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>> ABBY COOPER: I'd like to welcome everyone to this webinar. My name is Abby Cooper, and I will be facilitating today's webinar.

The Southeast TACE Regional Center's mission is to improve the quality and effectiveness of vocational rehabilitation services and enhance employment outcomes for individuals with disabilities in the eight southeastern states:  Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, Tennessee, and South Carolina.

TACE is in collaboration with the DBTAC, the southeast ADA center.  

And both the TACE and the southeast ADA center are managed by Burton Blatt Institute of Syracuse University.

Okay, at this point we're ready to begin and I am very excited to be able to introduce Serena Lowe.

I think you will find today's presentation fascinating in connecting to a lot of information that you have received through Southeast TACE.

Serena has amazing experience, she has specialized in government relations, commercial and marketing planning and strategies for the past 15 years she is served as a consultant to over 35 national, corporate, and nonprofit entities in the areas of public policy, advocacy, coalition building, strategic and commercial planning and organizational development.

She is currently a federal government relation and consultant to the national disability institute in task.

She's also direct ‑‑ executive director of the collaboration to promote self determination, which is a coalition of 35 organizations.
Earlier in her career she worked as a legislative advisor to two members of Congress, including members of the House appropriation committee.

During her time on Capitol Hill she was responsible for public policy issues related to uninsured housing workforce, economic development and long term supports for underserved populations.

Serena has expensive experience in appropriation and regulatory related to health, education, and economic development.

She is an amazing speaker and I am sure you will thoroughly enjoy her today.

Serena, it's all yours.

>> SERENA LOWE: Thank you so much, Abby, and it's such a pleasure to be addressing Southeast TACE for what is one of my favorite topics.

I am proud and privileged to be a part of today's webinar and to present you some basic information and an overview of some comprehensive legislation known as TEAM, or transition toward excellence, achievement, and mobility.

I will try to answer questions as they arise and if I'm not able to get to all of them then I know both Abby and Celestia will get me on task.

So on the slide you'll see that I've laid out really what we believe was the impetus for the work that we started about three years ago on the federal public policy arena in terms of transition trying to get comprehensive transition legislation introduced.

We really started looking at the patterns related to poverty and particularly at the tremendous differences and impact that poverty has on the disability population in general.

And so what you will see on slide two is really just a look of where the last two years, which is the most recent poverty data that we have, and it shows you that the disability population in particular is, especially from one year to the next, continues to have one of the highest rates of poverty of any other subcategory of Americans for the tenth year in a row.

Based on this information we know that it's expected that annual payments out in terms of Social Security income will reach over $1 trillion by 2018.  And so looking at not only the growing poverty of the disability population, but also looking at how to ‑‑ at the implications for the entitlement programs and supplemental income that many individuals with significant disabilities rely upon, we knew it was very important to really hone in and focus in on systems reform.
And we wanted to focus on individuals at that youth and young adult population age.

So turning to slide three, and I'm sure many of you have seen this, but you might not have.

There was an amazing document, very rich in data that was published in late ‑‑ late in 2011 in health ‑‑ in the publications health affairs by three very well‑known economists at Mathematica policy institution in Washington, D.C. 
And what they did is they looked at trends in funding of disability services over the course of the last several years.

And they spent a lot of time looking at the data of fiscal year 2008.

So what this graphic attempts to show you is that money is not necessarily the problem.

Sometimes the problem is an issue of priority.

What this ‑‑ what the article ‑‑ just a brief summation of the article, what ‑‑ what the article really tends to highlight is that we have a growing percentage of estimated federal and state expenditures going into services that are focused on working‑aged adults with disabilities by ‑‑ in an array of areas but when you start to break down where the money is being spent and how it's being spent, you start to see some really disturbing trends.
You see that we are spending less than 1% of the $357 billion a year in supports to working‑aged adults with disabilities on education, employment, and training.
I'm sure many of you who are involved in TACE feel that pain more directly on a regular basis in the work that you do in the field.

We see that we spend about 3% on housing and food assistance.

Certainly the 55% in health care, which does include long term supports and services for persons with disabilities, is not a surprise to us, and that should be a large piece of the pie.

But the most disturbing piece is the 41% that we're spending on income maintenance, which again is anticipated to grow to unsurmountable proportions over the course of the next seven years.

Going to the next page ‑‑ I'm sorry, to the next slide, so slide four, we know, however, that when funds are focused in areas that are related to the employment of individuals with disabilities, when they're focused on getting people the training, the education, the mentoring that they need to live and work in the community, we know that we can make strides.
And this particular chart on slide four really attempts to outline for you that there's a huge diversity across states in terms of the amount of support that is going into states focused on the employment of people with intellectual ‑‑ I'm sorry, with people with significant disabilities and their success rates in terms of viable employment outcomes in the community.
And so what you see is at the top of that list you see some states that we know have invested heavily and had a priority focus on employment‑first initiatives and on the training and transition of young adults and youth with significant disabilities into the workforce after they exit the school system.
So Washington state, you see at an 88%, Oklahoma at 60%, Connecticut at 54%, Louisiana at 47%, New Hampshire, 46%.

You go all the way to the lower end of the bracket and the states will remain nameless, but you see that they're in some places the focus is less than 5%.

So we know there's a big variance in terms of how money is being spent, what it's being spent on at both a state and federal level, and where the priority lies.

On the next slide, turning to the next slide, a group of organizations in 2007 came together because they were really concerned about this trending, both in federal funding, the implications at the state level in terms of the way funds were being prioritized and also the many policy barriers that continued to disincentivize both individuals and systems to focus on outcomes related to getting people living and working in the community at optimal levels of self‑sufficiency.
So what is pretty interesting and unique I think about the collaboration is that it didn't grow from a group of providers who were frustrated or systems or agencies that were frustrated, it grew organically from a core network of national disability organizations representing and comprised of either self advocates or families of individuals with significant disabilities.

