beginning, the system should especially'be closely monitored,
so that problems can be discovefed early, and RSA mus .-ready to change

the standards system as the need arises.
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\ o
, .. COMPUTING AND PRESENTING THE _ o
7 EIGHT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS '

~ OVERVIEW

The Performance St@fidards consist of eight goal statements for the VR
program, and data elements to be used in measuring achievement of those
goals. The Performance Standards focus on outputs of the VR program:'
that is, on client outcomes and agencf productivity. They provide measures
or an agenc}'s level oé coverage of the eligible population, effigiéggx in
service provision, and impact on clients' lives. ‘

States already routinely collect muégﬂof the data requ1red by the Per—
formance Standards. Of the seven separate data sources used for the Perform—
-anc€ Standards, three have been in use Or recently designed by.RSA:

® the RSA-300 Case Service Report (providing data on individual

N client outcomes); . ) , _ ‘ ‘ .

e the RSA-2 Annual Report for Vocational.Rehabilitation (provid-

ing data on aggregated agency expenditures); and . ‘ \
e the RSA-113 Quarterly Cumulative Caseloa&/Expenditure Report

(providing data on the agency's caseload flow).

‘The.RSA—SOO report h%iﬁpeen expanded to provide certain additional data
needs required by the Performance Standards. It has four parts which are;
completed at different polnts in the rehabllltatlon process at first refer-
ral, 'at completlon of the referral process, at complet1on of the IWRP, and at
closure. The information gathered pertains to the c11ents ~work status, dis-’
ability, prlﬁery_source of support,. the results of‘thelr movement through the \
VR system, and other demographic and personal information.

The 5§é~g has been discontinued by RSA and the. repori‘s information is '
part of the proposed RSA-113., However, ‘we retain a reference to the RSA-2
because the RSA,Ifg—flnanc1a1 informatiod is 1nsuff1c1ent1y detailed for the
benefit-cost data elements. Our concern is to show data éOIIectors the type C .
of information required; thus we 1nc1ude ggs~RSA 22 to 111ustrate the spec1- 11-
fic 1nformatlon needed. The precise locatlon ‘of the data (i.e., the report

conta1n1ng the needed 1nformat1on) is 1rre1evant, as long as the ddta is .

accessible from somewhere within the state agency .accounting system.

| ¢ P /

\
",
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The RSA-113 is a new report created by RSA to gather quarterly 1nforma-
tion about client flow within each .VR agency. It shows how many cllents the
agency accepted in the previous quarter, how many closures were made during

the previous quarter, and the types of closures. As well, the report' pro-_ .

vides information on the number of applicants and entrants in extended |
evaluation; gives projections on new acceptances and rehabilitations; and
provides information on expenditures. However, as noted ebove, the expendiQ
ture information is insufficiently detailed for some data elements.

In add1t10n to the three program reports used for the Performance Stan- v
dards, these standards will also require 1mplementat10n of two dlfferent c11ent
surveys:

e the Client Closure Survey (providing information on client.

satisfaction with VR services); and |

o the Client Follew-up Survey, (proyiding information on client

retention of benefits),

A 4

v

These two surveys are adminié'ered as mail-back surveys, completed by a°
sample of the agency's total group of TIosed clients for a.éiven fiscal year.
The Closure Survey functiohs as the data source for measurlng a client's
satisfaction with various aspects of his/her VR-services. " In order to tap
the person's opinions while the VR experience is still "fresh in mind," the
survey must be administered as soon as possible after closure from VR.

In contrast, the Follow-up Survey is used to measure c11ents' success in
na1nta1n1ng, over time, the "beneflts” resulting from VR service: thus it
is concerned with whether or not rehabilitated clients have retained their
jobs, earnings levels, freedom from public assistance, and functional
abilities. The Follow-up Survey is sent to the client one year after closure
from VR. AR .

. Flnélly, 1mp1ementat10n of the Performance Standards will requlre access-.
ing two "exogenous“ data sources: ’

e -the annual U.S. Census publication Statistical Abstract of the

. U.S. (to provide data on the current federal minimum wage and

* on state wage norms); and — . .
. x
e The U.S. Bureau of the Ccnsus-Cufrent Population Reports, Series

P-25 (to provide state population estimates)-

Each.of these data sources will be accessed by RSA, and RSA will input the
required data into the MIS for computrng of the relevant data elements.

; _IE IC. ‘ t o . - : f;e;




INSTRUCTION FOR COMPUTINé THE DATA ELEMENTS

* Ve =

STANDARD 1: VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION SHALL SERVE THE MAXIMUM PROPORTION
OF THE POTENTIALLY ELIGIBLE TARGET POPULATION, SUBJECT TQ THE
LEVEL OF FEDERAL PROGRAM FUNDING AND-PRIORITIES AMONG CLIENTS. .

&
Data Elements: (i) Clients served per 100,000 population
(ii) Percent of clients seveyely disabled

This_stgndafd addresses the extent to which the vocational rehabilita-
tion program is serving the eligible target population. The need to ensure
accessibility of services to all the eligible disabled is of paramount import-

ance to RSA and the states. . .

.

“

Data Elemen?.Tﬁq) Clients served per 100,000 population

Rationale

»

Although this data element does not provide a true estimate of the level
of coverage of the e1101b1e target population, it provides an adequate- proxy
. measure of the target populatlon in terms of the total state population. Also,
the data 1tem is currently used by state agencies and, therefore, has manage-
ment utility and validity as a performance measure. l

Formula

Annual number of clients
State population (in 100/000's)

Data Sources

e RSA-113
e U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series P-25

-

Data Element 1(11)1 Percent of clients severely disabled

Rationale

. The proportion of severely disabled within a caseload can reasonably be

expected to impact negatlvely tpon a state agencx,s caseload size and on its

total costs. With a hlgh proportion of severely dlsabled clients, time in

4
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process would be expected to increase and counselor capacity decrease, thus

decreasing a program's overall caseload capacity. To effectively assess .

coverage, the proportlon of the caseload that is severely disabled must be

-—-° — 7 takefl into account. Furthe er, given the leglslatlve 1mportance attached to

service to severely disabled, it dis most approprlate to include this data

. element under the standard on coverage of the eligible client populatlod?

. Formula - s \ . ‘ .-

Annual number of severely disabled.clients served
Annual number of clients served .

Data Sources . . . -

o RSA-113 ~ , ‘ -

) ] STANDARD 2: THE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM SHALL USf RESOURCES IN A
v . i COST-EFFECTIVE MANNER AND SHOW A POSITIVE RETURN TO SOCIETY OF
INVESTMENT IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION OF DISABLED CLIENTS.
. & . ’ .- s

Data Elements: (1) Expenditures per'competitively employed 26 clpéure

(ii) Expenditure per 26 closurg

(iii) Rati8 of taotal VR benefits to total VR costs <
(benefit-cost ratio)

(iv) Total net benefit from VR services -(discounted net
present value)

Two issues are addressed by this standard. The first is the. issue of

cost-effectiveness: with the financial resources available to ‘the state, how

successfully did it achieve'desired objectives? The second issue revolves

around cost-bengfit concerns: are we getting more out of the program than

we put in? '
- X4

“ N

Data FElement 2(i): Expeﬁditure per competitively emploved 26 closure

+ Rationale Ce \ b ' e

©

] This data element compares total agency expenditures to the number of:

) a . . - .
competitively employed 26 closures. It applies the most stringent criteria -
~ - .
_to the measurement of cost-effectiveness by focusing on only those 26 clo-

sures who are competitively employed at the time sexfices terminate. While

- 68




this data elemen%“closely parallels element 2(ii) (expenditure per 26 closure),
it is included because of the long-standing consensus that competitive employ-
‘ * +

ment is the highest quality and most desirable type of closure obtainable.

. / K
Total agency expenditures
Number of competitively employed 26 closures

Formula
J .

x Q . » N
Data Sources

e RSA-2
. ¢
e RSA-300

1

.

Data Element 2(ii): Expendftufe per 26 clesure

Rationale

This cost-effectiveness measure welaxes the measurement critéria, assess-
ing.;alue to all types of rehabilitations. It recognizes that some clients
are not capable of‘achieving competitive empﬁgym@nt and that other employment
outcomes can represent achievement commensurate with these clients' abilities.

“This data efeﬁent compares total agency expenditures to all 26 closures, thus

capturing the effect of gainful activity, whether it lies in the realm of

competitive or ﬂoncompetitive employment.

Formuia

JJotal agency expenditures
Number of 26 closures

. Data Sources’ -

e RSA-2

e RSA-300 \&




Data Elements 7(111) and (iv):

A
. (iii) Ratio of total VR benefits to total VR costs (Benefit-Cost ratio)

A g

(iv) - Net total benefit from VR services (Discounted net present value)

Rationale
—_——— ”»

Because these two data elements are very similar in concept, they will be’

discussed together. Benefit-cost modeling of social service delivery stems

currently enjoys wide acceptance as a measurement tool, with usage extending

far béyond‘the VR field. The figures provided by benefit-cost analysis yield

a single number which is an immediate indicator of program success. Unlike

cost-effectiveness measures, which ‘determine the unit costs for achieving a

given objective (such as costs per competitive closure), benefit-cost models

estimate total benefits and total costs in terms of dollars. These models

are neutral with regard to type of .delivery strategy. As such, they do not

penalize agencies which choose to spend more per client in order to -produce

better results. Because of their surface simplicity, and because they are a

popular sophisticated analytic- tool for evaluating program worth, benefit-cost

measures of the VR system are included in the Performance Standards.

. As a review for the National Science Foundation has noted, benefit¥cost

applications in the VR field are more extensive and have generally been‘mare

sophisticated (or at least at a higher levei of technical quality) than in

1
most other social serv1ce and manpower program ‘areas.  There are a number

‘of models available for us In one case, RSA commissioned the development

of a model for routirié use by the program, which was designed to be adaptable

to the needs of many users (i.e., state agencies, RSA contracted evaluation

studies, RSA itself) and to be capable of periodic updating and refinement as

new data became available. That model, developed at the University of Cali-

5€ornia, Berkeley, and subsequently refined by BPA staff, has been used by RSA,

several state agencies, the Urban Instltute, Abt Associates, National Analysts,

2
and Creenlcxwh Associates, among others, usually under RSA recommendatlon

L
(Y

IBcrLOhlt" and Andérson, PADFC -- An Evaluation of an Experimental Rehab-
ilitation Project, Rutgers Un1ver51ty, 1974. N 5

“Frederick C. Collignon‘and Richard Dodson, Benefit-Cost Analysis of
Vocational Rehabilitation Services Provided to Individuals Most Severely
‘ffandicapped (ISMH), April 197S.

‘ L]
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ERIC" .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

This model is the basis for the two data elements proposed for use in measur-

ing benefits in relation to costs in terms of:

e a ratio (Benefits) )
. ( Costs ) . ] ‘ .
e a net difference (Bepefits-Costs) .

Currently, the BPA ﬁodel does not account for gains in functicnal ability
and life statusi(althopgh it does include monetary valuations for the unpaid
output of non-wage earning reﬁabilitants). However, the model is curcently
undergoing revision by a project at the Texas Institute for Rehabilitation
(TIRR), which will develop subsystems within the model to account for such
functional and life status gains. Because of these impending revisions, we :
cannot include.the precise mathematical formulation for the model in these
materials. However, upon final revision the benefit-cost model will be incor-
porated within the MIS, and che interested reader can obtain documentatiop on
the mathematical formulation from RSA. Further we can specify the components
of program benefits and program costs whlch are in the current version of the
model, and which will remain after final revision.

Both of the benefit-cost data elements use the discounted present value
of social1 benefits and costs, and refy upcn the same components to arrive at

benefits and costs. These components are as follows:

~ . .

-

~
= hd

Benefits .
e discounted value of paid earmings;
e change in output of homemaker closures;

e change in output of unpaid family workers;

¢

A - -
L4

lA comparison of the full costs and benefits of a VR program can be
undertaken from several perspectives.’ Perhaps the most common benefit-cost
perspectives arg the ''taxpaver' perspective and the '"social' perspective.
In taxpayer BC, we compare direct administrative and service costs of the
VR program as well as the costs of other government agencies providing bene-
fits and services to the client population (SSI, SSDI, Food Stamps, Medicare,
other employment and supportive services) with benefits such ds taxes that
successful rehabilitants pay from their earnings and savings in public assis-
tance. Social BC takes the broadest perspective, incorporating the widest
range of costs and benefits and including on the cost side, for example, costs
borne by clients and, on the benefit side, client earnings as an addition to
the GNP. -

AR




e change in "after hours work" (e.g., homemaking tasks performed
by wage-earning rehabilitants);
fringe benefits;
change in output of families of rehabilitants (as a result of _
rehabilitants assuming homemaker tasks);
- reductions in public assistance benefits; and <;

\

repeater costs (a "negative benefit').

Costs

N

» total program costs during the fiscal year, ‘minus carry-over
costs and maintenance costs;
costs borne by parties other than VR;
research, training, and demonstration costs; -
benefits foregone by clieﬁts during participation in VR ser-
vices (i.e., any wages and fringe benefits foregoné.by clients
with earnings at referral); and ‘

e client-borne costs for VR services.

The model uses two basic types of input: (1) "variables" which are
inpur or coﬁputed,from program documents (e.g., the RSA-300 and RSA-113)
for the year in question; and (2) "parameters"/which take the form of con-
stants which are derived by estimation or inference based on prerious related
research, current macroeconomic conditions, and so forth. Again, we cannot
include an exhaustive list of all the input variables and parameters_which

will be required by the final revised model. Upon final model revision, the

interested reader may obtain doci?entatioﬁ»on all input variables and para-

- A

meters from RSA. . o - .

.

A few final notes are&ln order w1th regard to the components of the
current version of the model, as ‘listed above. The costs associated with
homemakers and .unpaid famil§ workers are the samg as those for any other. 26
closure. The benefits of a;homemaker are determined, by estimating.the "worth"
of homemakers in the’generai population; that is, by estimating the dollar
value of the various functyans performed by a homemaker The‘worth of dis-
abled homemakers is assume& to be some proportlon (less than 1) of the worth
of homemakers in general ﬁThls proportion is then estimated to be the same

as the proportionate Morthlof disabled workers to normal workers. Unpaid

’
-
> L A
]
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* *

family workers are treated similarly. The value of a sheltered workshop

employee is his/her market value, i.e., his/her wages,

"they are above or below the minimum wage.

There is a term in the model for workers who have been displaced by_
handicapped workers. The term estimates the negative impact on these dis-
placed workers. The term currently has a value of zero because there is no
evidence of substantial impact in today's economy. This is, of coﬁrse, not
relevant to BEP or sheltered workshop employees.

The net benefit measure (B-€) is included among the standards data ele-
ments primarily because it is the preferred approach of economists. The
problem with the measure is that it is very sensitive to t;e scale of program
operation: in the case of VR, for example, larger agencies would produce '
greater total net benefits than small agencies, simply because of their larger
caseloads. Thus, the measure is iﬁapprqgriate for comparing across state
agencies, although it is useful for obsérving change over time within an
aéency. The ratio measure (B/C) overcomes the problem of agency size, thus
allowing for comparisons across agencies. As well, B/C can be used to observe

-

change over time within a single dgency.

N
\ f
. . .
-
.
.

. Formula ;
...y (Benefits) ,
2(iid) ( Costs ) ™ ,
] 2(iv) (Benefits - Costs)

Data Sources

| e RSA:=300
o. RSA-2 ) ( R
o RSA-113 S

e Follow-up Survey
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STANDARD 3: VR SHALL MAXIMIZE THE NUMBER AND" PROPORTION OF CLIENTS ACCEPTED.
FOR SERVICES WHO ARE SUCCESSFULLY REHABILITATED SUBJECT TO THE
MEETING OF OTHER STANDARDS. _ .

i

Data Elements: (1) Percent 26 closures s ‘ U0 e A
[ v (ii) Annual change .in the number.of.26-closur§s' ' '
Traditionally, success in VR has been measured by the number of "26, zZ(

closures " or successful rehabilitations bbtained. Because a Central goal
of VR is"to rehabilitate .clients, it is egsential that the\sfanda:ds system -
include’ a way of. presenting how many indivj duals werq successfully served

and the extent to which this number increases over time. /

-

Data Element 3(i): Percent 26.closures - 7 - )

Rationale ' ,»}’

. ‘ [}
This data elementyp;9v1des a straightforward measure of an agency s

success in rehab111tat1ng the clients it accepts for serV1ces The data -
element focuses on the proportion of clients, accepted fqr service.(i.e.,”

excluding 08'sy, who are successfully rehabilitated. S, .

Formula i : RS N

& " Number of 26 closures, .
Number of 26 + 28 + .30 closures

~ - v M *

Data Sources °

e RSA-113 A}

< - ' . ’ — T, - ‘, ' - MUY 2
Data Element 3(ii): .Annual change in the number of 26 closures

"Rationale o ' e,

. ‘ - . ‘
. Thls d&ta element attempts to assess an agency's succesb 1n max1m121ng .
éhe number Pf cLlents, accepted‘f6’\§crv1ces, who are successfully rehabill—
ctatcd The measure uses the state agency's prlor performance a3 a basellne

for determining success 1n\"max1m12at10n " An agency is judged to have max1-

® ni-ed the number of r/habllltants if, 1t has increased thc number of 26 closures :

by some previously Spec1fled amounqz 4s set by tnz'state agency, ln cdhjunctlon
with RSA.



Formula N .

(Number of 26 closures in eﬁrrent year)

- (Number of 26 closures in previous year)

f : *
Data Sources

e RSA-113 )

!

., ' . et 3 \
STANDARD 4: REHABILITATED €LIENTS SHALL EVIDENCE ECONOMIC .INDEPENDENCE

-

Data Elements: (i) Percent of 26 closures with wZekly earnlngs at
' ’ or above federal minimum wage

(ii) Comparlson.of earnings of competixiﬁely employed
26 closures to earnings of other employees in
state '

5

i

. VR's most basic purpose is to assist disabled persons in finding gainful
employment. One fundamental aspect of gainful employﬁent is the ability to’
be economically self-sufficient.

Data Element 4(i): Percent - of 26 closures with weekly earnlngs at or above

s féderal minimum wage =y
N ' R :‘. “'. . B ¢
Rationale J P
' ) ' v
In. addressing \economic independence, the logical place to look is to ‘= s

wages. This first data element ag;zﬁggs wages as they, cbmpare to the federal
minimum wage. The normatlve implications of this data element are that a
disabled person, should be expected, under equivalent c1rcumstances, to make )
at. least the minimum wage required by law. This data element uses the weekly
minimum wdge figure as the standard rather than the hourly wage,.because the
former more accurately captures the cpncept of this standard. Whereas hourly
wage indicates a measure the employee's worth to the employer, total earQ—
ings is a better indicator of the employee's flnan¢1a1 well- belng If an
employee is able to work @nly fivgghours "a week, his/her economie condition

will be affected by thiseas well as by the hourly rate.

ihﬁ‘
e .

