Ticket to Work and Work Incentives Advisory Panel 
Quarterly Public Meeting
Doubletree Crystal City Hotel
Arlington,Virginia
June 7-9, 2006
Day One – Wednesday, June 7, 2006
Attendees

Advisory Panel Members 

Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte, Panel Chairperson, Libby Child, Cheryl Bates-Harris, Frances Gracechild, Thomas Golden, Loretta Goff, Dorothy Watson, Katie Beckett, David Miller, Torrey Westrom, Russell Doumas, and Andrew Imparato.

Advisory Panel Staff

Jill Houghton, Executive Director, Debra Tidwell-Peters, Mike Anzick, Pat Laird, Jenn Rigger, Tinya White-Taylor and Shirletta Banks.

Designated Federal Officer

Chris Silanskis
Presenters
Social Security Administration - Pamela Mazerski, Associate Commissioner, Office of Program Development and Research, and Sue Suter, Associate Commissioner, Office of Employment Support Programs; Carey Appold, Technical Director, Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services; John Kregel, Director of Research, Virginia Commonwealth University; Susan Omara, Benefits Assistance Resource Center 

(BARC) Project Coordinator, Virginia Commonwealth University; C. David Roberts, Director of the Rehabilitation Counseling Program, University of Missouri; Connie Ferrell, Director of Training and Technical Assistance, Cornell University; Chris Clasby, JOBS, Inc; Djuna Parmley-Mitchell, Consumer Legal Affairs Counselor, ENDependence Center of Northern Virginia; Linda M. Speaker, Benefits Advisor, Brooklyn-Queens Works; Natalie Alden, Advocate, Advocacy Center; Jessica Lehman, Community Organizer, Community Resources for Independent Living (CRIL); James Meadours, Co-Director, Peer to Peer Grant, Arc of Texas.
Members of the Public
Susan Goodman, Peter Mead, Becky Roberts, Dorothy Firsching, Jessica Sadowsky, Laverdia Taylor Roach, Allen Jensen, Dee Braver, Tom Scheuroch, Bonnie O’Day, Andrea Harles, Ryan Hess, Peggy Hathaway, Scott Szymendera, Robert Hart, Alexandra Suchman, Michael King, Annette Sawicki, Emily Cosentino, Andrea Strayer, John Marginis, Susan Prokop, Steven Sachs, Debi Sullivan, David Warner, Nancy Diehl, Janette Shell, Mary Davis, Jerry Elliott, Kodie Ruzicka, Jackie Zamarripa, Alaine Perry, Kai Turay, Memuna Kargbo.
Call to Order

Chris Silanskis, Designated Federal Officer, called the meeting to order at approximately 9:02 AM and turned the meeting over to the Panel Chairperson, Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte.
Welcome, Introductions, and Review of the Agenda

Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte, Panel Chairperson, began by welcoming Panel members, staff and guests. She continued by asking meeting attendees to make brief introductions, and she reviewed the meeting agenda.  
Social Security Administration Update
Pam Mazerski, Associate Commissioner, Office of Program Development and Research and Sue Suter, Associate Commissioner, Office of Employment Support Programs, SSA presented an update of SSA activities.

In addition to providing a written report, they presented the Panel with several highlights of SSA activities, outreach and marketing efforts, field office initiatives, and national studies and demonstrations.  Ms. Suter began by stating that SSA has prepared a final draft of the SSA Ticket Regulations and plans are underway to publish the new regulations in the fall of 2006.  Her office is working with SSA’s Office of Systems so that once the regulations are published, implementation would be as soon as possible.  

She also announced that Work Incentives Planning and Assistance Program is the new name for the Benefits Planning Assistance and Outreach (BPAO) Program. The Request for Applications (RFA) was published in May 2006 in the Federal Register.  The RFA emphasizes work and work incentives and includes some new items such as quality assurance.  Benefits Specialists will be referred to as Community Work Incentives Coordinators (CWICs). To further this effort, SSA has held 10 pre-application seminars throughout the country to encourage organizations to apply for the cooperative agreement awards.  Attendance has been high and many current grantees have indicated their intent to reapply.
Ms. Suter stated that the Ticket to Work Program Manager for Recruitment and Outreach is Cherry Engineering Support Services, Inc. (CESSI).  It will be responsible for the logistics of the new work incentives education seminars aimed at Ticket holders.  This will relieve WIPA grantees from performing major outreach activities.  CESSI has started an outreach campaign directed towards beneficiaries and to ENs who have a contract with SSA but have not taken a Ticket assignment.  A draft outreach plan has also been prepared and the Panel will be presented with the draft plan within ten business days.  She and Dan O’Brien have been working with partner organizations on developing business plans for new ENs.
Ms. Mazerski provided an update on SSA’s demonstration projects. The Benefits Offset Demonstration Project has selected 4 states that have enrolled 415 beneficiaries and the project contract with Abt Associates has been modified to test an early intervention strategy and to design a health benefits package for project participants. Under the Mental Health Treatment Study, they have encountered a problem with the health insurance package related to pre-existing conditions in some of the implementing states.  The Youth Transition project has about 200 of 717 YTD participants (27 percent) employed full- or part-time.  The Accelerated Benefits project is also working on a health benefits package for those beneficiaries who have a medical impairment that's likely to improve.  They expect enrollments by the end of the year.  The California HIV project should be awarded by the end of June.  As part of a contract to improve the disability determination process, recommendations will be provided on how to use information gathered at the initial level for return-to-work purposes. The Association of University Centers on Disability is performing an analysis at the front end for children under age 18 on SSI for the Pediatric Medical Units project. 
After the presentation the floor was opened for questions and comments.