And so at the time when we first started our dialogues we knew a lot more about what we didn't know than what we did.

We knew what the trends were, we knew what the funding was, we knew there were imbalances in funding, and we knew anecdotally from the millions of stories from families and self‑advocates in the field that there were chronic systemic barriers to the effective transition of youth exiting the school system and trying to get the supports they need to be productive adults.
That's about as far as we ‑‑ that's about as far as we were at in our process.
But we started the collaboration to promote self determination and in the first two years we spent two years doing intelligence gathering.

So we basically went to our national partners and we got a list of folks in states that were doing very innovative work in the areas of transition supports and employment first strategies, and we also wanted to hear from the states who were struggling.

And from there we scheduled probably about 75 panels of experts from throughout the country, whether they were a director of vocational rehabilitation, or if they were a director of special education, or a director of a DD, developmental disabilities adult services agency, or if they worked within the Medicaid program of a state, or if they were a family advocate who was championing some exciting stuff at the state level.

So we tried to meet and gather information from many experts and various perspectives as we could in the field.

To really get our arms around some of the exciting things that were going on, what were families experiential opportunities and challenges at the state level, and then how could we ultimately try to effectuate a sustained focused resources and prioritization of those practices out in the field that were really translating into the best outcomes for young adults, youth, and youth with significant disabilities in the areas of employment, asset development, and independent living.

And from there we started the collaboration to promote self determination.

And so this is a ‑‑ this is our mission statement, and the coalition to promote self determination seeks to promote opportunities and eliminate barriers to working and saving while ensuring the preservation of language term supports necessary to achieving optimal self‑sufficiency, independence, and economic security.
So on the cusp nobody is going to necessarily argue with that, I mean, that's a laudable mission, one we spent a lot of time on and we're really proud of that.

The difference between I think the collaboration and maybe some other coalitions out there is that we really hold our executive committee, which is comprised of our founding partners, really holds the other partners to the carpet in terms of really making sure that we remain true to that overall mission.

And so the next page, the next slide, slide six, you will see our membership in terms of our executive committee is comprised of the autistic self advocacy network, the autism society of America, the national Down Syndrome Congress, the national Down Syndrome society, and the national fragile X foundation.

Those five organizations together are ‑‑ house relatively about I believe 750,000 members throughout the country, whether or not they're ‑‑ you know, they're families and self‑advocates or also just supporters of these individual organizations.
So we work with this group and they are who said these organizations and their board of directors and leadership are the entities responsible for setting the collaborations' priorities and policy agenda here in Washington.

In addition to this executive committee, on the next slide, slide seven, you will see that this is our steering committee.

And this is comprised of an additional ten or 11 national organizations who are all paying members to the coalition and have all embraced our policy agenda and work with us on both our regulatory and our legislative work here in Washington.

So I'm sure by this list there are probably many who you all work with in terms of their affiliates at the state and local levels of government in the field.

And so it's interesting because we have ‑‑ we have systems that are represented in the coalition ‑‑ or in the collaboration, we have provider groups who are represented in the collaboration, but by and large, you know, we're really again led by division of national organizations who are led by consumer or family advocates.
In addition to this though we do work with approximately 150 senior advisors, like Abby, from across the country in 44 states.  And we developed the relationships with these advisors over time really in the early years, when we would reach out to folks and develop meetings and really try to learn what was going on at the state and local level and what were some of the existing federal policy barriers that really impeding progress at the state levels.

The next slide is an important one for us because it asks a question that we think is ‑‑ we think really requires a very thoughtful and thought‑provoking discussion at the national level, but also at the state and community levels of government.
That is what do we mean when we mean true integration?

And for us it's a cross systems holistic comprehensive vision of integration into every facet of life that non-disabled individuals embrace and are part of.

So starting from education to the workplace, at the home, and in the community, we really believe public policy has to look at these systems, not in silos, but rather with a consistent vision, set of objectives, measurable outcomes, and flexible funding streams that are aimed at helping individuals with significant disabilities optimize their self‑sufficiency levels, maximize independence, and the only way to do that is to make sure that they are fully independent within each of these major sectors of society.
That being said, and you'll see this on the next slide, slide nine, we have a long way to go in our view before our systems at the federal level are really truly match that kind of vision of true integration.

And so this is what I like to refer to as the cyclical dependency model.

Going back to one of my earlier slide where we were looking at the division of resources over a year's time and where the priority and federal funding is going to versus where it isn't, I think that that has resulted in some pretty abysmal outcomes at the federal level.

So in terms ‑‑ I wouldn't say just at the federal level, but the individual level.
And so we know in terms of both what the data tells us and also from the experiences of the members of our executive committee partners we know there's kind of a trend in terms of what happens to individuals who are continuously put into segregated settings and where funding and policies continue to presume a low expectation of individuals.

And so this chart really kind of helps frame our discussion for what we believe is a model that continues to result in chronic impoverishment, and cyclical dependency and loss of human dignity throughout the life span.

Starts very early at the educational levels where we see children segregated from class or school, and automatically very early on in their primary school years placed on a non‑deployment track, sometimes as early as three to five years of age.
We then know in transition that there continues then to persist a presumption of lowest expectations as these students move on into high school.

That there's a lack of access to meaningful transition activities that non-disabled students take advantage of.

And that there's really no pressure put on schools to make sure that the transition indicators that are outlined and that that are evaluated on in terms of compliance with the individuals with disabilities in education act, those are not weighted or measured at the same level as other indicators that are not related to transition.