Formula - -

L L L .

-

Number of 26 closures with weekly earnlngs “at or abOVe federal
minimum wage ; '

Number of 26 closures
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Data Sources

e RSA-SOO . .
e U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the U.S:

0

Data Element 4(ii): Comparison of earnings of competitively employed 26
X closures to the earnings of other employees i state

Rationale

1

This data element controls for state-to-state variation in earnings
levels, whergas data element 4(i) does not. In some respects, this is a
more comprehensive iﬁﬁgcator than data element 4(i) because it provides'an '
e§§imate of a client's standard of living relative to other persons in his
or her state. ' ‘

J

’Formula

4
-

Méan weekly earnings of competitivély employed 26's
= Mean weekly earnings of other empla%:es in state

Data Sources ) .

e RSA-300 - -
e U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the U.S.

k4

S

STANDARD 5: THERE SHALL BE MAXIMUM PLACEMENT OF REHABILITATED CLIENTS INTO
" COMPETITIVE EMPLOYMENT. NON-COMPETITIVE CLOSURES SHALL REPRE-
SENT AN IMPROVEMENT IN GAINFUL ACTIVITY FOR{THE CLIENT - '

bata Elements: .(i) Percent 26 closures competitivély_employed

(ii) Percent competitively employed 26 closures with
hourly earnings at or above the federal minimum wage

" (iii) Percent non-competitively employed é6 closures
showing improvewent iq/function and life status
Like Standard 4, this standard is concerned with the impact of VR ser-
vices on their clients. As previously discussed, competitive employment has
been seen as the best kind of clésure. Recognizing that competitive employ-
" ment may not be the appropriate placement for all clients, VR regulations
réquire that any placement of a successfully closed client, wﬁéther in com-

petititve, sheltered, or non-competitive employment, be into:''gainful and

o




suitable employment con51stent with hls/her capac1t1es. For this reason,

improvement in galnful act1v1ty for non-competitive closures is also

in¢luded 'as a data element for this standard.

- -—

Data Flement 5(1): 'Percent 26 closures competitively employed

) ~ . . .

Rationale
ndtlona’e )

P

. This standard's bias toward competitive employment réflects the belief
’ that vocational rehabilitation should focus on employment, preferably éompet- ‘

itive employment. For a standard emphasizing maximum placement into competi-

tive e@ployment, perhaps the most obvious data element is to.determine the

proportion of 26 closures placed into competitive employment. .

"~

Formula ‘ A

Number of competitively employed 26's
\umber of all 26 closﬁ{ng

Eﬁta Sdurces

e RSA-300 ¢

Data Element 5(ii): Percent of competitively employed 26 closures with
‘ hourly earnings at or above the federal minimum wage

Rationale *

Thfé’data element appiies more stringent criteria to the measurement of

"maximum placement of rehabili%aged clients into competitive employment.'" It

_ compares the number of competitively employéd 26 closures with hourly earnings
at or above the federal minimum wage to the total number of competitively
employed 26 closures. As in data element 4(i), thls data element implies that
a disabled person in the competitive labor market should be expected to earn
at least the federal minimum wage. Unlike 4(i), however, this measure fepré- .
sents an emnloyee s worth to the employer, as determinéd by the client's hourly

“‘w:ge. Thus, this data element prov1des a measure “of the value of rehab111tated
clients whe are in the competitive labor markeg\retatlve to the federal mini- “

mum wage.



Formula .. . F .
- Number of competitively employed 26 closures with hourly

earnings at or above federal minimum wage
Number of competitively employed 26's

Data Sources

o RSA-300 | - ' ’ | '
e U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the u.s. ‘

Data Element S5(iii): Percent. of non-competitively employed 26 closures .
showing improvement in function and life status

Rationale -

Closures into non-competitive employment may be leéitimate for certain
clients, but in order to attribute any‘credit to VR for ﬁ;ehabilitating" o
clients into non-competitive employment, there mﬁst be some indication that
\R helped improve those clients' capacities for gainful activity. This data
element will use information gathered on clients at\acceptance‘and at clo- '
ements of the Functional Assessment Inventory“(FAI) and Life

ors (LSI) instruments which will be added to the client's .

sure, using
Status Indic
"RSA-300. RS
to determine which specific items to include on the RSA-300. .

is currently undertaking a pretest of the FAI and LSI items

4 ‘ )
Formula

Number of non-competitive 26's with improvement on LSI-FAI
measures from plan to closure
\umber of non-competitive 26's .

Data Source . ,

/> e RSA-300 g

)
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STANDARD‘6:‘ REHABfLITATED CLIENTS SHALL. EVIDENCE VOCATIONAL GAINS v :

.
. ~
N .

Data Elements: (i) Change in average earnings foq/a& closures

(ii) Other changes in functional ability and life status

’

It is axiomatic that rehabilitated clients should evidence some:sort
of vocational gains e1ther in monetary Or ndn-monétary terms at the point Co
VR services. terminate. " This standard assures that attention will be paid S ;_,
by the VR field.to the documentlng and Sfeklng changes in a client's ‘earn- . ..
ing status, funct10na1 ability, or life status. It supplements the concern
for measuring post-service outcomes (as 1nlStandards 3-5) by/psing the
client's pre-service circumstances as a baseline for comparison. .

) ) I R . R

Data Element 6(i): Change in average earnings for 26 closuges -

Rationale o
This data element is included because wages are the most straight- g _
forward indicator of vocational change. Weekly earnings are used to measure -+

" the change in a client's wages which occurred during the period of time he :'

or she' received VR services. _ . ‘ . .

)

. ’ ’/
Formula

(The sum of closure earnlngs for all-26 closures) mlnus
> -(the sum of referral earnings for a11 26 closures)
Number of 26 closures

. " Data Source

/\ ~ » RSA-300 | >~ . ; L

" Data Element 6(ii): Othér-changes in functional ability and life status

A\

"'thionale

i In addition to vocational change -(as- measured by data element 6(1)), .
the VR program also often acts as a change-agent in terms of non-vocational . ?
_aspects of a client's life. As with the data elements assoc1ated with non-

- .competitive emplovment closures (as in data element 5(111)), the methodology .

for asse551ng non-vocatlonal change requlres further development before a




specific combutation formula can be devéloped. Following RSA's pretest of
* the FAI/LSI data items and the selection of those items which will be added

to the R-300, further refinement of this data element will be undertgken.

STANDARD® 7: REHABILITATED CLIENTS: SHALL RETAIN THE BENEFITS OF VR SERVICES

3
Y

. Data Elements: (i) Percent of 26 closures retaining earnings at follow-up .

(ii) Comparison of 26 closures with public assistance as
the primary source of support at closure and at follow-up

(iii) Pércent of non-competitively employed 26 closures retain-
ing closure skills at follow-up !

»
.

_ Vocational fehabilitation.programs, like all service programs, ideally
strive to have the gains realized by their clients through program participa-
tion retained over time. Job losses shortly following gyccessful.closure can
-identify serious short-comings in a program's service sfrategy and may point
to an incongruence between program goals and individual client goals. Are,
clients being ”rehabilitated” on Yy a temporéry basis, or are the gains
achieved during the service perio& etained over time? This question has a
great degree of importance to the over VR mission and thus a standard in this
area i§ highly appropriate. Aside from employment measuresvof benefit reten-
tion, additional attention is given to expanding the data elements for this
standard to include non-employment measures. . ’

. \ Iv

" Data Elemént 7(i): Percent of 26 closures retaining earnings at follow—up

Rationale

As noted, retentlon of benefits galned through VR services is very 1mpor-
tant both to the 1nd1v1dua1 client and to the overall effectiveness of the
program. This data element looks at retentron of wages earned as one of the
most .important benefits obtained from VR. | .

.

Formula

Number of 26's with earnings at closure who retained or increased
earnings at follow-un

Number of 26 closures with earnings at closure, surveyed at follow-up




. wT e

Data Sources

e RSA-300 o
“e Follow-up Survey (merge with RSA-300)

Data Element 7(ii): Comparison of 26 closures with public assistance as the
primary source of support at closure and at follow-up

¢« Rationale .

This data element provides a needed dimension in assessing benefit-
retention for non-competitively as well as competitively placed successful
. closures. Here benefits are proxied by measuring the extent of the clients'
use of public resources. By focusing on the degree to which there is a Y
reduced need for public assistance, an emphasis is given to the economlc
self-sufficiency of the c11ent in terms of stability or 1mprJvement

This data element requires a new definition of ,"primary source of support"
where ''source of support’ 1s broken into only two categorles (public versus

private) and where primary is taken to mean the source sunplylng 51% or more

L2

of a person's total monthly support .

Formula

Percent of 26 closures with public assistance as the prxmary

source of support at follow-up
Percent of.26 closures with public assistance as the primary
_.source of support at closure

Data Sources |

o. RSA-300
e Follow-up Survey (merge with RSA-300)

.
.

( .
Data Flement 7(iii): Percent of non-competitively efployed 26 closures
retaining closure skills at follow-up

Rationale )

-

Retentlon of functlonal and life status beneflts is equally important
as the retentlon of vocatlonal benefits, partlcularly in the case of?hon—
competitively employed 26 closures for whom non-vocational 1mprovemtn may

be a primary benefit derlved from part1c1pat10n in VR services. This data
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\ . . . .7 .
‘élement'hpdates the information provided by data element 5(iii), and will A

" A use the same FAI and LSI data items used for data element 5(iii). Howevef}~<"

for the purposes of this data element,’.the FAI and LSI items will need to

be masifiéd ipto a form suitdble for self-administration .by the clients,

via the Follow-up Survey. The specific items and their forms. will ¥e deter-

mingd af?er completion of the RSA's PAI)LSI pretest. .Once }ﬁplemented,.the,

data element will have the following formula and data sources. S~

Formula . ’
' -
Number of non-competitive 26 closures retaining LSI/FAI closure
skills
Number of non-competitive 26 closures surveyed af follow-up

@

Data Sources A ' .

e RSA-300
o Follow-up Survey (merge with RSA-300)

STANDARD 8: CLIENTS SHALL BE SATISFIED WITH THE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION S
: PROGRAM, AND REHABILITATED CLIENTS SHALL APPRAISE VOCATIONAL

REHABILITATION SERVICES AS USEFUL IN ACHIEVING AND MAINTAINING
THEIR VOCATIONAL OBJECTIVFS !

-

Data Elements: (i) Percent of‘closed clients sdtisfied witﬁ their
overall VR experience .

(ii) Percent of closed clients satls ied with specific

aspects of VR

(iii) Percent of 26 closures ju%g(,g the services they
received to have been usefil in obta1n1ng their
job/homemaker situation, or in’ current performance

-

As an indicator of consumer appraisal of services, the standard on _

client satisfaction with vocational rehabilitation services has considerable.

merit. Since client éatisfaction polls usually offer a high degree of,support‘ v

for the program, this standard is viewed as having distinct political value

in lobbving for expanded financial support at both the state‘aﬁd federal

-

level. Complementing the political utility of a satisfaction measure is the

inclusion of a client utility assessment in.the standard. The intént of

this clause is to ensure that successfully closed cliggts assess the utility,

of VR sé&rvices. positively in terms of actually having contributed to their
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getting a job and functioning in it, 2As a substantive rationale for the
satisfaction standard, utility assessment offers a valuable entree for

probing areas needing program improvement and for ensuring consumer involve- |

Y

ment ‘in improving the responsiveness of VR services to client needs. = ' -
\ - .
- 4 . B
.‘Dafa Element 8{i): Percent of closed clients satisfied with their overall
VR experience - @ . .
Rationale 2
As one of the data elements of the origimal nine stendards, retaining —_

overall satisfaction as a measure of program performance has several advan-
tages including: (lf the procedure is in place; (ggjdevelopmental costs have
already been absorbed (3) it constitutes a composife measure of client satis-
faction which responds to legislative and consumer advocacy concerns; and (4)

the data show somé discrimination among closure statuses.

»
-

0 [
Formula
Number of closed clients surveyed who are satisfied with their

overall VR experience
Number of closed clients surveyed . .

-

Data- Source

e Closure Survey (merge with RSA-300) _

, ES
Data*Element 8(ii): Percen;—oa clo§5d clients satisfied with specific
i aspects of VR
L

-

* ' Rationale
’ K} ’ ) ¢ - ,
‘ This data element attegipts to gain a more detailed picture of client . )

sat1sfact1on with speC1f1c key aspects of the overall VR process. In pqri
< TUNL e,

-}
ticular, the aspects is lated for inquiry. 1nclude questions “about the cl1ent s,

" . coupselor, the,phys1ca restoratlon serv1ces received, the job tra1n1ng ser-
. - -

Cons1sZ;QE negat1ve asq‘ssment




Formula
a. Number of clesed clients satysfied with their counselors
- Number of closed clients surveyed

b. Number of closed clients satisfied with physical restoration services
Nunber of closed clients surveyed

c. Number of closed clients satisfied w1th -job tra1n1ng serVIBes
. Number of closed clients surveyed .

“w

" d. Number of closed clients satisfied with job placement services
’ Number of closed clients surveyed - N

Data Source .

e Closure Survey (merge with RSA-300) . ¢

Data Element 8(iii): Percent of 26 closures judgiﬁQ”the services they
\ received to have been useful in obtaining their
' job/homemaker situation or in current performance .
. —

Rationale ‘ ) .

Renabilitated clients can make fairly ebjective assessments of whether

the services they received were instrumental in securing their outcome sit-

uations. It is equally as importanf to assess thefcontribution VR seryices
make both to the at%ainment of a spe%ific cfosure situation or job and!to
the development of more general skllls which help clients function 1ﬁ‘these
new positions. While not unequlvocably obj ectlve, “the client's assessment’
of whether he or she uses the skil}s and/&ér knowledge galned from VR services

is the closest approx1mat10n of the case.
Formula - . ) : ,
Number of 26 closures Judginz the services they recelved to have -
been useful in obtalnlhg thelr Job/homemaker 51tuat10n or in
‘o current performance ' R o- “

-

Number of 26 closures-surve&ed . :

Data Source # . .

o Closure Survev (merge with RSA-300) * g s

. . .
- . .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: vy, ’
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COMPUTING THE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS DATA ELQLENTS v -

Y

Havihg provided the reader with an ovejxiew of the Performance Standards

and data elements, the next task is to provide the detailed information needed ™~

to access the required data and compute the data elements. Table 2 serves
this function. Reading from left to right, the table provides the following,

hi

information for each data element: ) y
e the data element wording and the equatlon for computing the data
element, '
. defrnitions of terms used in the data element's equation;
e the sources (i.e., documents, reports, or surveys) which provide
. the informatibn‘needed‘to compute the data element; . !
e the data specifications, which identify the location of the spec-

A ific information items used to compute the data element,

Table 2 should suffice as the general instructions on how to compute the
data elements. H0ue\er, there are two additional points wh1ch must be made

regarding the process of accessing data and computing the data elements:

1. Hergﬂqg of client surveys with client. RSA-300 records: The clgemt
.Closure and Follow-up Surveys‘will need to be 'merged" witb the individual |
clients' RSA-300's. fﬁlthe case of the Follow—up Survey, this s reqdired
‘so that comparisons may be made between the client's situation *at closure
(¢.g., earnings level) and hisor her 51tuat10n at the b;int of follow-up. -
' The *data 1temx using the ClosG}e Survey do not requlre any.over-time compar-
- isens Houe\er, the Closure Survey should be_ merged hlth the RSA- 300 data *
record 1) tha!bRSA and state agencies.- may have access to Geta on theé client's”
personal characteristics and services prov1ded. In this way, RSA and state
agencies mayv conduct policy-related analysis when problemf in performance

appear 1n the'satisfagtion/service utility data elements. For both the '~ ,

1 L. .
The recade¢r must bear in mind that these locations may change as a
s result of revisions_ to RS\ reports.

\




~
~—

Closure and' the Follow—éb Survey, merging requires that a consistent fd¢nti—
fier appear both on the RSA-300 and on the Survey. The client's case number
or Social Security number are the most logical client identifiers to use.

2. Using only '"valid" cases to compute data elements: Most oﬁ‘the data
elggaﬁ%s for $taﬂaards 4-8 require input of client-level data.All calcula-

_tions must be made using only those cases for which "legitimgte' data exist

(i.e., using only "valid'" cases). This excludes cases on whith data are
"missing," becaﬁse: )
o the counselor could not obtain the information for

RSA-300; . ) ‘

the client gave no response to a question on the survey;

the client could not remember or did not know the answer to a

question on the survey; or

the question was not appropriate to the client's circumstances

(e.g., clients receiying no physical restora;ion services should

not be used to assess satisfaction with bhy51ca1 restoration

‘

services). . -

L

For mbst of‘thé data elements gsing client-level data, the valid cases
will determine.the denominator fo e data element. For example, data
.element 4(i) computes the percent &f 26 closures earning the weekly minimum
wage at closugze. Assume that there Wre 1,000 26 closures, total; but that
200 of those cases are missing data on eafnings at closure (Ieéving 800 with
"valid" data). Assume further that, of the 800 with valid data, 400 earned
‘the weekly minimum wage at cloéure. Depending on the denominator used, the

state agency's performance on data élement 4(i) will vary:

e using all 26 closurés:
400 (# earning weekly minimum wage)
+1000. - (all 26 closures) > 4
2 40% : Ca

-

using only valid cases:

400 :;# earning weekly minimum wage)
- 800 X
= ~50%

'

i : L ol
26 closures with valid data)

7

’




.

‘Clearly, in this case (and in fact in all cases where a percentage ,
score is computed) a state agency's performance will appear "betten" when‘

only valid cases are used for the’ computatlon.' Further, since we do not

know the true 51tuatlon of clients for whom data are missing, we-may mls-

takenly bias the score downward when including invalid cases. (For exampie, ’ ‘J_
in the numerical example above, the 200 cases with missing data may in fact '
have been earning the weekly minimum wage. Had the data been available, the
agency's score would have been 60%. We must, however, assume that they were |
not earning the weekly minimum wage, if we wish to include them in the cal- .
culation.) In short, because we wish to provide as accurate a picture of —

performance as possible, based on the available data, we must compute the

data elements using 'only those cases for which all data exist; that is, the

valid cases.

Aruntoxt provided by Eric
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Table 2

¢ .t

Summary of Data Elements, Definitions. and Data Specifications

for the VR Program Performance Standards

. 3

[
STANDARL 1. VOUATIONAL RLHABILITATION SHALL SERVE .THE MAXIMUM PROI'ORTION

.
.

LN

'
ENBIALLY ELIGIBLE TARGET -

POPULATIUN, SUBJLCT TO TIHE LEVEL OF FEDERAL PROGRAM FURDING

AND PR

o 1

TIES AMONG CLIENTS.”

popudation: ™ \ '

¥ served’in a given year
s¢ate populathon (i1n 100,000s)

| closed cases (statuses 10-30)

in the ‘year.