Medicaid Buy-In and Medicaid Infrastructure Grants Updates
Carey Appold, Technical Director for the Division of Advocacy and Special Issues at the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS), U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, gave a brief description of the Medicaid Buy-In Program and provided highlights from a quantitative profile of participants.  The target population of the program is working adults with disabilities and the legislation allows for flexibility in states to set income and asset limitations, establish a premium rate structure, require income verifications, and conduct outreach programs.

She noted that there are approximately 80,000 enrollees in the program and the age, gender and racial distribution varies by state—nationally, 60% of enrollees are between the ages of 21-44, 51% of enrollees are female, 77% are white, and the most common disability is mental illness. In terms of prior DI or SSI beneficiaries, 69% were DI-only, 2% were SSI, and 3% were concurrent. Earnings data are missing for some states for various reasons and CMS used the Federal poverty level ($18,200 for single person) rather than SGA level.  The high earners are those with income of $16,200 or higher, mostly younger (21-44) and non-white.
Ms. Appold concluded this part of her presentation by stating there may be several factors that will shape the future of the Medicaid Buy-In Program.  They include the fiscal status of state Medicaid programs, Medicare Part D, other public and private insurance initiatives, statutory changes and possible changes to the definition of disability.

She reported the Medicaid Infrastructure Grant (MIG) program’s focus has moved to the next phase of comprehensive employment systems which can cover a range of areas such as housing, transportation, self-employment, youth.  States must develop a new strategic plan that addresses employments services in integrated settings.  An integrated database for the Buy-In program is in its second year.  CMS is setting up a state research center to gather data on research conducted by individual states on the Buy-In program.  
The presentation ended with questions and comments by Panel members.
Medicaid Buy-In and Medicaid Infrastructure Grants: Beneficiary

Perspectives
This panel was moderated by Loretta Goff, member of the Beneficiary Voice Committee,

and featured Chris Clasby, Employment Specialist, JOBS, Inc., Djuna Parmley Mitchell,

Consumer Legal Affairs Counselor, ENDependence Center of Northern Virginia (ECNV)

and Linda M. Speaker, Benefits Advisor, Brooklyn-Queens Works.  Ms. Goff explained

that the purpose of this panel is to present the consumer perspective on the Medicaid

Buy-In program and work incentives.

Chris Clasby started the discussion by sharing that after obtaining gainful employment as a teacher, he was informed of his ineligibility for benefits which paid for his personal assistant (PA).  He researched programs that would allow him to work and obtain his benefits.  He discovered that 1619(b) would allow him to develop a PASS and make him eligible for Medicaid.  It took considerable efforts using legal and technical support to resolve this matter.  Mr. Clasby pointed out the reason 69% of the participants in the Medicaid Buy-In are on SSDI is because there are no work incentives for them.  He was concerned that Montana had received a one-year pilot grant without sufficient support to develop it and the impact it might have on Montana’s new Buy-In program.  

Linda Speaker stressed the need to restructure the Medicaid Buy-In program to enable individuals to receive benefits in an efficient manner and educate local Medicaid offices on the program so that they can provide consumers with accurate information and adequate support.  Her experience with 5 boroughs in NY indicates there are serious implementation problems. 

Djuna Parmley-Mitchell also remarked about the need for educating and training Medicaid staff about the various work incentives to provide better services to consumers.  She emphasized the need to consider cost of living in the area where the person resides and other individual circumstances when determining access to personal assistance services needed for employment. 
The beneficiary panel asked that some thought be given to providing beneficiaries with

real incentives to work and still allow them to receive SSA benefits or adequate

health care and housing assistance. They also provided the Panel with a charge to remove the employment barriers faced by people with disabilities, seek innovative methods to educate the public and provide opportunities for individuals with disabilities to work.