And so as we can see throughout the model, this has long term, costly implications throughout the life span in terms of where individuals go, how they spend their time, and then, and I'll just point out this last piece on financial planning, how they're restricted and how they get stuck in terms of systems they rely on with respect to Social Security income and Medicaid and how difficult it is then to breakthrough.

We know that fewer than half of 1% of Social Security income beneficiaries ever actually leave the system.

And a lot of that has to do with the current asset limits and structures of the programs that can continue to disincentivize work and [inaudible] so our vision is what a new model of federal funding and policy can look like as outlined on slide ten.

And that's called the self‑sufficiency investment model.
This gives you kind of a schematic of how we're presenting our ideas to policy makers on Capitol Hill.

So it starts with education and goes all the way through the life span ending with financial planning of saying this is what public policy should have in terms of expectations and anticipated outcomes for this population of individuals with significant disabilities.

And the model really represents a focused vision on optimal self‑sufficiency, independent living, economic empowerment and full community participation.
So you're probably saying, Serena, this all sounds well and good and we all agree in theory, but we live in the real world and in the real world this is easier said than done.

It's very difficult to operationalize these things.

And that is where I think the impetus of the TEAM legislation came from.

It started with, on slide 11, our insights into the data in seeing that where there was a focused effort at a leadership level to change the paradigm and to change the misalignment of funds and how they were being invested into people, that we know that we were saving cost, and that's not only better to the individual, it's better to taxpayers and to the system.

And so table 11, I'm happy to the share any of the data that's in here and the original studies, but it really shows you what we're paying ‑‑ that we get what we pay for and that when we pay to keep kids in segregated classrooms, when we put the focus on special education as if it's a place and not a service, that the reality is we're paying almost double then for that student's education.
And at the end of the day when they exit the system, they end up in a sheltered work setting, the system is paying at an average annually almost two ‑‑ or three times, I'm sorry, more than what we would be paying if we invested in the right support strategies up front and helped through whether it's customized or supported employment strategies, really helped young people get in and sustain a meaningful job experience in the community, in integrated employment.
And so with that, that really gave us the impetus to then put our time where our mouth was, essentially.

I mean, we have the rationale set up, it sounds very good, but we understand that operationally speaking we're talking about very complex systems that have been around for a very, very long time.

And it's not just something that folks in the state ‑‑ at the state level even when they want to do good and they want to lead reform, it's not always easy to do if federal ‑‑ if the federal systems and the federal funding streams that go to support states work in this area are not fundamentally transformed.
And so that's how we got started in terms of our journey in drafting and working with Congressional champions in the development of the TEAM legislation.

>> Before you go on, could you answer a question from Linda?

>> Sure.

>> She was wondering, do you think that occupational courses of study and diploma programs adds to self‑sufficiency investment model or keeps states and graduates tied to the system?
>> That's an excellent question.

And I think if you're asking it you probably have doubts as to whether or not an occupational course of study is always the route to go.

I think that one thing that we've tried to do in our work and with the TEAM legislation is really push the idea of person‑centered individualized supports.
And that that planning, with that kind of ‑‑ with that kind of vision in mind and value framework in mind is essential to helping an individual truly navigate various opportunities and ultimately achieve the goals that they set out for themselves.
So I guess what I would say is it might depend on where you're at in the country and what an occupational course of study means in one place is certainly something different in another, but it's certainly any kind of approach that is kind of deemed cookie cutter or one size fits all option is one that we kind of are cautious about because we know from the data that the more person‑centered your planning processes are, the more time that practitioners and providers of direct support services in the systems that fund those services spend with the individual and with their family in getting to know that individual's strengths, their experiences, what they like, what they don't, what some of their behavioral and personality qualities are like, the better that we can all do then at helping that individual develop a vision for the future and execute it in appropriate ways that's going to actually succeed.
So I don't know if that quite answered your question, Linda, but...

Okay.

So in terms of the TEAM legislation, when we first started we really were focused on the purpose that we really needed federal legislation to establish a coordinated, comprehensive approach to investment of public resources that were related to expanding and improving opportunities for youth with significant disabilities, during those critical transition years into adulthood.

And that with that we really needed to have a clear focus on kind of three or four fundamental long term ‑‑ every individual, every youth, youngster with a significant disability in the country, that we wanted to make sure that they had opportunities either to meaningful postsecondary educational opportunities, to employment integrated settings, at a competitive wage, to long‑term career development and growth, and also to make sure that there was a full inclusion in the community setting through both independent living and social engagement, but also I would just say, it's not on this slide, but you'll see it later, through strong economic security goals to make sure that the individual and their family are planning financially for the future.
So with that, on slide 13, this outlines kind of some key objectives to the TEAM legislation.

And I should just say on the outset that the TEAM legislation is broken into three different bills that we're going to go through at greater detail.

But overall these are the overall objectives of the legislative package as a whole.

So first and foremost we really wanted to expand a focus and also an evaluation of the implementation of transition strategies under IDEA.

In other words, we were not interested in letting the education system off the hook, we saw the education system as being a critical and at the beginning, the initial partner that needed to be focused on improving transition opportunities and thinking creatively about how to create opportunities for this segment of the student population.

We also wanted to focus on helping state intellectual and development disability services agencies really define and engage ‑‑ define their role in and engage in the transition process, particularly ‑‑ for states, you know, the eligibility varies, but for ‑‑ we all know that individuals who qualify for these services continue to represent the largest percentage of home and community‑based service waiver funding in the country.
In fact, I believe it was 73% of all home and community‑based service waiver funding over the last year, so that's 73% of $42 billion went to providing supports to individuals who qualified for adult services within their state because of their eligibility under intellectual or developmental disabilities.
And so it's important, and that system is in control of major dollars that are going supposedly to help these youngsters transition into living and working in the community.