P

State population =

current

(Oct - Sept)

e —

U.S. Bureau of

] . . B s
, ~ v . ‘ R
} ¥ - . ' -
pota flement and fquation | Definitions _  |Dbata Sources .| Bata Specifications
- v T
(l)\ GClients served per 100,000 o 4, served = all active and RSA - 113 11.A.3.2a

- ‘

State population éstimate

(Oct - Sept)

' best proxy for "eligible -]the Census, as of July '

population,' Divide state .| Current Populatior ' '

. ‘ population by 100,000 and Reports, Series : .
truncate at two decima P-25 . N

. . points. . . v . o
W (1]) Percent severely ﬁisabled ¥ sevefely disabled served = + LRSA - 113 1F.A.3.b
served: [ all active and closed | . (Oct - Sept) .
. ; severely disabled cases R N

! severely disabled served <(statuses 10-30) in the year. ~ N s

1n a given ycar S Y PU U PN e - —

¥ served in a given year . ¥ served = same as 1(i). RSA - 113 II.A3a | . :

i O -
' ERI
. ,

.

e
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STANDARD 2:

Wy $TINEE $ N B W

Y

': .

THE VOCATIONAL REMABILITATION PROGRAM SUALL USE RESOURCES IN A COST-EFFECTIVE MANNER AND SHOW

A POSITIVE RLTURN 10 SOCIETY Ol

INVESTHLNT IN VOUATIONAL Rflmﬁl']ANO‘l O DISABLLD CI1LNIS.

- F

™

bata Llument anmd Tquation

-

Definitions *

Data Sources

s
L

Data Specifieations

f‘ptndlturc per competitively
crploved 26 ¢losure:

(1)

fotal agency cx"anlturcs

L4 co';ctxtyvcly emp]oycd
26 closurces .

\l iotal agency expenditures =
all monies (state and federal)
spent under control of .state
agency (110, Trust Fund, SSI)
J 1&E, and any other funds under
control of state agency).

RSA - 2
(Oct. - Sept)

111.C.8 (Scc. 110)
+ IV.4 (Trust Fund + SSI)
+ v.L.7 (15E)°

a

* competitively employed 26 RSA - 300 Item 4.9.2 (26 closures);
F closurés = ¥ of non-BEP self- , c¢odes | and 3 on Item 4.1
employed and wage and salaried . \ {competatively employed)
v, .. Co ’ workers 1n the competitive ).
' . labor market. .
o " {\ s [
€i1)  lxpenditure per 26 closure: TO{al agency expcndxru;<§'~ RSA - 2 I11.C.8 (Sec. 110)
Total agéncy éxﬁbndltures = sane as 2(i). R et ' + 1v.4 (Trust Fund + SSI)
y closures - . » ' + V.C.7 (168)° ) \
N R et T T T T e T e e e e e e e e e e -
~ . ¥ 26 closures = closures RsA - 113 Item I11.A.4.2
' ‘ . during fiscal year.
f111) ﬁnilo‘oP'tn al VR benefits to Benefits = paid ¢arnmings , RSA ~ 300 . | Stmmary of data requirements
total VR costs (benefit - ., + .howemaking mohetary  RSA - 2 ' “ | appears in Appendix 1.
Cost rat10)s valuation ‘RSA- 113 Model currently undergoing

o

Benetits
Costs 4
¥

+ unpdid work monotary
valuation

+ fringe bencfits

+ change 1n labor
force participation

- repeater costs.

present value,

total program costs

+ costs .borne by non-VR

parties

client-borne costs -

+ foregong cl;cnt.heng-

fits, (wages:and

fringe behefits)

rescarch costs

traming costs ...

demonstration costs

icarryover costs and
alntcnnnce costs).

Discounted prescnt value,

)

i

+ + .+

follow-up Survey

rcvfgioﬁ. Final version

of model will be incorpora-
ted im the MIS. Documenta-
tion on data Tequirements
and mathematiclal formulation
of revised model will be
I-available from RSA .

after finaL revision,

Total'net benefit, from VR
services (dlscounted net
preésent value): o

X

(tv)

. Ecdefxts - Cests -

Benefits = same &s 2(iii). ¢

RSA
RSA

- 300
-2 -’

qrsa - 113y

Follow-up Survey

. Same as 2(1ii)

.

- ‘

i3 -
1

*If the fund s, relevant o current operations

S
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STANDARD 3: VR SHALL MAXIMIZE THE NUMBER AND PROPORTION OI° CLIENTS ACCEPTED FOR SERVICES WHO ARE
SUCCLSSHULLY RLHABILITAMED, SUBJLCT 10 THL MULTING OF OfIER STANDARDS.

N S
Ve > [ te ‘L .
| Data flement and Lquation befinitions Data Sources Data Specifications
(1) Percent ;6 closures: 2 ¥ 26 closures = 26 closured RSA - 113 iL.A.4.2
2 closures ' iuimg fiscal year. d
Y357 ; . T T =~ - It ety il
: (F267e 28 % 30 closures, 126 + 28 + 30 closures = REA - 113 11.A.4,a ,
X total accepted.clients closed + II1.A.S5.a . ]
. = (26 + 28 + 30) during fiscal R + II.A.6.a
: year. .
'(1 1} Annual change’ in number of ¥ 26 closures, current fiscal | RSA - 113 II.A.4.a
26 closyres: : . year, (curtent year)
/7 . e N
(¥, 26 closures 1n curfent year) - |. R . . . '
[* 26 closures ih previous year) ¥ 26 closures, previous fiscal | RSA -'113 |11.A4.a
. . year, (prey¥ious year)
b v v 3 ' N 1 M
- 14 .
k] < ’ ’ ‘ . 7
A 3
\N ) : - .
+
‘ gy - - '
+ /\ . -
. . ‘ . .
. N .
~ ’ 4 i * ) )
i . . L )
¢ . e
A . ‘ e
Q oL ’ A ' o
ERIC © . : ~ :
. : . * . : ’ U
' \ ' . . AT Y

v

, . . , . 3 .
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Table 2 (continued) J .
. . -
STANDARD 4: REHABILITATED CLIENTS SHALL EVIDENCE ECONOMIC INDEPENDENCE .
. ; L4 v
. yd *
bata Llement, and Fquation Definitions Data Sources Data Specifications
() Pergent 20 closures with weekly Weekly earnings = earnings RSA - 300 Item 4.J " v
earnings at/above the federal at closure, ' - " e
minimum wage: 000000000 e e e e e e o —_—————— e e = .
B . Weekly minimum wage = 35 .8, Bureau of the| Federal hourly minimum wage
. :15:i§lzsgijzb;;;htzze?igeral hours x hourly minimum wage | Census, Statisti- :
- aring - (BLS definition of full-time “Jal Abstract of the . o
minimum wage . 3 : . -
N . ] ¥ 76 closures employment). U.S. R X .
’ . ¥ 26 closures = closures RSA -. 300 Item é.xP'.Z
during fiscal year, ’
' (11)  Comparison of earnings of com- - Competitively employed 26s = RSA - 300 Item 4.P.2 (26 closures);
> petitively employed 26 closures wage and salaried workers codes 1 and 3 on Item 4.1
to earnings of employees in the (competitive labor market), (competitively employed) -
_ state: and self-employed (non-BEP).. © W .
* Mean wecXly earnings of com- Mar T T T T T T T T e —— —— — =y o
\ petitively employed 26's Mcan weekly earnings. = average | RSA - 300 . Item 4.J (average) . 3
e earnings, week of closure, for . .
. Meun weekly earnings of em- competitive 26 closures v \
! ployees in ‘the state __p__i________° _____________
. L J [mployees in state = produc- .U.S. Bureau of thel Labor F(;rce, Employment,
B - ¢ { tion workers in manufactux;ing’ Census, Statisti- |and Earnings: Production !
b . . industries. styact of the |[Workers, Manufacturing - .
. . . S[ Industries -
. . . . 1 Wours and Gross Earnings,
. .. ) N\ ) by state, average weekly
‘ ' earnings ’

S

LT

a3

| . ‘ N B9 ) h. ‘. .. ) . 9 o .
Q ?/ \ . ’ M ' o, K ) _ - R 2 S
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Table 2 (continued)

*s

ERIC

.
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

STANDARD S:

dﬁ

R

-, R .
THERE SHALL BE MAXIMUM PLACEMLNT OF ‘RTHAB]I]TI\}I : 'CLIENTS INTOP COMPETITIVE E\JPL'OYMF\JT

NON-COMPETITIVE CLOSURES SHALL RLPRESLNT AN IMPROYEMENT IN bAlNlUL ACTIVITY FOR 'THE CLIENT. -,

.

A . -
L

Pata Llement and Lquation

- [y

[}

Definitions

< 7
Data Sources {

Data Specifications

¢ competitively employéd = wage

Codes 1 and 3 on Iten 4.1

F compctltxvely fmployed 26"
closureés with hourly earnings
at/above federal minimum wage
v fompetxtxvcly employed 26s

L compctltlve]y employed 265 =
same as'5¢i),

~

(1) Percent 26 closures competitively RSA-300 ;1;
employed: and salaried vorkers (competi- Ry .
) tive labor market) plus self- - ’ .
] . . .
N competitively employed 26s employed (non-BEP). .
' ¥ 26 closures . e e e e e e e e Y e e e e et e e f:\\
-4 26 closures / RSA-300 Item 4,P,2°
=3 b - e
(11}  Percept compctxt5$”Ty employed Hourly eamings = (weekly RSA-300 o Item 4.0 (weekly earnings-at
26 closures with ourlz earnxngs ewtf)ngs at closure) - (ﬂ holurs closure); Item 4.M (X hours
P at/above the fcdernl minimum wage:|worked), - worked at closure) -

atistical Ab-

RSA-300

.styract of the-U.S.}

Codes | and 3 on%tem 4.1% =~
Item 4.9,2

(111)

Percent non-comyfctitivbly employed
26 closures showSgg improvement in
function and life
ment after LSI/FAI pr
PN

* non-competitive 26s with
umprovement on LS1/FFAl measures
from plen to closure

¥ non-competitive 26s

Non-competitive 26s =
sheltered workshop worker,
self-employed (BLP), home-
makers, and unpaid family’
workers.

Improvement on LSI/FAl =
positive change om functional
and status imdicators; measpires
to be determiped by pretesa)

RSA-300

® acceptance

e closure

L 1tem 4,P.2 (26 closures);
Codes 2, 3, 5, and 6 on
Item 4.1 (non- compctutlvely
employed)

Item 2,V ~ .
Item 4.N .

—

N

'

|




(continued)

Table 2

>

STANDARD 6:” REHABILITATED CLIENTS SHIALL LYIDENCE VOCATIONAL GAINS.

{

o % ’ s . . . o -
Data Clement and Fquation befinitions Data Sources Data Specifications
. 4 T R B
, (1) Average carnings change of 26 Sum of earnings for 26
\ closures, before vérsus after closures = total earnings for .
VR services: the group of 26 closures: ",' &
(Sum of closure earnings for 26 ® at c¢losure S RS(I\-SOO\ ‘ Item 4.J° (sum for all 26s)
closures) &inus (Sum of referral N
k - . 1 26
. earnings for 26 closures) _'_ :t__rifir:a_l_‘ ________ _R_S_A‘_S_‘_)_O__ — f_tim;_z_P-_(iu_"l _f—o-r- il_ _2_ _S_)_
¥ 26 closures, #26 closuics = closures RSA=300 Item 4.P.2 -* -
during current fiscal year, .
» A
. ) (11)  Other changes in 'fpnétional Change’ in functional ability RSA-300: - ’
' ability and life status and life status = same as \ -
. P e acce ce {tém 2.V -
{implement after LSI/FAI S(i1i); measures to be ceptan *
. “pretest) , determir.d by pretest, e clostve Item 4.N
: ° v - a
z I ¥ . . ,
‘ 13 ® ,
[ .
- LY * /7 , ’ -
. k3
@ .. ) . * .
. s
, ’ ° ’ N * ‘
- - . |
- ] . ¢ -
- . N . , . . .'.—- -
[N ;F‘ . “
- . . N 1} 4
Al . , .
RN . * -
\& - t
‘ . 3 " @ -
. .
) . - )
. 1 .. -‘ Al - ’ -
. ~ .- . ! - ' - Xl
- T < N "
. “ q e
¢ . . R % . () . + A .
) . - . ,
FRIC - ' w ‘ o
L) . “ - ‘. . -’
. . = A > ‘
N T

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




. .- . s
. - . . .
7 . . . | B

3 L4
v ‘ 3 . .
Table 2 (continued) . ) . ’ .
: ‘ [ 4
. ’ ~ {
‘ ' M . Py
~ - . ’ N
' - N . ? . .
: o STANOARD 7: RENABILITATED CLIENTS SHALL RLTAIN THE BENEI'ITS OF VR SFRVICES. .
N » . -
.. * . « .
L T J -
Data Llement and Equation - Definitions R Data Sources bata Specifications
. L (1) Percent 26 closures \re‘taining "I Retained or increased .. | RSA-300 ) Itewr' 4. (Weekly closure
carnings at follow-up: earniugs = cases where follow- |~ edarnings 3
R ¥ of 26 closures with earnings :l; ;asgint‘; é;;sgfz";i:“:::m; Follow-up Survey 1} Question 3 (Weekly earnmings-
at glosure who retained or q ) £s. (Merge with R-300)] at follow-up)
- increased earnings at follow~up f= - - —— o L L.
¥26 closures with earnings at® 1 26 closures with earnings RSA-300 . Item 4,P,2 (26 closures) . .
i osure, surveyed at follow-up at closure = cases where , " | Item 4.9 (Heekly closure
. weekly closure earnings are - carnings) o o
- T R T NI O B -
. [ Only 26 closures’are surveyed ’ :
at follow-up,
. (11) Compnr.xson of 26 closurés with Public assistance as primary
public assistance as primary source of support = cases "o
source of support at closure where SSI, SSbI, AIDUC, GA, cln
and at follow-up: . Workmen's Compensation, and " o
. . . public institutions account . , ' o
' » 26 closures with public . . ) ,
assistance as primary source (;lzg:’):‘.l-)rs(l)?. g(;iu.l:‘m:t;g:)'sfor
of support at follow-up m : 1 .‘"u l‘ u ‘ogt}: . '
’ . % 26 closures with public total monthly supp ) Follow-up Survey | Questions f,'3, 4: )
( ) assistance as primary source) o st follow-up (Merge with R-300)] Q.2 + (Q.2 + (Q.3x4) + Q.4)
- of support at closure ¢ at closure, - RSA-300 Item 4.N.1
- . ' . Y it I Tl SR e s At
’ \ 26 closures {Only 26 closures | RSA-300 Item 4.P.2 *
. are surveyed at follow-up), 4
(i11) Percent non-competitively . |. Non-competitive closurcs = RSA-300 < [ Item 4.P.2 (26 closures);
. employed 26 closures retain- sheltered workshop worker, Codes 2, 4, 5, and 6 on
- ing closure skills at follow- self-employed (BEP), home- . ¢ Item 4.1 (non-competitively
' up (implement after 1.SI/FAl makers, and unpaid family .| employed)
pretest): : workers, ~ -
. ¥ non-competitive 26 closures _—_'——.-_— _'——_——_r-— _________________________
qg . retaining LSI/FAL closure skills RL!G}.{HH\}, closure shills =
o ¥ non-competitive 26s surveved equal or greater score on
y functional and status ..,
+at follow-up PR ’
) indicators at follow-up, e by .i
! ¥ compn'red to closure:
, . .
: e ‘closure (mcasures to be RSA-300 (closure Item 4.N
determined by pretest) section) -
. ! o follow-up (measures to be Follow-up Survey [ Question §’
) l determined by pretest), (Merge with R-300)
Q

ERIC R R
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Taple 2 (continued) : \
. . [ ’
. . . . }
. . SIANDARD 8.  CLIENTS SHALL BE SATISEIED WITH THE VR PROGRAM, ARD REHABILITATED CLIENTS SHALL APPRAISL '
N VROSIRVICES AS USETUL TN ACHIEVING AND SMINTAINING THL IR VOCATIONAL OBILCTIVLS, .
.t ¢
I . i - — - - - > —— o
* Bati flerent and lquation® Definitiond Data Bources ¢ {pata Specifications . .
2 N . T
(1) Percent closed clients satisfied | Closed clients = 26, 28, and Clostire Survey . '
with overall VR experience: . 30 closures (Closure survey | (Merpe with R-300) Question}l (all respondents)
) t losed clients surveyed satis- E;;:zr?:;y to 26, 28, and 30 o L
. -fred with overall VR experience e 2 .
¥ closdd clients surveyed , ' Vs
(11)  Percent closed clients satisfied Closed clients = 26, 28, and | Closure Survey Questions 2 - 8.
’ with specific aspects of VR: 30 closures. (Merge with R-300) (A1l respondents) . .
v L3
, ¥ closed chients satisfied with Specific aspects = satisfied/ !
specific aspects of VR not satisfied with counselor, ’ . ' -
¥ closed clients surveyed physical restoration services,
- \ (four equations) . job training services, job /‘
( P . placement services.
[ L o]
(i11) Percent 26 closures judging Closure Status = 26. RSA-300 Item 4.P.2 ('A
services received té have been | = = = = = = ~ e o e oL - - o Pt e IR I S, —
useful in obtaining their job/ Useful = "useful in helping Closute~Sarvey Question 9 (26 closures
homemaker situation or in cur- get or perform in" the b (Merge with R-300) [only)
. rent performance: person's closure occupation. -
. - . s .
¥ 26 closures judging services
received to have been useful 9 ‘
. in obtaining-their job/home- . ‘ B
miher situation or in current , . . ]
, performance ' {
¥ 26 closures surveyed * :
- ' .
Al .. ke
. ) .
- ,
9 - ,J -
M .
[}
. *
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ADMINIS%ERING THE CLOSURE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS

The Vocational Rehabilitation Performance Standards .require that VR '
clients be satisfied wrth the services and tra1n1ng received, that the
Services are useful in obtaining and pe orming jobs and that the beneflts
of the VR program be retained. In the past, VR agenc1es have gathered in-
formation addressing issues such a;rthese through the use *of follow-up
questionnnaire surveys. HQwever, an early BPA r;vlew of the VR Program
Evaluation Standards noted many criticisms of this effbrtf;ncludlng non-
comparable sahpllng deslgns, survey formats, def1n1t10ns, and resulting
data,acrogs states; hrgh nonresponse rates; and reportlng biases. The
closure and follow—up'surveys described here are designed “to replace the
current unstandardized system with a new approach, standardized across

. v g ot . . <
states.and yielding valid, useful data.

CLOSURE SURVEY ' -
: ' R T , . ‘.‘

The closure survey 1s aeslgnea to be olstrlbuteo at case closure to
c11ents whose serv1cey;are termlnatlng As a self-completion mallback
quest1onna1re it is de51gned to be self- explanatory .

The closure survey wilT serve,as the source ‘of data about c11ent
satisfaction with overall services and varlous aSpects of serv1ces Le.g.
"counselor performance “the quality of placement services). It ﬂlso will )
provide data on the clients' assessment of the tsefulness of their services

v in obtaining and functlonlng in the1r job or homemaklng situation (see
» . ' . .