What we know, however, is that a lot of that waiver funding still used to put individuals in segregated situations and settings.

And so we really wanted to make sure that we pulled in that system and had them be a part of this comprehensive reform structure and that we put some accountability to them.

I mean, right now they're not even recognized under federal statute, and they essentially have no federal reporting requirements to the federal government.

We obviously wanted to focus on national systemic reform that really was outcomes based, primarily on integrated employment and postsecondary education.

And we wanted to make sure that we infused funding opportunities at the state level to really try to invoke and encourage state systems change across agencies with some pretty tight requirements to that funding related to ensuring a coordinated effort in terms of planning processes, strategic objectives, outcomes measurement and most importantly, resources and how were they ‑‑ how are agencies going to work together to maximize their various pools of resources in a way that really helps effect individual outcomes.
We also wanted to focus on professional development and training.

We clearly know that there are some great providers out there, but that they are the exception, not the rule.

And a lot of that has to do with the fact that the funding structures to this day continue to promote segregated options.

And so we wanted to make sure that we were encouraging and requiring states to also use some of the that money to develop a workforce and a provider sector of direct support professionals that really knew how to provide services and supports that lead to helping an individual live and work in the community, like the rest of us.

And so those are some of our key objectives.

On slide 14 you'll see a graphic, and this outlines ‑‑ and I notice that actually another slide, it didn't all come through on the PDF, so I apologize, but this is just to show you kind of the backdrop and the connectivity between the three separate bills.  And you're probably wondering why did you go the route of introducing three individual bills.
And originally we wrote the legislation as one major bill, and we were really dubbing it during the planning stages to folks outside as this is going to be the IDEA for transition.

You know, we're really going to go big or we were going to go home.

And over time what we decided is that in terms of implementation-wise, getting this through the Congress, there are some issues pertaining to committees of jurisdiction.

And we have two bills that fall in one committee and another bill that falls into another committee, and so we decided to break these up based upon systems, but ensure that every single bill had consistent, uniform, aligned definitions, outcomes that they would be measured by, and that there was a synergy with them so anybody looking at these bills would see that they are supposed to be a complete package.

So the first bill, the TEAM education act.

And it's the one that seeks to reform the current individualized education planning process and transition during the school years.

And so there's some key pieces ever that bill that are laid out that we'll go into greater detail with in a minute.

The second bill is the TEAM empowerment act.

This is the bill that really seeks to create a transition capability and infrastructure within the DD state agencies.

And then the third bill is a TEAM employment act, which directly implicates the VR system, but it requires through pretty stringent cooperative agreements across multiple agencies at the state level a promotion of state systems change that's focused heavily on the increasing and improving the performance of states in terms of outcomes of youth with significant disabilities.

So if you ‑‑ so on Page‑‑ I'm sorry, on slide 15 ‑‑ I just want to stop real quick and see, does anyone have any questions?
We're going to kind of get into the reads on what each of these bills do.

Okay.

Well, thank you for sticking with me.

Okay, on slide 15 we want to go into first the TEAM education act or H.R.602.

And this really seeks to reform individualized ‑‑ I'm sorry, individuals with disabilities in education act.
We have actually, this is a question that does come up, so I should say it in the outset, we are working with legislative legal counsel right now to draft this bill for an ESEA reauthorization vehicle as well because there are many pieces of it that we could actually do within an ESEA reauthorization bill that ‑‑ so we want to have that kind of extra legislative language in our back pocket should ESEA reauthorization move forward either now or in the future.
But this bill, first and foremost, it clarifies to the states that part B, IDEA part B discretionary funds can be used to either contract out the provision of transition services by a local school district for individuals with significant disabilities who qualify for IDEA services, or to hire someone within their school districts.

And so some of you might be in states where school districts are already doing this and you're probably thinking well, so what?

Well, the so what is that there are still states where local school districts read the current statute very narrowly and if it doesn't specifically say they can use funds for something in particular, they're not going to use it for funds in particular ‑‑ or for this endeavor.
And so this really seeks to clarify it, and the language is written in such a way that even encourages it.

It also makes some stipulations on what types of services can be ‑‑ that the funding should be going to.
So in other words, it's not ‑‑ it says very clearly you can't use these funds to go out and put kids into sheltered workshops or into day habilitation during parts of their school experience, you've got to use them towards transition services.
And probably this is isn't in this slide, that's probably in my view one of the most important pieces about H.R.602 and each of the other bills is that it really clarifies what transition services are and what they aren't.

And it expands the types of supports that can be funded through transition services that help promote getting a youngster into a community and exposing them to different things and it says very clearly that funding should not go to services that segregate or would promote segregating an individual further.

It does provide state grants to fund the creation of transition coordinators.

And that's block grants, it's actually an inaccurate statement, it's competitive grants, so it's on a competitive basis.

SEAs can apply for that would fund the additional supports to local school districts so that they can actually hire someone, whether it's part time or full time.  

There's a lot of flexibility in the legislation to focus on the creation of transition strategies that are going to help really help these kids and their families really achieve meaningful transition experiences during those critical years while the kids are still in the school system.

It clarifies that transition services should be part of the IEP process from age 14 on.

It also requires that the IEP must include services that are in conjunction with each of the five guideposts to success.

So for those that don't know what that is, that's ‑‑ five guideposts to success in successful transition of youth and adulthood is a framework developed by the institute for educational leadership who also runs the national center on workforce development in youth ‑‑ or workforce and disability in youth.
So those five categories include internships and mentoring, leadership and character development, connecting activities and family supports.

It also requires that the state DD service authority be invited to participate in the IE process from 14 on for those kids eligible for IDEA funding who will also be deemed eligible for their state's DD services, adult services funding stream.

And the reason we do that is because we want to see kind of a synergistic stream leaning of these processes early on so that these kids aren't kind of flying off a cliff as soon as they leave and exit the school system, but that there's been someone that's part of the adult DD system that's been with them through some critical years and knows a lot about them and their transition experiences up to that point.

So those ‑‑ that's the ‑‑ I guess I would say that's the nuts and bolts of H.R.602.
The next slide, slide 16, is a recap or overview of the TEAM empowerment act.

And this is, again, this is the really focused in on the DD services agencies at the state level.

So first thing it does is it mandates that all state authorities ‑‑ first it acknowledges them.
They're not acknowledged right now or defined in any federal statute, which boggled most of our ‑‑ most of us that are here in Washington because of the massive amounts of Medicaid we were funding that they actually managed.
And I think Mary Lee Fay, she is the DD state director for the state of Oregon, I don't know if anyone on the phone is from Oregon, but she's also the chair of the board of directors for the national ‑‑ for their national trade association, national association of state directors on developmental disability services.
And she spoke at a Congressional briefing about the TEAM legislation, and about this bill in particular.

And the way she described it was really, I thought it really articulated the critical importance of this bill in particular.

And she says, look, we're out there, we have a lot of money we're responsible for and we have no federal guidance or policy on where the priority should be in terms of these funds and the supports that we're trying to drive to individuals and their families.

And she said but the result is sometimes that you have state DD authorities whose leadership changes pretty quickly, every 18 to 24 months in a lot of states, and so you have kind of this frenetic throw everything up like spaghetti on the wall to see what sticks and that it's not ‑‑ that as a result states really get stuck in terms of focus ‑‑ putting a longer term focused effort around a specific set of priorities or outcomes.
And as a result you look at the state outcome and most states that haven't really focused in and there are obviously exemptions, but as we saw in an earlier slide, those that aren't focusing on the employments or effective transition of these youths into adulthood, they really aren't meeting any kind of meaningful outcomes.

So what this does is it first acknowledges this agency ‑‑ these agencies, it mandates that they have a transition services function within their state agencies.
And it requires that that new function to manage the successful development and completion of a young adult's individual transition plan.

And this ‑‑ the ‑‑ ITP, or individual transition plan, is intended to take the place of the IEP once the student exits the school system.
Now, I know states have numerous plans and so you're thinking, gosh, this is just another plan.

And that may be ‑‑ that may be the perception.
We feel that because the DD authority has the bulk of money that's going to be going into the provision of long term supports for these individuals, that having a holistic plan that's connected to and informed by the IEP is the best way to make sure that these kids ‑‑ these youth and young adults have a nice stream, you know, a streamlined, coordinated approach to their transition goals as they exit the school system.
And I know most of you right now get a lot of these young people and their families once they exit the school systems and they have no idea where to start, they don't even know where to go, and a lot of times they've been told simply when they're still in school that they need to think about Social Security, you know, applying for Social Security and getting ready to be put on a Medicaid waiver waiting list.

And so those are obviously not the messages that we want young adults and their families to have first and foremost in their mind in terms of what their future looks like.

So Vanessa has a question, Vanessa Denham, does the school system do the referral to the DD state agency?

In the vast majority of states currently the school system does not do that.

There are some exceptions, and this is modeled off of those exceptions.

The bill would require ‑‑ H.R.602 requires the school to invite the DD system into the IEP process starting at age 14.
H.R.603 requires the DD agency to pick up those individuals as they're exiting the school system and the idea is that those I/DD service systems ‑‑ I'm sorry, state agencies are already engaged in the IEP process so that there's been ‑‑ there's already been a relationship over several years between the school system and the state DD agency.
Does that answer your question, Vanessa?

Okay, I'll move forward, and if you want more details, just let me know.

The other thing that it does that was really important to our self‑advocates and to their families, this kind of goes back to what we spoke about a little earlier in terms of person‑directed supports and person‑centered planning, it was very important to our advocates that they have some say in terms of not only who they hired and worked with, who was providing the supports on their behalf, but more importantly, who was going to be working with them within the DD state service system in developing their transition plans and goals and then helping navigate the various adult service programs and supports at the state level in order to help the individual and their family successfully accomplish the objectives that they come up with in their individual transition plan.
And so we know that there will be states who hire some of the most fabulous people that you could find to work in this area.

And we also know that there will be cases where those ‑‑ the folks that are working at the agency level may not be appropriate for one or more individuals that come through their system.
So this provides an outlet through the waiver funding to allow beneficiaries to say, you know, I've looked at your options and I just don't think we've got the transition broker that we need that's the best match for us, and they can go and find another individual.

It does stipulate very carefully that there are some pretty strict requirements in terms of the types of qualifications a transition broker should have in order to ‑‑ in order for the beneficiary to use them and use their supports for this.
So I see a couple of additional questions.

Vanessa had a follow‑up question asking, so the school systems are aware of these acts and do we feel they will follow them?
We're not sure that they'll follow them.

There's a lot of good things in IDEA that I think depending on what state you're at and what local school district you're in, we continue to not be followed appropriately.

So what we've tried to do is balance ‑‑ create a balanced carrot stick approach with each of these bills, and it's pretty funny, every time ‑‑ I say funny, it's pretty interesting, when we went to the special educator's trade association and talked about H.R.602 and went to the school administrator's trade association, they said they loved all of the incentives in H.R.602 and they detested all of the additional what they called mandates or regulations in 603, we got that same feedback from many state DD services agencies.
And in H.R.604 we got a lot of that same feedback from the state VR directors.