Figurel). \ . »

-

Both the closure and follow-up surveys are essent1al sources of data

for computing spec¢ific data elements. Table 1 shows how the closure

surveK relates to the VR Performance S§andaA95‘By 1nd1cat1ng which items
on the survey are used to provide data for specific data elements. As

with the otherzstandards and data elementS, these are useful not only for - Q:\

measuring. tota agenEy performance but also as a closer look*at district

and even individual counselor performance. The ¢losure syrvey can be used
L] - ‘. | \
i

]
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S . I Tablé 1 : ’ : '
Uses of Closure Survey Data for, Performance Standards

. - ) . J
Yy - ~

™

. +
- Closure Survey Question: Used in Data.Element:

> 1 8(1) (Peréent of closed.clients satis-
- . - . ) fied with overall VR experience)

2 8(11) (Percent of closed clients: satisg g
__— . fied with their dounselors)

3, 4 . . 8(ii) (Percent of closed clients.re-
. ) - ceiving physical restoration
. T Y : : : . /
services, who are satisfied with
.- those services)

5, 6 8(ii) ,(Percent of closed clients re-
\;\ . ' ce1v1ng job training “services,
who are satisfied with those . .
services) - ’ '
- . > . . )
8(ii) (Percent of closed clients re- °
. ceiving job placement services,
’ . . -who are satisfied W1th those’ o
services)

9 "8(iii) (Percent of 26 closures judging
servlces received to have been
useful ‘in obtaining their job/

> homemaker situation or in current
b performance) -

L
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to help idggtify strengths and weaknesses in specific service areas. Also,
" by linking this data to data on individual client characteristics, it is

possible to study satisfaction with services~and utility of services across ¢

e different client groups. o

* FOLLOW-UP SURVEY 7 ' .

. oy ) ‘

- . The follow—ug,survey is designed to be distributed as a mail-back

questionnaire to be completed by former clients one year following com-
pletion of VR services. The major purpose of ‘the follow-up survey'ié to
determine the extent to/;hich the benefits gained by thé VR gclient have
a long-termleffect. This is accompqtshed by asking Slie;ts about work
status, earnings, and other éourcesv f support, and about a variety of
skills, to determine to what extent the benefit$ of services have been ‘\
retained over a 12-month pe\i:d. . B - -
Once again, a table has deen prOVided illustrating the relationship
-between 1tems on the survey ‘and speC1f1c data elements of the standdrds.
Also, *as in the case of the closure survey, the follow-up survey can pro- -
vide valuable information at the district and counselor levels in addition
. to providing the necessary data for computation of the standards. fhrough
the follow-up surveys, in conjunction with data about individual client
characteristics, VR can learn much about the long-term impact of tﬁe
program's services on diffeient types of clients, as well as how that

4 £
impact might vary across districts or counselors, )

- ° ‘

. ERIC : ) . ‘ ‘ . ‘

. ;




- c-5

Table 2 /. .. - T ,

Uses of Follow-Up Survey Data for Performance Standards o

2

-Follow-Up Survey Question: Used in'Daté"Eiémént:’

1 . (Update on work status. Not used
) explicitly for standards.)
2 7(ii) (Primary source of support)
3 - 2(iii), *
' 2(iv) (Benefit-cost)
7(i) = (Earnings retention)

A . 7(ii) (Primary source of support)
1 » M .

4 - 7(ii) (Primary source of support) ‘

52 7(iii) (Retention of 'functional

abilities and life status) ‘:L/"

.

¥ .
aQuestions to be added after pretest of the Life Functioning Index (LFI),

.

4
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ADMINISTRATION OF THE SURVEYS: PLANNING - AHEAD

~

LY
.

Having presented a basic overview of what the closure and followluﬁ
surveys are, the next sections of this guide w111 describe methods of
effectively implementing the surveys The f1rst step in this process is
to plan ahead. This may seem at first like stating the obvious, but the
importance of planning for the administfa?ion of the surveys canhot be
adequately stressed Just as error can be reduced through appropriate
sampling methods or questionnaire deslgn, so it is also poss1b1e to reduce
error through adequate plannlng. For example, one would be unable to
implement a carefully timed follow-up procedure réquiring replacement
questionnaires if too few are printed. Likewise, processing returned
questionnaires and follow-up reminders requires planning in advance for
adequate staff. Attention to administrative details hay be as crucial
to obtaining high quality data as the quest;onnairq or cover letter.

There are four hajor steps in planning the implementation of the
surveys: '

lf identifying ail tasks to be accompiished; .

2) determining how each task is dependent on the others;

3) determining in what prdér the, tasks must be'perfbrmed; and

4) desiding the means by which each task is to be accomplished.
While it will not be possible here to take the reader through all of

these steps, the sections that follow will identify the major tasks and
provide methods for accomplishing them. ' '
There are five major act1v1t1es involved in implementing the syrveys

.and collectlng the data:
o Sample Selection;
‘e Instrument Dévelopment;
® Survey Distribution;
° Survey.Collectioﬁ; and

e Cleaning, and Coding the Data..




-
v

* - ‘ TN : . - - . )
.~ Each one of’tﬁésq éctivities:or tasks is essential to collecting quaI;:>\\\r;£:>
‘ data.. Perhaps these tasks can best be viewed as links-in a chain. If 11/
X Any one of the links is weak, the whole cbaiq'is weakened. .In order to )
eﬂsure'an 9fféctive1y administered, survey, each one of ihe'e activities
must-be.pianned ahead. The following pages describe tﬂe coﬁbonents of

these activities and the recommended methods . for carrying them out.
. . - h P
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SA%FLE SELECTION
k !

. The careful selection of an approprlate survey sample is cruc1a1 to’

the de51gn of any survey or other data collectlon process where data is to

be collected from Less than fhe total wniverse of potent1a1 respondents.~
Obviously, the best way to .prevent sampliug biases or other sampling prob-
lems wauld be to dzstrlbute closure and follow- -up surveys to allyclients,
However, ot only, w0u1d all'but the smallest states find this impractical,
but it is also not necessary. " For the purposes of this survey, a randomly
selected sample of appropriate 51ve»w1ll provide adequate data to respond
to the VR Performance Standards as well as provide state VR agenc1es with
a valid base for collecting .information about any other aspects of the pro-

gram that the agency may choose to 1nc1ude in the surveys. .

.

Who Should Be Included in the Sample?

A

. t
The closure survey is designed to collect data from clienfs as they

are closed from VR services. Since the closure survey is de51gned to

gather information about clients' satisfaction with services‘and the

usefulness of those services, clients closed in Status 08, having received
no services, will not be surveyed. Thus, the sample will include:

® 26 closures, 02

e 28 closures, and

e 30 olosures.

.
e

The follow-up survey was de51gned with a dlfferent purpose in mind.
—_—L
Rather than surveylng all c11ents who received services from VR to find
out about their experiences, the follow-up survey is designed to determine
. whether the benefits received have been’ retalned over time. For this sur-
vey, only those receiving substantial beneflts from their VR services are
included, Thus, the sample will include only 26 closures.

‘
[y
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How Many Clients are Needed for the Sample? _ .

4t

For the' closure" survey, the sample should 1nc1ude 500 clients each

year. This should be dlstrlbuted amoﬂg the three closure statuses as .
follows: -

® 26 closures - 300,:“ _ ) %

e %8 closures - 100, _— '

o 30 closures - 100. ’ : ' ' ‘s~ * :
Clients shoul& be saﬁpled on a monthly basis throughout the yéar. Thus, -
the -shmple size for each Glosure status will be as follows: ot -

° 26~élosures - 25 per fonth, " | . .

¢ 28 Lﬁures - 8-9 per month, . ‘ .

e 30 closﬁrés - <8-9 per month.

For the follow-Up survey; the sample should include, 200 clients per
year. ,As in the fase of the closure survey, clients shduld Be sampled °

throughout the year on a monthly basis. Thus, the sample for the follow- .
\
up survey w111 1nclude 16-17 26 closures_per month’. i

2
. s
o 3

) oy .

The'Monthly‘Sampling Plan"

V-

In order to ensure the best possible survey data, it is important that
the selection of clignté be made on a random basis. Each:month the sample
' ~§hou1d be drawn by systéﬁatically selecting every 'n'" case. The '"n" here
is determined by d1V1d1ng the total number of cases by the number to be
selected. For example i

Actual # Monthly Select

Status of Cases Sample Size Every
26 250 £25 . . 10th
28 99 -9 11th
30 78 s 9 8th

A new monthly sambling plan must be made each month. To facilitate

this process, sampling forms for an entire year follow. \

'

L]




€ .
. . ' . Monthly Sampling Plan: Closure Survey . . -
. — .
-y «
' : - 7 .
* { Month - — ) Honth Month . | Month
- Actual m.m(hl) Actual Monthly Actual Monthly . Actual Honthly ’
’ ’ Suker Tf Sample | Setect 7 Number Sample, | Select Numbe £ Sample | Select” * | Number Sample | Sclect
Status | of Cases _1Stze Every | of Cases Size Every of Cases Sjze Every of Cascs * Size lvery
& . . ) . . . (;
26 b /.):o th 125 | th - 25 | <th s th
. » - 4 . ‘ )
28 ) Py th |’ t 9 th : 9 th ' 2 9 th
—_— / . — —_— ‘e _ R
. : : 1
30 - D9 | +10 ¥ th 4 9 th i 9 . th
0 P B - T
‘ -
. ‘ ‘ Y
. -~ i 4
Month . Month 3 Month \l Month,
r - .
«§ Actual : Monthly ~ Actual : Menthly Actual Monthly Actual Monthly (@]
Mumbery Sample slect Number . Sample | Select™ Number Sample | Select Number Sample [Select - ,'_t
, Status { of Cases Size Lvery of Cases Size Every of Cuses Size Every of Cases Size Lvery -
4 26 i 25 th I T th, : 25 th ] #2s th
. ) . N - . . , «
28 i 10 th¢ . R th » + 10 th . P9 th '
) ' . . —
- -~ .
. 30 i 9 th t 9 - th 09 -]+ 09 th
! ' . ' » .
. '
’ . * ’
1] ~
. .
Month ' | Month - Month ‘ - Month . ' : ’
Actunl Monthly Actual “ Monthly ‘Il Actual Monthly 'y ' Actual Monthly . 4,
Number o Sample, | Select Number, Sample | Select Number Sample | Select Numher Sample |Select )
¢ - Status } of Cases | 8i g kvery of Cases Size Every of Cases Size very of Cases Size Every
. L 7,
26 1 s 3s th + 25 th + 25 th | ° + 25 th’
. — —_—" A —_— —_
- < . ) -
28 $ 9 th + 9~ " th + 9 th | - - . £.9 1 T AN
— — ‘. —_ . - 1. s
- . . o - Ve ra
30 £ 9 th $ 4 k + 9 th
- L4
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INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT
a 3

The next majorvlink in the survey chain to be described here is that

of preparing the questionnaires for distribution. The size of this task -
wiil vary greatly from state to state, depending on- the extent to which
agenc1es choose to moalfy the stanaardlzed questlonnaifes to meet .the
state's own needs. The preparatlon of a questionnaire consists of thraée
major activifies: >
- 1)* writing the questiong; ? '
2) “developing the form¥t; and ’ .
3) printing the questionnaire. .

Berkeley Pldnning Associates has already done the first two of these steps.

v + The surveys appear at the end of this chapter qn.pages 23-33. Care-
fully review the proposed surveys. If there are no additional questions
your state VR agency wishes to ask, and if there are no desired format A
) changes, the first two steps may be skipped and you may proceed d1rect1y
l to Step 3 - printing the>quest10nna1re For those agencies wishing to
modify the surveys, however, Steps 1 and 2 are described Below. ) -~

Step 1 - Writing the Questions . 1

.
-
¢ , -

x
/ The survey dbveloped by Berkeley Planning Associates 1nc1udes all of

the questions necessary to collect client survey data for the VR Perform-

ance Standards. Whlle agencies may choose to add additional questlons, the

closure and follow- up surveys must contaln at least those questions included
" in BPA's questionnaire. It is also important that all states‘pse the same

wording of these questions and ask them in the same order to standardize

the responses sb that data can be aggregated and compared across states.

Any questions that your agency may w1sh to add must be .added to the endgof .

the surveys, fbllow1ng the standardlzed questions,

Some states may cpdbs% to take advantage of this survey contact with
clients to ask additional questiens that relate to the state's own program
evaluation and planning needs.= When writing questions for a survey there

are a number of consideratians to keep in mind. .

, - 114




Identify the'Kind.of Information Being Sought

¢

The first step in writing a question is to identify exactly what kind

of information is de51red from survey respondents Questions can usuaIly

be classified as reduesting one or more of these types of information: (~ ’
e attitudes -- what people say they want; ( g
® Dbeliefs -- what people think is true; . ' "
® _behavior -- what people do;ﬁand ) ’
° attributes -- what people are.

~n . . ‘
It is important td distinguish between these types of’hnformation and to
determine which of these is the most appropriate for answering axgiven (“
researchyor evaluation question, Otherw1se, efforts to write questions

may 1nadvertent1y result in obtaining a different. type of information feom

that which is desired. - ¢ p
L] / ) ‘
Deciding Question Structure . : ) /

. .

The second maJor decision in writing questions is to determin / question
stru€ture ‘ &ne basis for’ distinguishing among que$tion structures is the

nature of the response behavior askgd,of the client.

) c>
e Open-ended -- respondents create theif own answers;

, ‘® Closed-ended with ordered choices -- respondents choese the
~ ' v
most appropriate re;pgnse along a scale; =~ .
~® +Closed-ended with urbrdered choices -- respondents choose i

- ¥ from among discrete categories: and

» !

e partially closed-ended -- although responses are provided,

" respondents have{du:option of creating their own. - R
: — T T .
anb type of information mentioned earlier (i.e. attitudes, beliefs, \behav- :

ior, and attributes) can be requested using any of these structures However,
some structures ‘tend to be more suitable for obtaining certain types of
information than others. Open-ended questions are useful for allowing res-
pondents to express themselves freely or to elicit a precise piece of
information where the number of possible responses is so la;}e that listing

choices ‘are

them would be unwieldy. Clozed-ended questions with ordere

y | 115 -
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suited to determlnlng such™ things as 1nten51ty of feeling, degree of involve-

menq‘ and;frequency of activity. Closed-ended.questions with unordered

1 .
choites are useful for asking respondents to evaluate edch choice individ-

ually.

Partially closed- énded questions provide an opportunlty to g1ve a
response that the' questlon -writer may. not have thought of. !
—
!
Choosing the Wording - . .
: , L~ f~ ‘\\\

Having decided what~to ask and how to ask it, the third decisjon n is

how to word it. Effectlve wording of survey questlons is a sk11})that is .

developed through experlence‘ However, there ate a number of con51deretlons

fhat can help even a novice to state the question in a meanlngful way. The™

following questions can serve as a useful guide to developlng survey ques-

thﬂSZ

13.

1)
15.

“16.

Is it a double question? ' . ) .

.
”
. .

.
v

Will the wowds be uniformly: understood?
Does the question contain abbreviations of unconventional
phrasesg . o 2
Is the question too vague? . o J
Is the.question too precise? .
Is-the question biased?

Ts the question objedtionable?

Is the quesgion too demdnding? -

Does the questionvhave a double negative?

Are the answer choicese.mutually exclusive?

Have you assumed t'oo much knowledge° ]

Has too much been ass ed about respondent behavior?
Is the question techni ally accurate?

Is an approppiate time referent provided?

Can the responses be compared with existing information?

Are the questions too cryptic?

The use of this list as a checklist in writing survey questions can help

the writer avoid she most common pitfalls in wording questionnaires.
' t

1

)

/

N
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%Iep 2 - Developing the Format ' Qn

v
/ Once the questions h@ve begn written, the ext'étep is té figure out
how to lay them ouf on the page_ and tie them hogefher in such a way that
the questionnaire.can be self-explanatory and as easy as p0551b1e to com- -
-plete. While it is not possible here to dekzrlbe in detail layout design,
there are a number of practical con51derat10ns that should be taken into
account : 7

e provide dirécti&ws for how to answer questions;

® show clearly how to skip questions (if applicable); )
e establish a Vertical flow to reduce the likelihood that
questions will be missed; : :

. -
e use different typeface for questions, answers, and instruc-
tion ) , . -
) pre-code the responses to the maximum extent possible;
o' make questions fit comfortably on each page;
- ® use transitions -for continuity: and
e consider carefully the order of the questiqni-,_ . -
) ¥ .

Step 3 - Printing the Quegtionnaire

The client's first exposure to the logk and feel of the questionnaire {
may be critical to ensuring a good Tresponse rate. It is very important
that %he questionnaire make a good first impression, It mustn't look too
bulky, long, formidable, disorganized, or d1ff1cu1t tp complete. Take

into account the following:

® Make the questionnaire legible
-- Lse white or off-white paper;

-- use printing method that produces quality very close to

F
-

the original;
-- use large type for visually-impaired; and
-- if using photo reduction, don" reduce smallerthan
) ] * ‘

1

three-fourths of the original size,

e Consider printing the questionndire in booklet format
-- comblned with quality paper<and prlntlng (thls looks

very profe551ona1) and
AN - . g
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f’ . ‘ -- use 8-1/4" x 12-1/4" paper folded in half, as this -
» [4 .
) will fit in a conventional envelope and keep mailing .
costs down. - |
~ . N . ]
. -

e Don't print questions on the front or back pages (''cover"
@ pages) ; and(/j « - y i N\
* o Make sure to make an adequate number of copies -- take ' ‘

r o into account follow-up mailings.




SURVEY" DISTRIBUTION

. Once the questionnaire has been prepared for distribution th

still a few additional tasks involved in agtually getting the surv
mail.* It is 1mportant that the survey be accompanied by a perssnable

letter from the VR agency‘th\the client, explalnlzg the purpose of the
survey. It is,also important that appropriate re

ord-keeping procedures
be established to ensure accuracy in administering the survey. Finally,

-’ A

/\../‘

' ) .

the surveys must be uackaged and mailed out.

Step 1 - Preparing the Cover Letter

- -
hd -

The’ _cover 1ettef’shou1d be the first part of tMe mailout paekage that

the client will see. It serves to 1ntroduce the survey and hopefully ‘
motivates the respondent to immediately pick up the questionnaire, f111 it
out, and return it. The cover letter is virtually the only opportunlty for
ant1c1pat1ng and respondlng tosrespohdent questions, It must be short and
to the point while still providing adequate information (see Figure 2).