And so I think ‑‑ I think we've done the best we can do within legislation, and I think we want to see this all the way through, not just a bill ‑‑ not just this important legislative package being passed into law, but the regulations that will have to be ‑‑ and the guidance that has to be developed around this, you know, we fully plan to do everything we can externally to make sure that the regulations and guidance reflect the intent of Congress in this legislation.
We also had a question ‑‑ oh, about ‑‑ I'm sorry this is more for Celestia about ‑‑
>> [inaudible] on the presentation, he needs to leave right now.

>> Got it, okay, sorry, I'm not reading it quickly enough.

[Laughter]

>> That's [inaudible] the school hasn't told her about any of this and could you kind of address that this hasn't been passed as of yet?

>> Right.

I should say that this was ‑‑ this legislation was introduced almost a year ago, February 10th of 2010, and it has not moved through the Congress.

And we anticipate that we're in for a long haul.

I believe that we will have to really actively advocate for this.

We need lots of help from advocates in the field.

And we're going to have to really push this legislation, not only this year, but probably into the next Congress.

So like all great things, this is not something that's going to happen overnight, but the reason we want to get information out to you all and to other stakeholders in the field is because we want to see, you know, an uprising of revolutionary proportions in support of this legislation and in trying to get it passed because that's ultimately what it's going to take.

And I'm sorry I didn't say that earlier.

>> That's okay.

A quick question in terms of where do the transition brokers come from?

Do they come from VR, the school system, perhaps CRPs?

Where do they come from?

>> So the transition brokers, the state DD agencies are required to either provide them in terms of in‑staff personnel and also as subcontractors or consultants to the state.
And the eligibility requirements are written in such a way that it could be a situation where a DD agency collaborates with their state VR entity to provide those transition brokers.

It could be that they work within some of the providers of direct supports who have already demonstrated a record in the provision of integrated employment supports and other supports ‑‑ or other best practices.
So that it gives a lot of latitude, but it does have some pretty stringent criteria on the types of qualifications that transition brokers should have.  And they have to have some educational and professional experience in integrated employment and integrated transition supports and then there's some extra kind of nice‑to‑have criteria around having experience in financial service ‑‑ or financial planning and asset development and in I think a couple of other things.
So it does give a little bit of flexibility to the states.

>> And just a couple other quick questions.

One, there's a request for you to define I/DD services, does that mean intellectual disabilities and developmental disabilities?

>> Sure.

And I should have said that sooner.

We have ‑‑ we went around and around for a long time about how to define this.
In most states today it's defined ‑‑ it used to be ‑‑ they used to be called state MR/DD agencies for state mental retardation and developmental disabilities agencies.
And obviously we do not use the MR term anymore.

And so many states have started replacing the MR with intellectual at the beginning.

Some states are still at the state DD agencies for the purposes of the statute they are known as state intellectual and developmental disability services authorities.

  And I then there's another question kind of on the status of the ITP in that IEPs frequently haven't viewed in the same way as a diploma and sometimes they limit opportunities for individuals later on in terms of higher education or employment.

And there's a question in terms of who ‑‑ will the ITP have more status and be in similar lines as the diploma?
>> Great question.

A couple of things:  One is we totally agree with the gentleman's comment that the IEP is not always utilized as well as it should be or perceived as a credible document.

Particularly when you're dealing with students who have already been placed early on in their schooling on a non‑diploma track.
And so one of the other requirements that we have in 602 that I did not, just for timing sake, I did not cover, but I really should, is that we put in a requirement ‑‑ and you all might remember this from several years back, but there things they're called ‑‑ and I'm ‑‑ functional assessment statements ‑‑ statements of functional assessment is I believe what they're called ‑‑ and the Department of Education several years ago tried to develop a template of what states should include in that summary of functional assessments.
It's really division of that initially, my understanding is is that it was intended to be kind of a portfolio that individuals with significant disabilities who had received IDA services could use with potential employers and postsecondary education institutions after they left the school system.

And of course the department never came out with kind of what the basic, you know, framework of what a summary of functional assessment should look like, so states, you know, it's kind of all over the place what a statement of functional assessment looks like.

And most of them are pretty poorly written, sometimes they're even just like a paragraph from, you know, the person's, you know, high schoolteacher.

And so what we have is a provision in H.R.602 that requires a very detailed, comprehensive summary of functional assessment to be completed that contains specific criteria about documenting the transition experiences and knowledge that ‑‑ and skills that have ‑‑ that the individual has developed over the course of their middle school and high school years.
And ‑‑ in school.
And so we're hoping that that will be a much more powerful document that an individual is coming out of the school system with, and will be used, you know, accordingly in their transition into adulthood.

The ITP definitely requires a number of comprehensive components that is intended to work across systems and across life span needs.

So it's looking at not ‑‑ I mean, number one and two is whether or not the person ‑‑ the individual wants to go into postsecondary education that leads to integrated employment or wants to go straight to integrated employment and then how to get there.
And then there's a lot of subsidiary components of the ITP about where the individual wants to live in the next few years and what are the objectives to get them to be in a place that they can live at optimal self‑sufficiency and how are they going to be engaged in the community?
Are they going to do ‑‑ do they want to get involved in some recreational activities or do they to join a gym?
So there's though components as well to be as comprehensive again as possible in helping the individual think about the kind of life they want to lead.

>> There's also a quick question from Vanessa on so right now people can be on ‑‑ can have an IEP and be on a diploma track?
>> Yes.

There are individuals who have IEPs and who are on a diploma track.