The first paragraph of the cover letter should (1) explain what the.
survey is for and (2) convince the client that the results will be useful g
The second paragraph should be usedy'to convince the client that his or her

\,

response is important. Subsequent paragraphs should address conf1dent1a1iry,
R

tell the respondent what to do if questions arise, and extend apprec1at1o
for participation. )

In add1t10n to the body of the letter there are a few additional
details that can help incréase the response rate and are worth conslderlng
The first is that dating the letter gives it an air of greater 1mportance
and giﬁes the respondent a frame of reference of elapsed time ould it

@ become separated from the envelope before being filled out. S/zondly, it
is best to type the name, address and salutation (if used) individually

onto each létter {s) that it appears perszﬁa11zed rather than as a typ1ca1

B
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Figure 2
} SMPLE COVER LETTER .
4 (Closure Survey) "

Date : ' \

Dear,

In order to 1mprove the effectiveness ofclient services, VR is
asking for the opinions of some of our past VR clients. Please
find enclosed a brief questlonnalre regarding your feelings towards
VR counselors, and the services you have received. The results
from this suzvey will help guide the modification of VR services

to make them more responsive to client needs.

Since only a small number of former VR clients are receiving this
survey, each person’s timely response is of great importance. Use
the enclosed preaddressed envelope to make returning the completed
survey easier. :

All responses to the ,3urvey will be confidential. If you have any

questions regarding the survey, please call '
at , OT write:

VR is commitqk to providing 2Lefu1 and beneficial services to all
VR clients. Your help in this effo%t is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,




}
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form 1etter. Finally, .the letter should be printed onto agency letter- i
( .
head, (or a very good copy)
- Y
-/ . o' . . ’ ~ .
Step 2 - Setting Up the Recdtds o L. : R '
~. -

. .o L

Effective administration of the surveys reﬁuires that the required
information be recorded systematically in an easily accessible form. The
attached Survey Contrdl _Sheet provides a simple hechanism for recording all
of the 1nformation needed during survey distribution (and colléctiggg in one
place. )

The first step in setting up the records is to conpile a listing of

all members of the sample with up-to-date addresses and telephone numbers .

This 1nformation is recorded on the control sheet, one for each client,
Having this information on the control sheets makes it readily available -
for follow- -up response prods later and also provides a place to record
changes in addresses and‘ phone numbers should they arise. . '

The next step is to clearly identify each client by recording Social

Security number and case number on the control sheet: This is important

for ensuring accuracy since, to protect confidentiality, no identifying

7

information will appear on the questionnaire. . ‘
As the questionnaires are sent out, the questionnaire number from the
.

survey sent to each client must be recorded on the control sheet to identify
each questionnaire with a given client. This provides the identification neces-
sary to merge survey data with other agency data making it p055161e to look
at the survey data in the context of client characteristics. This is also
the only way to keep track of which clients have returned surveys; informa-
tion that is essential for follow-up purpdses. Alkso essential to the
follow-up p%ocedure is the recording of the date mailed out in order to
keep track of elapsed time.
This is the last of the preliminary stepg! Once His record-keeping

system has been set up, the surveys can be packaged and mailed out.

- Step 3 - Packaging and Mailing Out the Survey

The survey package should include the survey, a cover letter, and
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. ' e .- C-
Questionnaire No. \ 20
<

- ¥

(Number on Survey Control Yheet and

%

* Questionnaire must correspond)

BRS¢

Survey Control Sheet - .

. VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION CLOSURE SURVEY

[l

-

To Be Completed’By Agency Personnel Only

%

I. Agency-and Client Identification

1. Case No. /& / /) /1 1M /1 /[

3. Social éécurity No. /< [/ /=] [ /-1 [ [ [/

-

Closure Date ___L_;L;_

4. Client's Name,

a

S. Client's Address

.

street name and number

Apt. No.

T city L

6. Client's Telephone No. ()

state. zip code

II. Survey Control Information (Check-the boxes that apply and give the dates)

1. Initial Queé%ionnaixe Distribugkd -- Date / */ /[ /7

How: by counselor? /_/
by distriet office? / /
by central office? [/ /

Response Prods:

"

-

2. Reminder postcard ‘[__/ "Date’/ [/ /[ [/, -
3. Second sérveylform /./] Date/ [/ [ / |
4. Telephone £ollow-up 1 /_/ _ Date / /'f/ / .
5. Other: /. / sDate / / [/ p/ A

6. Classified as non-response o / /

~!

Héw: by mail?
. ‘e

by telephone? ’

in person?

Questionnaire Completed? L__]" Date / /[ / / ] ‘ .
' L4

Interviewer's name:

{

v
bate / / / /




a return addressed envelope. The return envelope should preferrably be
postage paid, as this tends to.help maxigiée the response rate. Once
again, the importance of recording questionnaire numbers on the dppropriate
survey control sheets.cannot be overemphasized. This is usually the last.
step in the mail out process in conjunction with the envelope stuffing
process. The materials should be folded and the.envelope stuffed Th such

a manner that the respondent notices the cover letter first.

Experience shows that to ensure thdt mail reaches its destination as
soon as possible after the‘mai} out date, the best time to mail the surveys
is early in the week. This avoids the weekend build up. It is also helpful

" to avoid holidays as much as possible.
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SURVEY COLLECTION . »
» ~ s

-

Most people who answer questionnaires do so almost immediately after
they receive them. A questionnaire that lies unanswered for a coupléof
weeks is not very ilkely 0 be returned. There are many reasons why
respondents may not return the qdéstlonnaires:

e The questionnaire nevet reached its destination because the

wrong address was used.

/ e The questionnaire arrived at the appropriate address but was

discarded without being opened because it resembled 'junk' mail.

-

e The respondent found no cogvincing explanation about why it

should be completed so threw it away.

o The client decided io fi11l out the questionnaire but temporarily

laid it aside and just never got back to it.’

e The questionnaire was filled out but the return address was

misplaced so it was never returned.

-

e The cllent was unable, because of his or her disability, to Fill
out the questionnaire without assxstance.
While some of these problems can be overcome by carefully preparing
.the survey package, there will always be 1nd1v1duals who do not return .
the -questionnaire. For this reason 1t is 1mportant to follow the surveys
with reminders or prods to those who have not responded. Berkeley Planning

Associates recommends the following four step process for maximizing,

response rate. As_will be seen, this_ is where the survey control sheet ‘

will be an effective tool.

L)
Step 1 - Two Week Reminder .

Two weeks after the initial distribution, reminder post cards or
letters should be mailed to clients for whom a questionnaire has not been
L




returned (see Figure 3). The reminder should be written not to overcome re-

' sist2nce, but rather to‘idg memories and to influence the respondents' pri-
J or%ties. It should be carefully worded to convey a’sense of importance without
sounding impatient. This can be accomplished by stating that a questionnaire
was sent, stressing why the respondent is important, offering a replacement
questionnaire, and providing a contact pérson,
To keep costs down, reminders_should be sent only to those who have

not respondéd. While some states may choose to use computerized flagging.
systems, this can be accomplished mechanically and quite simply through
use of the control sheets. When questionnaires are returned by clients the
date is recorded on the control sheet and’that control sheet is pulled from
the pending file and filed by closure' date. All those remaining in the
current month*'s peﬁding file at the end of the two week period would receive

a two week reminder.

g

Step 2 - Second Questionnaire

e
N

R ~.
One week after the two week reminders have been sent out, a second

14
questionnaire should be mailed to the remaining non-respondents. Once again
’ 7/

this. should be accompanied by a cover letter (see Figure 4). Tpis letter
should combine element$ of the first cover letter and the reminder by
‘stating thaf a questionnaire was mailed previously, thanking those who
have already responded (ih case this reminder has crossed in the mail

with the response), explaining why the survey is important, stressing the
'importaﬁ;e of the individual's response and providing a contact person.

If, as in the case of the reminder letter, the control sheets for those
‘who have returned questionnaires have been pulled and filed appropriatelyy
then those remaining‘in the pending file at the end of the third week

would receive the second questionnaire. .

Step 53 - Telephone Reminder

’

One week following the second survey mailing, a telephone reminder

should be undertaken for those surveys still unreturned. Once again,

1

4
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Figure 3
SAMPLE P;ZZLARD REMINDER

Dear ” Date:

Our effort to refine and improve VR services has included
sending brief questionnaires to selected former VR clients.
Such a questionnaire was recently sent to you and we want
to emphasize how much we would appreciate your response.

We encourage you to complete the questionnaire and return
it to us in the preaddressed envelope as Soon as possible.
If you have questions or need a new questionnaire, please
*contact : ) at -

or write:

-

Thank you for your help.




. ) " » Figure 4 .
) SAMPLE_ REMINDER COVER LETTER
.%_) (Closure Survey)

tiar. ! K

Date : .. . ’

Dear . j g '

VR is committed to improving the effectiveness of client services -
and is asking for th® opinions of past VR clients. A questionnaire
was recently sent to'you'regarding your *feelings towards VR services
and 'counselors. Since the results from the survey will help guide
the modification of VR services, your response to the questionnaire
is of tremendous importaqce.

Pléease findsenclosed another copy of the questionnaire. We encourage
you to complete the questionnaire and return it to us- in the enclosed
preaddressed envelope. All responses to the survey will be confiden-

]

If you have already returned a completed questionnaire, please accept

our gratitude. If you have questions regarding the survey, please
call v . at ” ‘

or write: N

Thank you very much for your help,

Sincerely,




-

respondents should be urged gently. The focus of the telephone cortact -
should be to determine the cause of the delay and establish whether the

respondent is willing to participate. For those clients who have difficulty

completing the survey themselves it maf be necessary to make special

~

arrangements.

Step 4 - Last Try .

If no response is received after Step 3, the agency may elect to
mail a third questionnaire (if necessary) or to complete the survey through

telephone or personal interview with the client. The latter should be
arranged at a mutually convenient time and place for the parties involved.
The "last try" is the step most often omitted in sﬁrvey'imp}ementation,
especially where resources are limited and the zesponse rate has been
relatively high. In-person and telephone interviews take time and are
more costly than self-administered mail-back surveys. However, omission
of this step increases thé tendency for sample Bias: Thereforé, the
extent to which an ageney will implement ‘these procedures should receive
.careful consideration.

Surveys still unretu;gga or uncompleted two weeks f0110w1ng the
telephone contact should be considered non-responses and clas51f1ed as
.such. This allows for a total of six weeks for completlng.the‘questlonnaite

before it is classified as a non-response.

-




DATA PREPARATION

.The return of the questionnaires to the VR agency is not the
completlon of the survey/data collection process. . Rather, the final link
in the chain is the preparation of the data for analysis. -Before the data

¢an be analyzed, the questionnaires must be edited .
L] - -

A

Step 1 - Editing Completed Questionnaires .

.

All completed questionnaires must be edited to ensure that the
proper information is being collected, to ensure that the questionnaires
have been properly completed, to ensure that information is recdrded con-
sistently and to prepare the data for keypunching.

In the process of editing, the editor reviews each and every item
in the questionnaire. He or she examines all responses to make sure that
the instructions were followed, that the answers are approprlate and that
the appropriate number of responses is given to each question. The agency '
should strive to have only one or two individuals edit completed instruments.
By minimizing the number of editors the consistency of the data is increased.

Also problems or trends in interpteting or answering questions are quickly

detected. W
Editors also keep track of items with a high degree of missing data,
and items with which respondents have difficulty. Knowledge of problematic

variables is very important in the analysis phase.

-

2




Exhibit:
THE SURVEYS

The closure and folldh;up surveys in their standardized form appear

in the following pages. As mentioned previously (Instrﬁment Qevelopment)

in order to gather consistent data acrbss states it is essential that all

states ask the same questions using the same wording. : R
Howe?%?, some states may wish to include additional questions relating

to their own internal program planning and evaluation needs. Any additional

questions that yéur agéncy may wish to add must be added to the end of the

surveys following the standardized questions. This exposes all clients to

the standardized questions in the same order, thus assuring comparable data.
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- Client Closure Survey

- -

(Column #)
T (1-3)
(4)
(5-14)

i
!
I
!
I
|
L
I
I
!
I
!
!
I
I
!
!
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
!
I
I
I
I
I
!
I
I
I
!
I
]
I
I
!
I
I
I
I
l

Questionnaire No. / /) / /
// (Card Number)
[/ /1117771777 (Cllent 1.D.)

VR CLIENT CLOSURE SURVEY.

Are you satisfied with your overall experience

with the rehabilitation program? [PLEASE CHECK
ONE] :

1.

—

2.

—

9.

——

1.

Yes
No {
Not sure or no* opinion

Are you satisfied with your counselor’s pek-
formance (that is, did he/she do a good job
for you)? -[PLEASE CHECK ONE] ' -
1. Yes /
2. No ‘
Not sure or no opinion

——

9.

Did your' counselor arrange for you to have
physical restdration services, such as medical
treatment, physical therapy, artificial limbs,’
'eyeglasses, dentures, hearing aids, etc.?

. [PLEASE CHECK ONE} . '
1. Yes
2. No

9. I don’t.remember




(Column #)

(18)

(19)

. (20)

(22)

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
1
I
]
I
!
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
!
I
I
!

!
I
!
I
I
I
I
|
i
I
!
I

ul

'If YES, are you satisifed with these ser-
vi/ces? [PLEASE "CHECK ONE]

'\N:__ 1. Yes
2. No

5,

\

&

6 1

g.

—

____ 9. Not sure or no opinion

Did your counselor orronge)for you to have
job training? {[PLEASE CHECK ONE]

. Yes '

. 2. NoO

9% I don't remember

If YES, are"you satisfied with the kind of
training you received? [PLEASE CHECK ONE]
1. Yes>

2. No

9 Not sure or no opihion f

1. Yes

D1d your counselor help you laok’for a Job9
. L“rj(/ [PLEASE CHECK ONE] -5;-~~ :;@f
I L
(21 ."'.:.",,A ‘,."'

L 2. No
9. 1 don’t remember

If YES, are you satisfied with the help-you
received? [PLEASE CHECK ONE]

1. Yes o

____ 2. No

9. Not sure or no oplnlon

132




{Column #)

(23)

Were the services or training you received

from the rehabilitation program useful in ‘.

helping you to perform in your present situ-

ation or in helping you gét/it? [PLEASE

CHECK ONE] ' ‘ o

1. Yes ' ‘

—2 No ,

— 3. I received no services or training
from the rehabilitation program

9. I have no opinion

r

[
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client Follow-Up Survey

hJ

(Column #)
—
(1-3)

(4)

(5-14)

(15)

-

/

(16-19)

|
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I
I
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I
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I
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Questionnaire No. /-7
/  (Card Number)
[/ /1 /1 /.0 /[ /) (Client I.D.)

VR _CLIENT FOLLOW-UP SURVEY

1. Which of the following statements best de-
scribes your present work situation? [PLEASE
CHECK ONLY ONE] ‘

1. 1 earn a wage or sglory, either at d

* regular job or from self-employment

2. 1 earn a wage or salary in a sheltered

workshop or Business Enterprise Pro-

gram (BEP) )
___ 3.1 am a homemaker 4
___ 4. Iwork in a family farm or business
. without pay :

. 1 am not working at present
6. Other (explain): '

»

2. How much total income, if any, did you and
" your dependents receive last month from all
sources of public welfare? [PLEASE CHECK
ONLY ONE AND FILL IN THE SPACE]
We received $ last month
None?@ .

[ don’t remember?
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(CGolumn #) .

" 3. What were your total earnings last week (from
a job, self-employment, sheltered Workshop,
or Business Enterprise Program (BEP)?

I earned $ last week

I am working but I don’t receive g

. wage or salary @

—~ I am not working?® K

I don’t knowa |

(20-21)

o—

~

4, What wgs your income last month from private
sources other than the earnings reported in
Question 3 (for example, from rents, divi-
dends, or privaté insurginde)?

. I received $ last month

None® I R
[ don’t remember? :

———

—

~

1
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I ————
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

5. (Items oésessihé'functionol ability gnd life \
status; items to be determined through pre- :
test of the Life Functioning Index (LFI),

\
%These responses will require multicolumn codes (e.g., 0000 for 'None"
on Question 2, 9999 for "I don't remember' on question 2), °

4'( /

S
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THE FIVE PROCEDURAL STANDARDS

)

ovEszFw , T ' , .

~; .
o ¢

£
The Procedural Standards COWSISt of five goal- statements for the Voca-

3
!
e

: tlonal Rehabilitation program, perta1n1ng to R-30 va11d1ty5 compliance with

key regulat1ons, and’ certain aspects of case hand11ng “These standards

anclude' - ’ e -

[y
o

; e Standard,9: Information collected on clients by the R-300
'f ¥ and alld . reporting systems used by RSA shall be valid,

- reliable accurate, and complete‘ ]

. Standard 10: ,Elrg1b111ty decisions shall be based on accurate

and sufficient diagnostic:information, and VR shall contiftally
review and evaluate eligibility defisions to ensure that deci-
sions are being.made in agfordance,with laws and regulations. -

Standard 11: VR shail ensure th?f eligibility decisions and

client movement through the VR pfocess occur in a timely ‘manner
apprOprlate to the needs and capabilities of the cliénts.
Standard 12: VR shall prov1de an Individualized Written Rehab-
ilitation. Program for each applicable client, ahd VR and the )

client shall be accountable'to each other for complylng with
‘this agreenent 5 ,
Standard 13: Counselors shalt make an effort to set realistic,
goals for clients.' Comprehensive consideration must, be giren
to a11 ‘actors in developing appropriate vocat1ona1 goals’ such
that there is a maximum of correSpondence between goals and
outcomes: comnet1t1ve goals should have competitive outcomes
and noncompetitive goals should have noncompetitive outcomes. )
The Procedural > Standards will be’ reported for a given state agengcy

every th1rd fiscal vear. . RSA will conduct the data collect1on and will
» E 2 . v

The R-300 is the datas system wh1ch has been us by VR agenc1es and
theref&re served as the framework around which specifjc standards were
constructed. Changes- 1n the R-300 system may result in a need to alter
certain data elements or instfuctions.

-
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report the results to~each state agencx The data elements for each standard

Mt ey

. consists of a number of 1nd1v1dua1 1nformat10n items pertaining to varlous
aspects of the issues addressed by a g1ven Procedural Standard. For example,
the eligibility standard includes data elements on the process followed in
declaring applicants ineligible} as well as data elements on the process fol-
lowed for eligible applicants. Thus, KSA and state agency program managers
will be presented(yith information on "how things are done" in the agency,
with respect to the key processes embod1ed in each Procedural Standard. It»
is intended for states to use the Procedural Standards to benefit their pro-
gram evaluation efforts and faC111tate the improVvement of services to clients.
The information obta1ned via the Procedural Standards.will form the basis for
agencies to make approprlate changes in practices, where current processes
are not in keeping with client interests and positive program performance.

The methodology for implementing the Procedural Standards reflects RSA's

desire to allow maximum flexibility to states in the VR process, yet still

ensure attention to a common set of concerns and provide sufficient data to

allow for program‘wide analysis of these concerns. Ideally, a uniform pro-
cedure would be folldwed by all states for monitoring these ﬁrocess aneas,
even though states retain differences in the ways they o;ganize and conduct’
case service delivery. For example,vindicatofs of compliance with legal
requirements, such as eligibility and‘IWRP, should be the same for all states.
All states should be asked a standard set of questions, with the resulting
information béing reported in ‘a uniform manner.
Most of the Procedural Standards' data needs are best met through a
. carefui review. Thus, a single case review process.will be implemented to
address the case review needs of four of the Procedural Standards. This
process will use the Case éeview Schedule (CRé) developed by the San Dieggq
State RCEP'IX,as the basic document for Procedural Standards data collection.
The CRS has already been mandated by the RSA as the staﬁdafdized instrhment ‘
to be used by regional RSA offices whenever they conduct case. reviews. For
Procedural Standards 10 (E11g1b111ty) and 12 (IWRP), the CRS items essential
to adequately assess compliance have been.selected. These items make up the

Modified CRS, which is considerably shorter than the full CRS. RSA .could




.

choose either the CRS or the MCRS as the,lnstrument for collect1ng Procedural
Standards data. ' . <

' . While the CRS is an appropriate vehlcle for collecting compllance data,
it lacks certarn items needed to assess the validity of R-300 data (Standard

9) or to assess timeliness of case service (Standard 11). For these stand-

ards,. two separate instruments have been developed to complement the CRS.
These two instruments are incorporated d1rect1y 1nto the CRS to provide a
‘un1f1ed data collection instrument. )
Flnally, Standard 13 on the correspondence between IWRP oécupational
goals and final outcome uses data from the R-300. Because the R-300 is the

sole data source for thls standard, progress on this standard can be reported

1)

annually .
To summarize, the Procedural Standards consist of five process-oriented

, goal-statements for the VR program. For Standards 9 - 12, data, collection
! will occur in a given state agency every third year, with RSA conducting tha
‘necessary’ case feviews. Standard 13 uses R-300 data, and could be reported

annually,




< . ' THE FIVE PROCEDURAL STANDARDS

STANDARD 9: R-300 VALIDITY - < s

: Information collected on clients by the R-300 and all data®
! repprt1ngﬁé2§tems used by RSA.shall be va11d re11ab1e,
accurate, and complete & . ]

-,

‘While the VR“service delivery’systems neéd an objective data base from
which to measure performance, inconsistencies and errors in reportlng cur- "
rently exist among and within VR program data systems. Similarly, confu51on -
or mlsunderstandlngs over def1n1t10ns exist. This Procedural Standard V
addresses these shortcomings by ensuring that state agencies maintain accept-

’ aéie levels of validity and reliability in their reporting of R-300 and other
data. This standard also assumes.that careful attention to good data proces-
sing ie pertinent to all of the standards. Thus, given the 1mportﬁage of
~ reliable, valid, and accurate data on wh1ch to base the program's evaluation .
‘capacity, this Procedural Standard relates to:the broad RSA goals of compii=
ance, quality, and cost- effectlveness : ‘
Reliability, accuracy, and completeness of data could be checked in
Va several .ways. While a state agency could conduct validity studies on a
per10d1c basis, and edit checks as a part of routine data processing, this
standard encompasses a spec1f1c recommended procedure for states to follow
to ensure the accuracy of data recorded and submitted to RSA thrbugh the
R-300. Primarily, the case review, process includes an accuracy, check betﬁgen
the case folder information,‘the_R-3q01fo¥h itself, and, if the’state has a
2 computer system, computer output listing of R-300 items selected for review
b/// In part1cu1ar, those R-300 data items wh1ch are‘used in computing the stand-
ard's data elements are subJected to checks ‘of accuracy and validity through
. case folder documentatlon . w \
This®standard uses the R-300 Verification Instrument (Section I.C of n . i
the Modified Case Review Schedule) as its data source, Table 2 shows the ‘
R-300 items which are checked using ﬁhe R-300 Verificatlon Instrument.

v




Tab;e 2

R-300 Items Checked Using the R-300 Verification Instrument®

’

s

'Referral date

Closure date

Social Security number .

SSDI status at referral

SSI status at referral

Major (primary) disabling condition
Secondaf} disabiIity

Work status at referral

Recelpt or nonreceipt of public
assistance at referral

Type(s) of public assistance re-
ceived at referral (SSDI, SSI-
Aged, SSI-Blind, SSI- Dlsabled
AFDC, Other)

Monthly amount of public assistance
received at referral ,

Length of time, prior to referral,
-during whlch the client recelved
public assistance

Appropriateness of Jbe Federal
Special Program-Identification
checks (TF, Vet, MAW, PO, WIN
SEC4 SF, SD)

SSDI status at closure
SSI, status at closuré‘

Work status at closure

Weekly earningscﬁz closure

Receipt or nonreceipt of public
assistance at closure’

Type(s) of public assistance re-
ceived at closure (SSDI, SSI-
Aged, SSI- Bllnd SSI-Disabled,
AFDC, Other) °

-

Earnings the week prior.to referral

AV

Monthly amount of public assistance
received at closure

Occupation at closure

DOT code for that occupation
Outcome status (08, 26, 28, 30) - -

Reason for nonrehabilitated closure

Total cost of all.case services

Total cost of all case servicgs
provided ip rehabilitation
facilities

Total cost of case services charged
to Social Security Trust Funds

- Total cost of case services charged

-to Supplemental Security Income
Funds

.

Receipt or nonreceipt and cost
status of the following services:

Dlagnostlc and evaluatlon,
Restoratlon (physical or mental),

College or unlver51ty;

Other academic elementary or high
school;

Business school or college;
Vocational school;
On-the-job training;

Personal and vocatlonaladjustmenf

A\Mlscellaneous training;

Malntenance,
Other services;

Services to other family members

) LN

. Case Review ‘Schedule.

———

%The R- 300 Verification Instirment appears in Sectlon I/ff;af the Modlfled

2




STANDARD 10: ELIGIBILITY . \
Eligibility decisions shall be based on accurate and

7 sufficient diagnostic infoxmation, and VR shall con-
tinually review dnd evaluate elrgﬁblllty decisions to
ensure that decisions are being made in accordance w1th
ldws and regulatlons.

-~

The determination of an appllcant s qua11f1cat10ns for e11g1b111ty 1s
a critical point imgthe VR process for both the client and the agency.
This standard .seeks to protect the client's interests by requiring that
state agencles install procedures for mon1tor1ng eligibility decisions in
a sample Of cases. This system would ensure that all decisions are appro-
priate, that®they are in compllance with legal requiremeénts, and that they.

are supported by the proper diagnostic information. Standard 10 pertains

road RSA goals. First, inasmuch as the eligibility determination

ss rests on a legal footlng, the standard pertains to the goal of legis-
tive compllance Second, it pertains to the goal of cost- effectlveness
since it 1s a misuse of money to serve 1ne11g1ble persons, particularly if

other, e11g1b1e clients are turned away due to an incorrect determination

of eligibility. Thus, a procedural standard for the review of eligibility

determination implies ¢oncern for the appropriatemess of this decision-making

_process. Information from this review will address two issues: (1) that

clients who are not eligible for VR sgrvices not be accepted for services,

and (2) that clients who are eligible hre indeed accepted. : e
While monitoring and review of eliygibility decisions by supervising
counselors or manaéers will provide,a, eck;on that -determination, the actual

ﬁrocedures’utilized in. providing this gupervision will not be monitored.
Consequently, states will be allowed t ‘retain Fflexibility in. establishing
their monitoring practices. Although iross-checks on impending eligibility’
decisions are important, they are not a requiremené‘for this standard.

The Modified Case Review Schédule (MCRS) serves as'the data source for

this standard. Table 3 shows ‘the MCRS items used to address Standard 10;

‘the table is organized by the various relevant sections of the MCRS.

ik




) Table 3 - q
Modified Case Review Schedule (MCRS) Items Used
for Standard 10 (Eligibility) '

SECTIdNAII: EVALUATION OF REHABILITATION POTENTIAL
" 'A: Preliminary Diagnostic Study - Status 02

Does the preliminary diagnostic study..,.

4. include an appraisal of the current general health status
of the client? .

jnclude a psychiatric or psychological examination in all
cases of mental or emotional disorder?

(e

include such examinations and diagnostic studies as necessaryl
to; )

a. determine eligibility?

b. determine the need for extended evaluation?
place primary emphasis upon the determination of the client's
potential for achieving a vocational goul?. . ‘

¢ 7 . .
support-the determination tggt the client has a medically-
1

recognized physical or ment disability?
: .

. h
support the determination that the medically-recognized -
disability constitutes a ‘substantial handi'cap to employ-

ment for the client? ' '

~

support the determination that VR services may reasonably .
be expected tg¢ ,benefit the client in terms of employability?
S s .

T . L
suppert the détermination that an extended evaluation is
necessary to 4qtprmine‘that VR services may reasonably
be expected to:benefit the client in terms of employability?




Table 3 .(continued) .

SECTION II: EVALUATION OF REHABILITATION POTéNIIAL,

B: Extended Evaluation - Status 06

A

Does the case record... .
14. contain a cert1f1cat10n for extended evaluatlon to
determife rehabilitation -potential?

-

* y

Does thé IWRP for' extended evaluation: (5tate form) ...

19. present the genefal basis for a determination that an L
extended evaluation of rehabilitation potential is nec-
essary to make a determination of eligibility?

6&._ show that a thorough assessment of the client's progress’
was made at least once in every 90-ddy period during the
provision of services under the extended evaluation?

.

Does the case record...

-

40. contain a certification of e11g1b111ty for the contlnuance
‘of VR services?

42a. show that the de;ision to termlnate services was made in
full consultation with. the client, or as appropriate, w1th
the parent, guardian, or other representative?
( .
42d. show that the provision was made for a periodic rev1ew, at
least annually, of the ineligibility dec151on9

. \




Table 3 (continued)

SECTION ITI: ELIGIBILITY - STATUS 10

y

Does the certification of eligibility...

lc. indicate that the. client has met the basic eligibility
i Tequirements? , - ) )

7. _ - N %

How well does the counselor documentation in the c%%e record...
. ' 3. " establish the presence of a physical or mental disspility
with necessary medical, psychiatric, psychologicals and

other information?

' 7. show that the substantial handicap to employment exists,
even though the client is employed, because the client
is unable to.obtain a gainful ocrupation .consistent with
the client's capacities and .abilities? -~ -

8. show the likelihood of VR services enabling the client to
achieve vocatioggl goals consistent with the client's
capacities and ’

ilities?
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Table 3 (continued)

SECTION VIIT TER\lINATION. OF CASES - STATUS 08

(Numbers in parentiisgs indicate Case Review item numbers)

CASE CLOSED STATUS 08 FROM 00/02 - INT.(VENING REASONS

Does the case record...

(2) document specific~reasons for the closure action?
(5) show that the client, or as appropriate, the parent, guardian, or other represennat1ve, was advised
o of the reasons for closure and the closure act1on taken? 5 R
. v . ’ .
CASE CLOSED STATUS 08 FROM 00/02 - INELIGIBILITY “
A}
Does the certification of ineligibility.. . s
(6a)"* indicate the date of certification? .
(6c) include the reasons for the determination of ineligibility?
Does the case record...

7. show that the client does not have a medically recognized physical or mental disability?

(8) show thaé the client does not' have a substantialthandicap to employment?

9) show that beyond any reasonable doubt the client is not expected to benefit 1n‘\§§ms of employability
from VR services?* ' .
contain data supporting the ine11g1b111ty determination, 1nq‘¥d1ng

(10a) a summary of medical and other case data obtained dur1ng the preliminary diagnost1c study?
. i
(10d) documentation of a review of the 1ne11g1b111ty determlnatlon not later‘than 12 months following
. such determination |
(1) show that the ineligibility determination was made only after full consultation with the clieat, or as
appropriate, with the parent, guardian, or other reptesentative’ 7
(12) document that the client was notified in wr1t1ng of the closure act1on tak n° f’
document that the client was informed in wrltlng of c11ent rights and remed1e » including:
(iSa) . the right to adminisrative review and fa1r hearing?
(13c) the right to participate in the annual review of the ineligibility de grmination.
14) document any action_and decision involving the client's request for an administrative review of
agencyJagtion or fair hearing? ' .
- \
3
CASE CLOSED STATUS 08 FROM 06 - INELIGIBILITY - }
s [
_ Does the certification of ineligibility... f i
(17a) indicate the date of certification?
(17c) include the reasons for the determination of ineligibility?- f \
Dogs the case record. ) ' E
(18) " show that beyond any reasonable doubt the c11ent cannot be expected to benefit 1n terms of employab111t
from VR services? . . | :
(20) . contain the ratlonale for the ineligibility determination as an amendment to the }wRP”
(039} - show that the ineligibility determination was made only after full consultation with the client, or as
apprgpriate with the parent, guardian,-or other representative? )
23) document“that the client wa$ informed in wr1t1ng of the closure action taken? N
(24) document any action and decision 1nvolv1ng the c11ent s request for an adm1n1strat1ve review of
agency action or fair hearing? - A o -
(25) document that the ineligibility determination was reviewed not later than 12 months following such
determination? .
AN ';
. . - . - ;
. . .




Table 3 (continued) ‘ \e,

4 Al

SECTION VII:' TERMINATION OF CASES - STATUSES 30 and 28

Y

.

Does the certification of ineligibility...

. 28a. indicate the date of certification?

LS

28c. include the reasons for the &etermjnatiog of ineligibikity?

-

Does thecase record...
34. contain the rationale for the ineligibility determination
as an. améndment to the program? » : '

[N et T eienarxe

35. show that thg ineligibility determination was made only
after full consultation with the client, or as appropriate,.
with the parent, guardian, or other representative? -

36. document that the client was notified in writing of, the
+closure action taken? ' .

Coe
<

o”* X -

37a, the right to administrative review and fair hearing?
37b. the.right to participate in the annual review of

" the ineligibility determination?

.

Does the case recoxrd...

38." document any action and decisian involving the client's
- request for an administrative review of agency action
-or fair Hearing? \ '
39.  document that thHe determination that the client was no
- longer eligible was reviewed not later -than 12 months .
following such determination? :

Does the case record show that the client was informed in writing of...

Ay

>

-




'uthe state VR agencies already have variations of ‘such a system in place.

_attitude toward ¥R and about the ush

. timely eligibility decisions; 22 months for timely completion of the VR

STANDARB 11: TIMELINESS * .- ) . .
R - VR shall ensure that eligibility decisions and client -

Y movement through the VR process occur in a timely marner
o 'sl appropriate to the needs and capabilities of the clients.

This standard seeks to avoid delays in the'VR process that~are likely
to ‘impede- or hinder successful rehab111tat1on of the cl1ent. Rather than
set a performance standard using time-in-status to ‘define "undue delay,"
thls"Procedural Standard .requires that each state have a mon1tor1ng or flag-b
ing mechan1sm for cases rema1n1ng in statuses over a given length of time,

and a procedureoto evaluate the appropriateness of any case delay Many of

This standayd pertains to the RSA goal of providing quality cdse ser-

vices, for two reasons. First, one aspect of the»quality of a client's
service experience is the speed with which his or her case is handled. The

client's perception of his/her tregtment Jy VR>an have an impact on his/her

ithess of p rticfpation in VR. Second,
research on successful rehabilitation outcomes h s'suggested a relationship
between timeliness and success, a relat10nsh1p th t may be a consequence of _
the client's pergeptmns asmlscussed above.

- The issue of timely case movement or "undue delays™ has been one of
long discussion and COntrovefsy While there.is Yiterature to support the
correspondence between the t1me it takes for . certain processes, such as the .
el1g1b111ty decision, to take place and outcome, there have also been Ques-
tions about interrater reliability in-the use of case rev1ews to judge time-
liness. Nevertheless,fan overall 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 reliability.

Much effort has gone into establishing standards for the timeliness of
case service progress Attempts to monitor the timeliness of service pro-
vision by way of a standard on 'undue delay,'" however, have been hampered
by several problems - The first is that "undue delay'" means different things
to different people. While the cyrrent standards use the approach of arbi=

trary time peridds to define 'timely" case movement-(i.e., eight months for

process, ctc.), this approach has been widely critici;ed for-its lack of

A
.
- .




- s b

Jsensitivity‘to the legitimate differences in individual eases. A complex

E case "perhaps 1nVOIV1ng long ~term educatlonaltserv1ces, mlght well require
more than 22 months but may not constltute an unnecessary delay in the
service process.’ ’ - e -

In response to thlS cr1t1c1sm, other approaches to obJectlve measure—
ment have been undertaken. " For example recording planned initiation and
compietlon dates for each service and monitoring compllance with the SChedule
has also been’ considered as a way to obtain all the information necessary for
a careful- ana1y515 of the t1me11ness of case movement wit dentlfying ar’
part1cu1ar time period as more or less appropriate. " This a atlve HOWy

“ever, has been cr1t12ed ‘for its cumbersome and time-consuming 1mp1ementat1qn

F o~

Tocess, . )
3 .Subjective judgements of timeliness, while allowing for the reviewer to
assess each case on its individual merits, lhave been vulnerable to criticisms

of unreliability in appiica&?on. Case revrewers might well differ in judg-

ments as to the cause®of a delay and,'therefore, differ in their interpreta-
tion of whether the agency shoulgtetetd accountable for the. delay. One
reviewer might view a delay in the handling of a Client's case as unnecessary
and, therefore, the responsibility of the agency in question, while another
reviewef might perceive the delay as stemming from a lack of client motiva-
tion or actions by an outside vengdor and, therefore, not the agen%y S respon-
slb111ty To correct these problems, a new timeliness assessment instrument
has been developed whi ile relylné upon reviewer judgment, divides case
assessments of timeliness inty two segments: first, a notation of whether a
delay has’occurred im terms o timellapse between necessary activities; and
'second, an a ‘ssment of the freasons for the lapse. The relevant questions
are included in concern-critical phaSES of case progress --
eligibility determilrattofi, development of serV1ce plan, serV1ce delivery,
and termination, 1In add1t10n the Timeliness Assessment 1nstrument allows

= for notation of whethera case Fas ‘handled with "undue speed'": that is, if

the case moved too fast, in the reviewer's judgment, given the circumstances
of 8§;—:;§é. . T . . _

The -“Timeliness Asse:sment Instrument is included as Section VIII of the
Modified Case Review Schedule (MCRS). Table 4 shows the information items

obtained for each reviewed case by the Timeliness AsSessment Instrument,




N — Table 4. , |

Informatlon Items Obtalned by the T1me11ness

ASSessment Instrument for ReV1ewed Cases

Was the case handf%d in a timely manner (1 é., W1thout undue

speed or undue de1ay)° . v

”,-r" . . :’.ﬂ
If undue speed: T . ;

a. Reasons for judging the case as moving foo fast.
e

! .

If undue delay: A

“ N T

.

a. Were the reasons for delay documented in the clients’
case record? ; b

.

b. Reasons for delay.

- ~

%The T1me11ness Assessment Instrumqht appears 1n Section VIII of the Mod1f1ed -

Case Review Schedule.

N -

b
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- STANDARD .12: TWRP - . . «

k VR shall provide an Individualized Written Rehabilitation
‘ . Program for' each applicable-client, and VR and the client
) shall be accountable to each other for complying with this

_— . agreement., . . . .
v . - N .