Those students that are considered to have the most severe impactive disability are put into what's called an alternative assessment category and school districts to this day are required ‑‑ are allowed 1% of their entire school population, which is about 10% of all students with disabilities that come into their school district, they are allowed to put into this alternative assessment track, which then kind of ‑‑ it deters the ability of the individual ‑‑ of the student to have access to age‑appropriate curriculum and it puts them on a non‑diploma track at the discretion of the school district.
So the school district only has to inform the family, they don't even have to engage them in that decision making process.

>> Okay.

And then there's ‑‑ I'm going to do a little bit of a synopsis of the next question.
In that Linda attended a meeting for families of children with attention deficit disorder to discuss VR services, and most of them are parents of younger kids.

None of them were aware of VR and they were amazed at the services that VR could offer.

Her concern is many people just fall off the cliff once they leave school and she's kind of wondering is this information getting out to younger ‑‑ parents of younger kids.
>> Well, I would say that, I mean, we've seen a real change, I think, in the points of view and perspectives of young families and what the expectation level is of what they have for their children.

But that of course is not across the board.

There are some generational changes, but again, a lot of it, education and awareness has a lot to do with other socio‑economic indicators.
And we see that in the health care arena as well.

I would say that the important thing to note about this legislation is that it requires such strong systems coordination that it make it virtually impossible for an individual ‑‑ for a young person with significant disabilities to fall through the cracks.
>> And so then and I paraphrased her question just a little bit incorrectly, and that is so within the legislation there is requirements to make sure that younger kids' parents are aware of what's available.

>> That's correct.

There's actually ‑‑ yeah, there's actually a very good ‑‑ in every aspect of the bill there are some requirements related to informed choice and what that really means.
And really not only giving them and helping explain to them what their array of options are, but also exposing the individual and their families into what those options are, as opposed to just having a quick, you know, brief, 20‑minute meeting and going from there.
So...

Okay, so I think we covered H.R.603.

I do want to jump top H.R.604 because I want to be cognizant of the time and I'm sure we'll have some other great questions come up.

So the TEAM employment act H.R.604 really focuses on systems change.

And this VR systems change grants, and that's a little bit of a misnomer, it does require the state vocational rehabilitation system to be in kind of the leading position from an administrative standpoint in terms of going after the grants, but no grants are allowed unless there is a cooperative agreement connected with a grant application from the state.

And that cooperative agreement must show a partnership between the state vocational rehabilitation agency, the state intellectual/developmental disability service short, the state education agency, the workforce investment board, and the state Medicaid agency to receive the grant.

If one of those partners is not on board, there is no money.

And so it really incentivizes a very thoughtful, comprehensive, coordinated approach to systems change.

And when we were working with legislative counsel they continued to push back on us on the number of requirements that we wanted in the legislation around these grants, but we really wanted to make sure that states who were truly committed to systems change and to aligning their outcomes, to ensure that the kids are moving into young adulthood with access to postsecondary education and employment, community living, were the ones that were going to get access to these grants.

And so there's a huge emphasis that requires self‑directed planning and also requires state agencies to think about how they will implement an individual ‑‑ individualized budget model so that the individuals that they're serving collectively under this grant have an individual budget that they can personalize based upon that individual's goals and needs.
It does require state agencies to begin planning for and piloting some work in terms in terms of blending and braiding forces.  And for those that are wondering kind of difference between those terms, because it took me a while, braiding is one agency saying ‑‑ is someone ‑‑ is two agencies or more saying, okay, here is a common goal so we will put in 20% of the money and this agency is going to put in 30% and this agency is going to do 50%, going to bring it together towards this one goal ‑‑ common goal for the individual.
That's braiding.

Blending is when you just have a complete model, a blended funding stream model where your state systems are saying for this population we're blending the resources together and it's all one big pot.

And, I mean, obviously that requires some very long‑term planning and we don't expect that to happen overnight, what we want is for the states to make a commitment to be looking at it and looking at models and looking at what fundamentally ‑‑ what fundamental changes need to be made.
The additional piece, there is some requirements related to investing in the development of a direct support professional workforce and a provider system that truly understands and has a record and has an in providing integrated employment supports and integrated community and living supports.

And it also focuses very heavily, it is a five‑year grant that every year there are some very specific ‑‑ it's funny, they're basic, they're not too convoluted, they're basic, but very specific outcomes at the individual level to understand how many young people went into postsecondary education, how many went into integrated employment, what wages are they making, how often are they working a week, are they living in the community, are they living by themselves, are they living in a group setting.
You know, and it's really trying ‑‑ states have to demonstrate progress based upon a baseline set of data in order to get subsequent years of funding.
And so the one point I'll make is that this last summer the Senate introduced draft legislation that would reauthorize the workforce investment act and they were so drawn to the work we had done on H.R.604 that they included in that bill almost verbatim the national transition for ‑‑ successful transition for youth with significant disabilities outcomes initiative, which is the basis of this systems change grant in H.R.604.
So we were very excited about that.

Okay, so just to kind of bring it all back together and finish up, and I would be happy to take any other questions, you know, these are three separate bills based upon three important systems that either at one point or another touched the lives of individuals with significant disabilities during their transition years.

And those are three bills, there's one singular focus and one very unified set of propositions in each of the bills.

And in the focus is on national systemic reform.

And it's based heavily on promoting employment‑first principles that basically presume that all individuals should work to their fullest potential and that there should be systems coordination at various levels of government that really are focused on helping individuals achieve the highest expectations, the same expectations that you would have for young adults and youth without disabilities.
That there is a lot of key themes and emphasis related in all three of these bills that I won't mention again, but that we've walked through about individualization, self‑direction, individual budgeting, and really solid outcomes across systems.
On slide 19, this gives you a sense of kind of where we're at in the political process, and I think maybe I should start in the beginning of my presentation next time to let people know where we're at, but this was introduced about a year ago, in February of 2011.