* Several aspects of the Individualized Written Rehabilitation Program
are addressed in this Procedural Sténdard,’including: (a) compliance with
- the requirement that an IWRP- be fully developed for clients accepted for

servicesiﬁr‘extended evalﬁation; (b) assurance of_pheiirotection of client’
//“*righf% and’ client awareness of the remedies available for mitigating dis-
satisfaction; (c¢) joint client/counselor deyélopment of the job goal and
the service plan; (d) mutual client/counselor responsibility for follow-
through on-the agreement and annual review of its progress and appropriate-
nesé; and (e) the appropriatq‘handling of plan revisions.

This standard bears a relation to the RSA goals of ensuring compliance
and qﬁqﬂity case services. Obviously, given the regulations mandating pro-
vision of an IWRP to ald-accepted clients, this standard's relation to the
compliance goal:ié clear. While the regulations concerning the IWRP stip-
ulate complianég'with'the provisions of the law, elevating the issue to the
level’ of a procedural standard will ensure compliance with the legislative

"intent of the INRP. _ * T

Inclusion of this standard could be justified simply on the basis of

: the.stqong regulation regarding compliance'witﬁ the INRP provisions of the

1973 Rehabilitation Act. However, perhaps an even more- importang reason to

include this standard is the fact that research has shown a positive assoc-
)

of the VR process. Sincé research has supported the premises underpinning
the IWRP by showing that the proceés‘and the pdssession of the IWRP affect
client outcomes positively, adherence to the IWRP requirements becomes a

‘powerful norm, for quality case management in VR, as well as a protection of
, ) .

client interests and rights.
The Modified Case Review ‘Schedule sefve; as the data source for this

standard. Table 5 shows the MCRS items used“to\address’Standard 12,

iation between compliance with the IWRP requirements and successful outcomes -




Table é

Modified Case Review Schedulg {MCRS) Items Used

for StandMgl 12 (INRP)
-

SECTION II:

tor
EVALUATION OF REHABILITATION POTENTIAL

B:

Extended Evaluation - Status 06

18, 1Is there an IWRP for extended evaluation in the case record?

’

Does the IWRP for extended evaluation (state form)...

19.7 ;}Bient the general basis for a determination that an
exXtended evaluation of rehabilitation potential is
necessary to make a determination of eligibility?

20. Set forth the terms and conditions for the provision of
service, including:

a. client responsibilities in carrying out the
program, such as attendance, .cooperation, ‘etc.?

b. the extent of client participation in the cost
of services?

21. .document that the client was informed of client rights and
remedies, including: :

~N
9

N

a. the right to be fuliy consulted regarding
any changes or amendments in the rehabilitation
program? ,

b. the right to administrative review in case of
dissatisfaction with services?

d. the right to part1C1pate in the annual review of
the program7 .

e. the right to participate in the artnual rev1ew of
the ineligibility decision? »

- as a séparate part,of the case record?

23. show that the client received a copy of the IWRP and sub-

’

stantial amendments?

26. indicate that the program was developed and amedded with.

L3

the client's participation, or as appropriate, with the
parent, .guardian, or other representative? x o

28. state the intermediate rehabilitation objectives?

reflect that the IWRP for extended evaluation was malntalned

7/

o

152




- Table § (continued)

29.
30.

31.

42a.

SECTION II

.B (contiﬁued)

Does the INRP for extended evaluation (state form)...

state the VR services to be provided which are necessary
for the determination of rehabilitatjon potential?
contain the projected date for the initiation of each
service?

contain the anticipated duration for each service planned?

provide the projected time within which rehabilitation
objectives may be achieved?

show that a thorough assessment of the client's progress
was made at least once in every 90-day period during the
provision of services under the extended evaluation?

state the objective criteria upon which an evaluation of
the client's progress is based? . >

state the procedure by which the client is evaluated?

contain a schedule for the periodic review and progress
evaluation?

contain a record of the results of scheduled reviews and °
progress evaluations?

show that a formal, annual review has been conducted if the
IWNRP has achieved at least first anniversary status?

document the client's views, or, as appropriate, the views
of the parent, guardian,’or other representative concerning
the objectives and VR services being provided?

.Does the case record...

[

.show that the decision to terminate services was made in
full consultation with the client, or as appropriate, with
the parent, guardian, or other representative?

show tﬁat the rationale for the decision to terminate
services was recorded as a certified amendment to the
IWRP for extended evaluation? .

show'that a certification of ineligibility was then executed?

show that the provision was made for 'a periodic review, at
least annually, of the ineligibility decision?

L
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Table S (continued)

SECTION II.B (continued) o R

Questions 43 through 51 have two parts:

Item B: Does the case record document that the service was planned
for the client? :

Ttem C: Does the case record document that the service was given to
the client?

-

Each item is asked in reference to the following services (ke&ed to

CRS question numbers).
43. Diagnostic and Related Services
44, Counseling and Guidancé . ' -
?‘ 45, Physical Restoration
46. Mental Restoration
47. Vocational and Other Training
48. Mainténance
49, Transporation

50. Services to the Family

51. Specialized Services for Blind, Deaf, Severe Disabilities.

SZﬁ Telecommunigatibns

53. Oécupationél Liqgnseé, Tools, Equipment

54. Other Goods and Services.




Table 5 (continued)

SECTION V: INDIVIDUALIZED WRITTEN REHABILITATION PROGRAM -
‘ STATUS 12 AND ABOVE ’

.. Is there an INRP in the case record?
i

- pe

Does®the INRP (state form)...

’

2. preseqt the general basis for e-determination of eligibility?‘

3. set forth the terms and COﬂdlthnS for the provision of
serv1ces, including: .~ , .

a.\ client responsibilities in carrying out the
program, such as cooperation, attendance, 'étc,? .

¢ extent of ctlient ﬁart1c1pat10n in the cost
f services? ‘ -
*

document that the client was informed of client rights and
remedies, including: - ’ )

a. the right to be fully consulted regarding any
changés or amendments in the rehahilitatian

v/ . ‘_;_prOgram° . /4x/

-

‘yﬁgxgthe right to admlantratlve review in case of

i+ " dissatisfaction with services? .

the right to participate in the annual reV1ew of
" the program?
the right to partlclpate 1?x:he annual review of

’
,‘. *
y e

the 1ne11g1b111ty decision

reflect that the IWRF was malntaine4 as a separaté part of
the case record? . KR

:'. .

show that the clleﬁt reCelved'a cépy of the INkP and
substantial amendments"f '

indicate that the prﬁgram was developed and amerided with
the client's ,participation oz, as appropriateé with the

parent guardlan or: other represeﬂtatlvev

"7
o
w l R AT

Place primary emphasis on. the detérmlnatlon and achieve-
ment-of a vocatlonal goal9 : \‘ " .

e

state the long-range emp&oyment goal’ o

. state t‘e intérmediate rehabilitagion objectives?




Table S. (continued) '(_.

. SECTION V (continued)

Does the IWRP (state form)... - .

14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

state the specific VR services$ to be provided to
achieve the intermediate objectives and the employment
goal?

contain the projected date for the initiation of each
service?

contain the anticipated duration for each service
planned?

provide the projected time within which rehabilitation
objectives and goals may be achieved?

state the objegtive fcriteria upon which an evaluation of
the client's progre: oward an employability goal is
based? e

state the procedure by which the client is evaluated?

. (2
contain a schedule for the periodic reviews and progress
evaluations? -
<, r .

contain a record of the results of the s%heduled reviews
and evaluations?

show that a formal, annual review has been conducted, if
the INRP has achieved at least first anniversary status?

- ae

document the client's views, or as appropriate, the views

of the parent, guardian, or other representative concerning

the goals, objectives, and VR services being provided?

-
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Table 5 (continued) .

-

_SECTION V (continued)
4

Does the case record,.. ' .

24a. show that the decision o terminate services was made in full
consultation with the client or as appropriate, with the
parefit, gubrdian, or other representative? .. :

e
o L

24b. show that the rationale for the déciSion to termirfate services
was recorded as a certified amendment to -the IWRP? -

24c. show that a certification of ineligibility was then.
executed? ' / .

- : . - - - A
24d. show that the provision was made for a periodic review,
at least annually, of the ineligibility decision?

- 25. contain a closure statement as an amendment to the program
for a case closed rehabilitated? ’ ’ ’

Does the closure statement...

25a. a description of the.basis upon which the client was
- © " determined to be rehabilitated? .

’

. 26. Is there an amended IWRP for Post Employment Servic#g?




Table 5 (continued)

SECTION VI: DELIVERY OF SERVICES - STATUSES 14, 16, 18, 20, 22 and 32

Questions 1-14 have twq;pé{ts:

Item B: Does the case fécord document that the service was planned
- for the client? s

Item C: Does the case record document that the service was given
to the client? ’ . Z

’
Each item is asked in reference to the‘following4service54(keyed to
CRS question numbers). .
Services:
1. Evaluation and Diagnostic Services
2. Counseling and Guidance 1
Physical Reéporatibn
Mental Restoration
ﬁVocati;nal anfl Other Training
‘Maintenance
Transéor-ation:
Services to the Family )
Speéialized Services for Blind, Deaf, Severe Disabilities
Telecommunicatio?s . . ;“
Occupational Licenses, Tools, équipment
Other Goods and Services
Placement

Post-Employment




[

Table 5 3:(cqntinued):-f;
1 , . . 1

-

SECTION VI¥: TERMINATION OF, CASES:-. STATUSES 30 and 28
e K . [ P j ) .

a ‘ 4
v i '

Does the case record,..

" contain phe rationale’ for. e'ige;igibility determination
as an amendment to the program?™, e . -
M B -l ’ ,
show that the ineligibility determindtion was made on;&
“after full consgrta%ion_with;the:cliént, or as appropriate,
with. the parent, gyardian, or other représentative??,
Lo ! . . R

v a:l”his is the same working as.used in itenm 20 (not shown) pértaininé to
“€lients closed 08 from 06; except’ that the work "IWRP" is substituted
for "program." T - ,

N ¥
v

BThis is the same wording as used in Item 22 (not shown) pertaining.to
clients closed 08 from 06

/




STANDARD 13:’ COAL'PLANNING

' Counselors shall make an effort to set realistic goals-
_for elients, Comprehensive consideration.must be given
to ‘all factors in developing appropriate vocational goals.
such. that ithere is a maximum of correspondence between
Jgoals and outcomes: competitive goals should have compet-
itive outcomes and noncompetitive goals should have non-
competitive outcomes,

Competitive employment may not be the appropriate placement for all

clients. Nevertheless, VR regulations require that all placements be into
"gainful activity" and that placements be consistent with the c11ents'
"capacities and ab111t1es," whether in competitive, sheltered, or non-
competitive employment. .

There is much speculation in the fieid over the abuse of "homemaker"
and '"unpaid family worker' categories, specifically regarding the use of
these categories to ensyre siccess rather than because the placement is
apnropriate. While maximizing the pfcportion of successful closures (as
captured in the Performance Standard 3) *is important to VR, it does not
ensure that noncompetitive placements are suitable for the client. This
standard addresses the concern thas noncompetitive closure categories not
1 be used to salvage 'successes' for. clients who were unsuccessful in‘their
planned competitive goals. ' ' ' y

However, this standard is not intended to lock counselors and their
clients into the goals set out in the original IWRP. Such an effect would.
be a misapplication of the IWRP process. The,JWRP.is:intended to be a-
_ statement of a realistically attainable goal wﬁich, if necessary, can be

modified for a variety of valid reasons as the cllent progresses through

-
o,
S

the VR process:. L e
" As such, state agencies should not use the sténdard to OVEremphaslze
the importance oﬁamgtchino the outcome to the goal.. Th;s would serve as a
disincentive to setting ambitious (i. e., competitive empiayment) goals in
the original IWRP, and would reduce the flexibility of the counselor in
refininq the goadfin response to a c11engis progress.‘ Instead the results
should be used in conJunction with data on c11ent characteristics and ser-
v1c€§ to 1nvest1gate how counselors can bejppre effect1Ve in the task of
"fitting" clients' potentials to feasible outcomes. In this way, the stan-

dard is used appropriately to facilttate'effective goal-planning.

. 1




Standard 13 uses four variations on a common theme as data elements:.

# of 26
outcome

e - - "

c1959;§§_witﬁ competitive gogl AND competitive

# of 26

(ii) # of 26
outcome

cldsures

closures with' competitive goal BUT noncompetitive

# of 26

(iii) # of 26

closures g .

closures with noncompetitive goal AND noncompetitive

outcome

N~~~ ¥ of 26
(iv) # of 26
: outcome

closures . v

closures with noncompetitive goal BUT competitive
i L ~

-7 of 26

closures

The RSA-300 provides the data necessary to address this standard and,

consequently, it can be reported annually.

]
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CO&PUTING THE PROCEDURAL STANDARDS DATA ELEMENTS

a

. The data elements' for the Procedural. Standards consist, for tHe most
part, of individual information-items pertaining to specific aspects of the
standard in question. In the Procedural .Standards reports, these informa-

tion items will be presented in terms of.a series of 'percentage achieved'
> .

D . *.
scores; for example, the percent of reviewed case records which 'document

“that the client was 1nformed of client rlghts and remedles, including the

right to be fully consulted regarding any changes or amendments in the rehab—
ilitation program' (MCRS, . Item V.4.a, used for ,Standard 12). Likewise, all
other items from the MCRS will be computed and reported as a ”perceﬁtage
achieved" score.1 With this, program managers will be able to see the extent
to which an .agency is in compllance (or has valid R-300 data, or serves its
clients 1n a t1me1y manner) in terms of a number of separate indicators.
This will allow program managers to pinpoint spec1f1c problems occurrlng in
the agency's case-handling and data-recording processes

The one exception to the ''percentage achieved" method'occurs on Standard
13. As noted in the discussion of that standard, its data elements consist
of four similar ratios, each of which compare clients' IWRP goals to'their
ultimate outcomes.

Given the straightforward interpretation of the Procedural Standards data
elements, the instructions for computing the data elements can be stated simply:
1) collect the necessary data; and . -

2) compute the percentages, using valid cases only.

The only remaining task is to specify the information items used for the
Procedural Standards. Table 6 provides the specifications. The table lists
the Procedural Standards (and, for Standard 13, the four data elements), the
data source and item spectfications for the data items and instructions for

completing the data items.

1As with the Performance Standards data elements, the '"percentage achieved"
scores must be computed using valid cases only. In the example -given above,
for instance, we would divide the number of cases for which the case record
documented that the client had been "informed of rights and remedies regarding
IWRP changes," by the number of clients reaching Status 12. All other cases
are "invalid" (for this particular data element) and are not to be used in
computing the percentage score.

“~
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Table 6

Summary of Standarvds, Data Soiirces, and bata Specifications

for the VR Program Procedural Standards

v

* ¢
Standard . ‘\ Data Source Déta Specifications )
' 9. R-300 Validitz ! .
: Information collected on clients by the 'R-300 . | Modified Section I.C (R-300 Verification
and 211 data reporting systems used by RSA . |Case Review Instrument) ’ .
shall be valid, reliable, accurate, and com- Schedule 7
- plete.
10. Eligibility N . .
Eligibility decisions shall be based on Modified ~ |Section II.A.: 4-11 . e
accurate and sufficient diagnostic informa- ~ | Case'Review Section II.B.: 14, 19, 33,40, 42a, 42d
tion, and VR shall continually review and Schedule Section III: 1c| 3, 7, 8
evaluate eligibility decisions to ensure \ Section VII: 2, 5,'6a, 6¢c, 7, 8, 9, 10a,
that decisions are being made in accordance ' 10d, 11, 12, 13a, 13c, 14,
with laws and regulations. 17a, 17¢, 18, 20, 21, 23, 24,
’ . . - 25, 28a, 28c, 34, 35, 36,
) - 37a, 37b, 38, 39
~ 11. Timeliness .
VR shall ensure that eligibility decisions 3 Modified Section VIII.A and VIII,B ITimelingss
and client movement through the VR pro- - Case Review Assessment Instrdment)
cess occur in a timely manner appropriate Schedule
to the needs and capabilities of the N
clients. N -
12. IWRp . .
VR shall provide an Individqggize Written - Modified . Section II.B: 18, 19, 204, 20b, 21a, 21b,
Rehabilitation Program for each applicable Case Review 21d, 21e, 22, 23, 26, 28-39,
. . client and VR and the client“sh{ll be ac- Schedule . 42a, 42b, 42c, 42d, 43-548,
. countable to each other for tomplying with . 43-54C
. : this agreement. A Section V; 1, 2, 3a, 3b, da, 4b, 4d, de,
' - ; 5, 6, 9, 11-23, 24a, 24b, 24c,
@ C 24d, 25a, 26
Section VI; 1-14B, 1-14C
Section VII: 20, 22, 34, 35
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Standard

Data Source

Data Specifications

13.

Goal Planning

Counselors shall make an effort to set realis-
tic goals for clients. Comprehensive conside
cration must be given to all factors in
developing appropriate vocational goals such \

. that there is a maximum of corresponderice
‘between goals and outcomes: - competitive

goals should have competitive outcomes and
noncompetitive goals should have noncompeti-
tive outcones.,

Q - .

Data Elements:
(i) " of 26 closures with competitive
goal AND competitive outcome

# of 26 closures -

¥ of 26 closures with competitive
goal BUT noncompetftive outcome
¥ of 26 closures R

(ii)

¥ of 26 closures with noncompetitive
goal AND noncompetitive outcome
¥ of 26 closures,

(iii)

(iv) ¥ of 26. closures with noncompetitive
: - goal BUT competitive outcome -~

¥ of 26 closures

ﬁh\\w \

RSA-300:.

Work Status
of IWRP Goal

Wo}k Status

{|at Closure

¥ 26 closures

Item 3.B [Competitive emplpymenty= codes 1
(wage and salary workers) and 3
(self-employe] not BEP)]_

Item 4.1 [Competitive employment = same
as for Item 3.B]

Item 4.P.2 {total number)




<
Vocational Rehablhtahon Program
Standards Evaluation System

- / Trainee -Handb(_)ok—E:

 Introduction to the C
Mod1f1ed Case Rev1ew Schedule (MCRS)

3200 odeline stieet berkeley. california 94703™
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’ . "‘B
- INTRODUCTION TO THE MODIFIED CASE. REVIEW SCHEDULE
OVERVIEW ~ - L. } -

The Case Review Schedule (CRS), designed by the Rehabilitation Counselgr
Education Program (RCEP) at San Diego State University, can be used to deter-
mine if state VR programs are providing services consistent with the federal

regulations and guidelines mandated by the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. .
Befkeley Plahning Asgociates, undef contract to the Rehabilitation Services
Administration to develop an evaluat1on ‘standards system, used a modified
version of this case review ins$trument to assess selected procedures.

Five of the 13 program standards are "process' or "procedural' in nature;

of these, four relate to case reviews:
e Standard 9: Information’ col{ected on clients by the R- 3001 and

all data reporting systenis used by RSA shall be valid, reliable, ’
accuratefeand complete, L - :

"o Standard 10: Eligibility dec1s1ons shall be . based upon accurate ¢
and suff1c1ent dlagnosélc information, and VR shall cont1nua11y
rev1ew and evaluate eligibility decisions to ensure that deci-
sions are béing made in accordance with laws and regulations.

e T

. e 'Standard 11: VR shall .ensure that eligibility dec1s1ons and .
,cllent moﬁeﬁegt_tgrouéﬁ*tﬁe¢§R process occur in a t1me1y manner
appropriate to the needs and capabilities of the clients.
e Standard 12: VR shall provide an 1nd1v1dua112ed written rehab-
ilitation program for each appllcable client, and VR and the
client shall be accountable to each other for complylng with

"this agreement. . . -

Y ' d
The fifth Procedural Standard Standard 13, pertalns to the sett1ng of "real-
istic'" goals for VR c11ents, consistent w1th the1r capab111t1es and ab111t1es

£ : - .

The R-300 is the data system which has beén used. by VR agencies "and
therefore served as the framework arouna which spec1f1c standards were con-
structed. Changes in the R-300 system’ may result in a need to alter certain
standards or 1nstruct10ns .

’




whether this means setting competitive employment goals or sheltered or non-
competitive employment goals. The data elements necessafy to address this

goal are included in the R-300 system and consequently will not be discussed

" in this guide. A review of this standard and its corresponding data.elements

is found in "An Overview to the Five Procedural Standatrds," a companien docu-

ment to this guide.

“fhe Case Review Schedule as modified (primarily item deletlons) by BPA
can be uséd. to verify agencies' compliance with Standards 10 and 12, the
standards regarding eligibility and the IWR# BPA designe& two new séctions
for inclusion in the Modified Case Review Schedule to address Procedural
Standards 9 and 11. These two additions are. -

e The R-300 Verification, '‘designed to assess the degree to which

information submitted to RSA on critical items of the R-300
{(defined as items used in the calculation of Performance Stand-
ards' data elements) was corroborated by caeefile information,
in order to respond to Standard 9; and .

The Timeliness Assessments, designed to link subjective assess-

ments of the timeliness of case movement. to objective data on
the length of time spent Zn various”statuses by different dis-
ability types, thereby geﬁerating,a»data pool from which

accountable parameters for times-in-status could be drawn, in

‘order to respond to Standard 11.

Whether administered by.theﬁététes or by the Regional Rehabilitation
. Services Administratidn, the training of case reviewers will emphasize all
aépects of the case review process to ensure cohsistency within states and
across states in collectlng the data. Only the smallest margin for self-
1nterpretat10n of the Modified Case Review Schedule will be necessary follow-
ing the thorough training and explanatlon of each item on the MCRS. By
. integrating the R 300 Verlflcatlon and\;he Timeliness Assessment into the
MCRS, the’ process of examlnlng case files can become more efficient. Also,
the‘MCRS includes only those 1te@s which directly relate to compliance with
eligibility and IWRP stan&ards,'és weil as items relating:to supportive éval-
uation and, therefore, is the most compact’ instrument possible for fully
verlfylng compliance w1th Proceaﬁral Standards, and a110w1ng for the investi-

‘gatlon into reasons for pro lemdtlc perfarmance.. - ¢

r




DATA ELEMENTS IN THE MODIFIED CASE REVIEW SCHEDULE

As part of its project to revise the VR Program Standards, Berkeley
Plannifg Associates (BPA) reviewed the .Case Review Schedule (éﬁS)edeveloped
by the San Diego State University RCEP IX, and selected those items needed

. to adequately address Standards 10 (Eligibility) and 12 (IWRP) In addition,

items were selected which were felt to be of use in the problem identifica-
tion stages of the decision-support system. - Finally, BPA developed two.new
instruments -- the R-300 Verification Instrument and the Timeliness Assess-
ment Instrument -- to address the Procedural Standards not already covered
bylthe CRS. BPA merged those two new'instruments with the items from tke
existing CRS -- selected to address Standards 10 and 12, ékh thg problem

identification activity -- to form a new Modified Case Review Schedule (MCRS).

The MCRS serves as the unified data source for Standards 9 - 12, Below, we
briefly describe each of the sections of the MCRS, identifying-their specific
use in the Procedural Standards and the iﬁformation they elicit. A summary
of the relationship of each séction to each of four.relevant standards is

presented in Table 2.

Sections I.A and I.B: Identifyingjlnformation and Significant Case Data

>

These sections provide information to identify the client (e. g:, his or
her case number) for use in analyzing thé other MCRS data and for merging ‘
the data with other documents (such as thé client's. R- -300). As well, Section
1.B records certa1n singificant dates relevant to the client!'s program exper-
ience (e.g., date of serV1ce 1n1t1at10n) These are used 4s supplemental
information for Standards 9 - 12.° ; i -~

¥

Section 1.C: R-300 Vertification Instrument

The R-300*Verification instrument is designed to respond to -Standard 9.
It assesses the degree to which information submitted té RSA on critical
items of the R 300 was corroborated by casefile information. All of the

data items on the R-300 Ver1f1cat10n instrument are necessary to ensure the

© integrity of the data source on whlch many of the Performance Standards'

data elements‘are based. One of the purposes of Standard 9 is to ver1fy the
*R=- 300 1nformat10n such that users of the R-300 data can have confidence in

Jles L
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Table 2% .. .
Summary Table of MCRS Data -Sections

And Their Relationship to Specific Standards

(4

H

-
.
b}

A )

[

/-

[ W

MCRS Data Sections

" ‘Data for

T Data for

Datg gor
,Standard 11

Dgta for
Staridard 12

Section I.A: ;.

Idéntifying Information

Standard 9
Y

Standgrd 10

v v

.
»
4
s

Section I.B¢#:

Significant Case Data_

Y

J 7

Section I1.C:

R-300 Verification Inmstrument

-

1 Section II.A:

Evaluation,~ ‘Status 02

Section II1.B:

*

Extended Lvaludtion +
tatus 10 ’ ;

|

i
AN

Section III:

v - . .. g
Eligibility TBtatus 10
2 i N

T
;\

Section 1IV:

Evaluation - Problem .
Identification -

Section VvVt

AW

7 .

.“IWRP - Status 12

Section VI:

Delivery of Services o2
Statuses 14, 16, 18,720,

22, 23

.Section VII:

Termination ofl§pf;ices

s
Lo,

Section VIII:

Timlinesstﬁség;smént o
Instruggn e b ,

L7
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the acguracy of the data reported to the states, the depar ent administra-
tion, and the Congress. In the Procedural Standards, '"verification of
accuracy" refers to a manual confirmation procedure intended to ensure that

iy s . \
file information.supports and corroborates the R-300 documents.

Section IT.A: Evaluation of Rehabilitation Potential:
h x Preliminary Diagnostic Study -..Status 02

This section; used for Standard 10, assesses the extent

record documents the occurrence of the various activities nee ed to conduct

an effective preliminary diagnostic study. This study, completed during the
application phase, should contain all of the information necessary to make a
reasonable assessment of a chent's elfgibility for VR services. Among these
necessary pieces of information are all relevant medical and psychlatrlc
exam1nat10ns, and other evidence that supports ‘the c11ent's need and eligibility
for rehabilitation serv1ces Without this 1nformat10n agenc1es will not ‘be

able to select the dlsabled 1nd1v1duais who_can most- beneflt frdm avallable_

-- but limited --.VR serv1ces

e
. . i -

‘Section 11.B: Evaluation of Rehabilitation ﬁetentiaTv
~ Extended Evaluation - Status 06

_Section TI.B is used for Standards 10 and 12, and for problez identifi-

cation. In regards to Standard 10 (E11g1b111ty), Section II.B seeks docu-

mentation that the state agency has followed proper procedure in Alac1ng\ '
applicants into extended évaluation, status 06. In. particular, concerns
are that case records include: ’ '

e a cert1f1cat10n for extended ‘evaluation to determlne reh&bl i-
. tation potential;. ,

the basis for the need for extended evaluation;

evidence of the occurrence of thorough asseSSments“of,progre s

at least enéry 90. days; and

documentation of the eligibility deC1slon resulting—£Tom exten-

ded evaluat10n~ )

' L
Provision of this information helps ensure that extended evaluation is, used

only when appropriate, that the client moves through extended evaluatlon in

a t1me1y manner, and that the m1n1ma1 recording needs for Status 06 are mann-

tained.
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In ;egards to.Standarg 12'(IWRP), this section seeks to document that, -

the IWRP's for clients pl§¢éd into extended evaluatidn cbntgin all of the

information required under Status 06.

In this context, the concerns of .the

Procedural Standards are that IWRP;S for cases entering 06 do the following:

L

define the terms and conditions for the provision of services;
document that the clien‘éwas informed of specific rights,

including the right to p rticipate in the development of the

program; I

specify a vocational goal and a timeframe for its achievement;

specify evaluation procedures and criteria;

document the final eligibility decision and; for those clients

closed as ineligible:

-- document that the client participated in the decision;

and v

-- document that provision was made for periodic review.

-

A J

Provision of this information helps ensure adherance to the IWRP provisions,

and ,helps ensure that clients move through Status 06 in a timely manner and

ible.

Section

L

.

. f
ITI: Eligibility - Status 10

N > ' ’ " - . » )o . .
are a%i:e of their rights to continued services or review if declared inelig-

While it is important to document in the preliminary diagnostic study

the extent to which applicants meet the basic eligibility ériteria, it is

even more important to ensure that all clients accepted for services meet

all of the requirements for eligibility. The purpose of Section III is to

demons€¥éte compliance with Standard 12 by documenting that a certification

of qligibifity was completed for éach ééceptei client, and that the case

record confirms:

Section

the existence of a disability;

the existence of a substantial. handicap to employment; and

the likelihood that VR services will benefit the clients.

4

IV. Evaluation of Rehabilitation Potential:

This section is used solely for problem identi}idétion. It includes

questions on the quélity and écope of the thorough diagnostic study.

* = Thorough Diagnostic Study -- Status 0% and 10

-

F

&
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Section V: Individualized Written ®ehabilitation Program - Status 12
,

Section V is. used for Standard 12 (Iwg?) In a sense, the purpose’ of
the IWRP is to establish an a111ance between,the agency and the client for

the provision of certain services toward the achievement of a.speC1f1c voca-
tional goal. As such, it is impoftant that the INRP contains all the

information necessary to establish such an alliance. Section V documents,
among other things: . *

e that the client was informed of the terms and conditions for
the provision of services; ' '
e that the client was informed of client rights;-

e that the client participatgd in the full planning and review

.
7

- process; and
e that the IWRP contalns essential information such as goals,

time frames evaluatlon procedures, and schedules, etqt

“

Inclusion of this information in the IWRP clarifies the roles, relation-
¢ ships, and duties of agency and client toward achieving the vocational goal.

A This is the esseﬁi$ of the IWRP process. ‘

Section VI: Delivery of Services - S;atuses 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, and 32

_This section, used for Standard 12, complements the information provided
in Section V. When these two areas are reviéwed together, they describe the
overall VR process, consisting of the plan (i.e., the terms, conﬁitlons and |
information set forth in the IWRP needed to prov1de serv1ces) and the specific
program of services undertaken to achieve the vocational goal embodied in the
IWRP. By knowing the extent to which planned services are actually delivered,
we can determine the extent of effective 'follow through" on the service plan-
ning process, in keeping with the spirit of the IWRP legislation. . .

~ . oo - . B

Section VII: Termination of Cases i -

) Sectio%\VII relates to Standards 10 and 12. As might be expected given
its focus on eligibility, the questiohs used for Standard 10 focus on non-

. successful closures: 08's (from both 02 and 06), 28's, and 30's Fa} these
cloéure statuses, Standard 10 attempts to assess (through review of case

record documentation) the following compliance issues:
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e Does the case record document the ineligibility/tevrmination '

2

] dec151on and the basis for that decisien? ' \ i
‘o Have c11ents been granted their legal rights to~part1c1pate in-
~ © the 1ne11g1b111ty/term1nat10n dec151on7~ ) ;
. Have clients been informed of the1r right to an annual revisw /,’”

9°

' ‘of the decision? and , . .

e Have the required annual reviews occurred, and the resul
yl :

been documented7-

AN

P

: ' 2
Thé& need for this information is twofold. First, it is reasonable- to
eipect that supérvisory personnel miéht want to review any given case involv-
: 1ng 1ne11g1b111ty or unsuccessful term1nat10n for. any glven’gpunselor
Management personnel should have the ability to review cases samples at

’ [

‘ random (i.e., across all counﬁelors, as in ah audit-type procedure), or to, S

+ . S

target reviews to particular counselors (as might be needed For less expér—
ienced counselors). E1ther way, it follows that for any case of ineligibility

or unsuccessful closure, the closure .action and the basis for 1t must be-

4 . M

o Yy

adequately documented in the case record. ’ . ‘ IR
The 1nformat10n in Section VIT is important for a sécond reason, wh1ch C

iR
1

stems from VR's desire.to protect the rlghts of its applicants and c11ents:

The best way to ensure such client protection is to require proof in the .

case record that the necessary steps have occurred: for examplef "Bill of

Rights' signed by.the client; a schedule for review, signed perhaps by the,

client; and '"Results of Review' form, which ‘could be signed by the client. ,. —
In short, VR agencies need to knpw the reasons for unsuccessful'closures:

and need to ensure that the ineligibles and unspccessfulgclpsures are aware

’ of. their rights td Teview.. Once this is ensured, then informed clients’ --

g' whose circumstances have changed such that they are eligible -- hopefully will
1reenter the system later and be successfully rehabilitated. Lo .
In addition to its uses in assessing e1igibility—determination processes,

Sectlon VIT is'also used for Standard 12, on the IWRP. The questionsg used

- .

here seek to ensure: ’ -

e that the rationale for clesure decisions are recorded on the -% .

& ~ L -

IWRP; and . ‘ <} .’~ v
e that the'client (or his/her appropriate representatlve) was T

consulted prior to the-closure declslon . : y

%
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R ’4 Provision of this information ensures that the agency has a source from
: which it can draw information about past'ineligibility decisions, to make .
4 sure thex were ﬁgde in a copsistent manner, and to ensure that client rights

: were protected during the closure process.

/ : Finally, several questions pertaining to 26 closures are included in

W 7 Section VII. These questions will be used for problem identification.
" Section VIII: Timeliness Assessment Instrument .
e *  The Timeliness Assessment instrument responds directly to Standard\&L.

It is designed to link subjective assessments of the timeliness of casé
moVement to objective data qn the length of time spent in various statuses
by differeﬁt disability types. " The assessments are used in conjunction Qi%h
"data on client characteristics and services provided, to investigate how

agencies might avoid undue delays in the service process.

SAMPLE SELECTION AND FREQUENCY OF REVIEW

’As designed, the MCﬁS does not needﬁto be coﬁpleted on all individuals

-~ :
in a given VR system to determine the level of compliance with each of the
four Procedural Standards represented in this system. Such a determination
- can be made based upon a review of a selected sample of cases. This selection '
FL process, however, needs to consider a number of issues in order to ensure tﬁat
¥

the sampled cases accurate{g represent the experiences of the general popula-
tlon Originally, it was thought that this representativeness could .be
achleved by randomly selecting a number of cases from each of the potential

Closure categories. This strategy, however, did not result in a sufficient

number of cases in certain classifications to 'allow for a full analysis of all Iy
of the issues identified in the four standards. This problem can be corrected

simply by incorporating an additional element into the sampling framework:
specifically, the variable "entered/did not eﬁter extended evaluation' should

be included as a sampling criterion and the individual selecting the sample

should be. careful to include a sufficient number of cases in which entry occur-

red. Likewise, future data collection efforts should include 08's in sufficient
numbers‘to allow assessment of compliance with the regulations pertaining to

ineligibility determinations.

s '




In addition to including a sufficient number of cases f;om all relevant

closure categories, it‘is-also beneficial to conduct case .reviews on a sample
of tho;e clients currently in-service. Initially, those cases selected for
review in the pretest were cases for whom services had been terminated. In
assessing this procedure, pretest reviewers noted that since the sample

included only closed cases, there was no possibility for using the review

. process as a management tool. To correct this short-coming, it is.recommended

that agencies select cases for review that are at Qarioﬁs points in the ser-
vice system, including eligibility, extended evaluation, plan deveIopmgnt,
service provision, and closure. By selecting cases from the full range of
stages in the service process, the MCRS can be used not only to analyze the
issues surrounding successful and unsuccessful closures but also to assess

current operating procedures and to offer the possibility of taking corrective

"action in those cases where the MCRS indicate problems exist.

The last point concerning conduct of the data collection relates to the
physical location of the data collection effort. Logistically, it is prefer-
able to centralize the data collection activity in one place (e.g., the state's
central offices). However, it was noted during the pretest that requiring
removal of case files from the dlstrlct offices was problematic in cases where
the files were needed by caseworkers or clients. Thls problem will be further

exacerbated by the suggestion that the sample also include in-service statuses.

This issue should be considered and resolved as appropriate in each particular

st;ZETN\A possible solution mlght 1nvolve the reviewers traveling to individual

district offldés ‘to conduet reviews if this can be done without incurring
excesSive travel or other costs. ‘“

Statewide assessments should occur -every three years, and never less.
frequently than every four years. These statewide assessments should be
supplemented by more frequent, targeted spot checks, as suggestéd by the

statewide assessments.

CASE REVIEWERS: QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

The Procedural Standards rest squarely on the proccss of case review.
The quality of those reviews, and their resulting data, is strongly influenced
by the capabilities of the people who conduct the reviews. There are four

main qualifications an effective case reviewer must have:

17¢
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e The most important quality desired in a reviewer is that'he/she

have an irtimate fam111ar1ty with a wide variety of aspects of state agency

oEerailons. The MCRS requires that reviewers possess detailed understanding ~
of aly aspects of the program's operations. - ’ -t _

e In addition, to having familiarity with the particular agency's over:

all operations, ideally case reviewers would have experience in casework ¥

(i.e., counsellng), casework supervision, overall operatlons, and,édmlnlstra-

tion. - T
————r— - < ';

. > . .
e The third quality is that of "aloofness'": the reviewer should have

no conflict of interest when reviewing cases.

\

e Finally, the last qualification has less to do with'the personal
‘ qualifications of reviewers than with the way the reviewer pos#tions w111 be

structured. Ideally, the reviewing functlon will bé one of the reviewers'

main assigned responsibilities. 1In other words, the reviewing task should

not be shifted to different personnel with each data collection cycle. The
benefits of malntalnlng a core staff of reviewers are numerous. First, to
the extent that the MCRS is part of a person's overall duties, perceptions
that this type of data collection is intruding on the person's other regular
duties will be minimized. Further, by assigning the review function to par-
ticular individuals, the person's familiarity witfi the task will be reinférced
his or her'reviéwing ability .will be igbr ‘gd and the nece551ty for intepsive

tralnlng with each new data collection cycle will be obviated. .

LA i 7ext provided by Eric
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