We had a Congressional briefing a month later, and it was attended by 82 participants, 50 of whom were Capitol Hill staff.

So we were thrilled by the turn out.

You usually only get about 30 participants on a good day on the House.

So we were really excited by the interest.

We have about nine to ten co‑sponsors on each of the bills.
And you should look to see if your member is on the legislation.

And discussions are underway this year about moving at least one of the three bills through the legislative process in the 112th Congress.

We obviously have a real uphill battle because this has not been introduced in the Senate yet, but we are in conversations right now with a Senator who is very interested in the legislative package as a whole and in what we're trying to do is convince him to introduce it in its entirety exactly the way it is.

And so we'll see how those things go.

Over 25 national organizations have endorses the legislation.

We would really like to see a lot of state and local entities and individuals do the same thing.

And so with that, we've got ‑‑ the only other thing I would say is that there are a lot of exciting developments in the federal arena around the successful transition and improving transition outcomes of youth and young adults with significant disabilities.
And this gives you kind of a list, just in the last 12 to 18 months of some really cool things that are happening due in no small part to the really long, long, consistent, tenacious, advocacy efforts of not only the collaboration to promote self determination, but many of its partners throughout the country.

And so we have this year an initiative being funded between SSA and the office on special education programs to look at improving transition opportunities for minors who are on SSI.

We have a systems change grant that is being launched in six states this year by the administration on developmental disabilities that's focused on employment first and implementation of employment first.

We have numerous other investments throughout here, too numerous to mention today.

And I think what that is is all of that I think is a sign of change, the need for change throughout our work.

And so ‑‑ and I think our movement.
And I think that families and individuals with significant disabilities, they want more for their life and for their future, and that that's really coming to a head and it's reflected in all of these new opportunities.

So that's the end of my formal presentation.

I would be happy to answer any other questions that you might have.

>> I have a question.

One is Vanessa was interested in knowing how do you sign on to the TEAM act?

You had said earlier in your presentation you're hoping that you get state and private individuals to sign on, so she's wondering what she can do.

And then I have a question that is just if you could just talk a little bit about if the TEAM ‑‑ if all of the TEAM act passes what would that mean to vocational counselor?
>> Great questions.

The first one, I'll take yours first, Abby, and that is, you know, if this all moved forward as it currently looks, and we know in the legislative process there will come a time where we will have to probably make some concessions for other interested stakeholders, we hope not to do too much of that, we're kind of biases, we think the legislation is pretty fantastic.

But we're open to suggestions for improving it as long as it results in better systems and better policy for individuals with significant disabilities and their families.

But let's say you're test, and what would that look like for a VR counselor?

I think there's a couple of things.

I think first and foremost it really does I think ‑‑ for VR counselors that have already been certified in supported employment or have had exposure to working with providers of customized employment supports, I think what it does is it allows you a lot more support with your superiors within your agencies, with families who might be a little resistant or nervous about going on that track.  
I think it gives you a lot more policy backing to say this is the right path to take, and we're doing it.

And I think that that can be very powerful.

I think for those VR counselors who have been resistant to those practices or have lacked exposure to those practices, this will certainly create an impetus for your state agencies to expose you to these practices to also ‑‑ also to find ways for not only the state level but at the counselor level, I believe, to be working more directly with your local school districts and with your state DD agency and the local affiliates of that.
And so I think that it will require more creativity, more open‑mindedness, and many of you already have that, otherwise I don't think you would have stayed on the call for very long, but I think it's going to also create a wonderful training opportunity, not only for you, but for providers and people who want to get into providing this kind of direct support, so that you have more to utilize in the field to helping the individual that come to you and say they want access to integrated employment or they want to go to college, to help you really help them achieve that.
And I think the other thing that it will do is it absolutely will require you to be more ingrained within your community college and universities at the local level and creating opportunities for them to, you know, be open.

And there's over 200 postsecondary education programs focused on students with intellectual/developmental disabilities right now.

So it's not like there's not ‑‑ they're not out there.
There's many of them.

So that ‑‑ I think that's what that means for a VR counselor.
>> Thank you.

And Vanessa's question ‑‑
>> So Vanessa's question is what you all can do if you're really excited and jazzed about it, and I see we have 48 participants, I hope all 48 of you want to do this, but we're ‑‑ what we're advocating for here is massive.
And it will require a massive advocacy uprising in many ways in the field.

And so this next slide, slide 22, is my contact information.

If you are interested in getting involved in the work of [inaudible] or one of our national partners, the best way to get involved is just to contact me and send me your information.

We [inaudible] out a number of action alerts to the field, we have educational resources that you can use to educate not only your colleagues in the field but your Congressional champions and delegations in the ‑‑ on the hill about the importance of this legislation.
And we just need you to weigh in and help us educate your members of Congress and Senators about why this is so important and what amazing impact this legislation could have on individuals with significant disabilities.

>> I'm not seeing any other questions, so we'll give one second for anyone to quickly type.

I think not.

So, Serena, thank you so much for a really fascinating and thought‑provoking presentation.
We really appreciate it.

>> Well, thank you.

And I just want to apologize again to everyone for the barking in the beginning, but I so enjoyed it, and I just really appreciate all of you for listening and taking time to learn about this really awesome legislation.

So thank you.

>> And as everyone can see up on the screen is information on how to receive your educational credits and in the chat box is the link, so please fill out your evaluation.

So thank you, everyone.

And good bye.  