The presentation ended with questions and comments from Panel members.
Benefits Planning Assistance and Outreach: Lessons Learned From the Past 5 Years
John Kregel, Director of Research, Associate Director of Rehabilitation Research Training Center on Workplace Supports, Virginia Commonwealth University, Connie Ferrell, Director of Training and Technical Assistance, Work Incentives Support Center, Cornell University, ILR School, Employment and Disability Institute, Susan O’Mara, Benefits Assistance Resource Center (BARC) Project Coordinator, Technical Assistance Liaison & Trainer, Virginia Commonwealth University and C. David Roberts, Rehabilitation Continuing Education Program (RCEP) 7 Director, Director of the Rehabilitation Counseling Program in the Department of Educational and Counseling Psychology, University of Missouri, participated in the benefits planning panel.

Dr. Kregel began by explaining the National WIPA Initiative, currently the Benefits Planning Assistance and Outreach (BPAO) program.  Since April 30, 2006 there have been over 225,000 individuals served and approximately 4,500 new beneficiaries that receive services each month.  The services to beneficiaries are provided by agencies such as the centers for independent living, state vocational rehabilitation agencies, community rehabilitation programs, universities and protection and advocacy organizations.

He noted that, of those served, 30% are SSI beneficiaries, 54% are SSDI beneficiaries, and 16% are concurrent beneficiaries.  He reported that 34% of beneficiaries have psychiatric disabilities, 17% have system diseases, 10% have orthopedic disabilities, 9% have cognitive disabilities, 6% have sensory disabilities, and 24% are characterized as “other”.  Over half are between the ages of 40 and 59; while a little less than a third are in the 22 to 39 age group.
A majority of beneficiaries came to seek services from WIPA due to outreach by the WIPA program.  Of concern is the employment status of the beneficiaries where 61% are not employed and are not seeking employment, and 19% of the beneficiaries who intend to use their ticket to obtain a job.

Dr. Kregel noted some program changes including funding of work incentives services by other agencies, devolution of the service to the state level and a renewed emphasis on employment.  The challenges to implement the program include the variation in service quality, the large segment of the population not receiving service and long-term retention of CWICs.  To date no comprehensive impact evaluation has been conducted. To evaluate the WIPA program he suggested that some key indicators would be consumer satisfaction, increased Ticket To Work (TTW) participation, increased percentage of beneficiaries working, increased beneficiary earnings and decreased reliance on Federal and state benefits.

He concluded his remarks by stating that when evaluating WIPA, process evaluation efforts should focus on ensuring that individual beneficiaries receive accurate and complete information that will enable them to pursue and direct their own careers.

Ms. Ferrell highlighted some of the improvements needed in the BPAO program.  She stated that written benefits analysis is critical and is a static process.  It needs to be user-friendly, functional and customized to the beneficiary.  A secondary support person should be part of the process.  In addition to restructuring the benefits analysis plan, thought also needs to be given to how services have assisted beneficiaries in returning to work and the importance of work incentives programs.  Coupled with well structured work incentive programs is the need to provide ongoing training for benefits specialists and higher levels of customer and quality service.

Ms. O’Mara’s presentation focused on the role of WIPA in the employment process, the need for access to information and WIPA services. She stated that approximately 75% of beneficiaries in the WIPA program are not employed and 20% have not made a decision to return to work.  The reasons for this can be attributed to disincentives in the benefit support programs, access to health care, lack of information or improper communication on the impact of work and earnings on benefits, access to needed employment services and the challenges related to managing benefit issues and transitions. 

Ms. O’Mara stated that WIPA is playing an important role in providing employment assistance and much needed information to beneficiaries by dispelling myths and misconceptions about the program and helping beneficiaries maximize the use of work incentives program.  In addition, if beneficiaries are to return to work and use the program, CWICs need comprehensive and regular training, a quality assurance process must be implemented and projects should partner with other community agencies to address the increasing need for services.

Mr. Roberts summarized the lessons learned in the BPAO program.  He emphasized the importance of relationships with the individual and with state and local community entities.  Issues of concern were readiness assessment, ability to have accurate and comprehensive knowledge, a strategy to deal with youth transition, quality assurance and personal support system for the CWICs and for the beneficiaries. 

The presentations concluded with questions and comments.
Benefits Planning Assistance and Outreach:  Beneficiary Perspectives  
Natalie Alden, Advocate, Advocacy Center; Jessica Lehman, Community Organizer, Community Resources for Independent Living (CRIL) and James Meadours, Co-Director, Peer to Peer Grant, Arc of Texas, provided the Panel with their personal experiences with the BPAO program. David Miller, moderator and chair of the Beneficiary Voice Committee, began the discussion with an introduction of the beneficiary panel.
James Meadours began the discussion by stating people with developmental disabilities and their service providers should be informed about the Ticket Program.  Students do not need to be segregated into life skills workshops but be involved in their communities and work towards achieving a real high school education. This will enable them to be offered meaningful and gainful employment and not limited to working in low paying or low skilled jobs.  People with developmental disabilities want to have good PASS plans, work 40 hours a week, have health care programs and direct care services and be able to work towards their personal dreams. 

Jessica Lehman reiterated some of the comments articulated by Mr. Meadours and drew attention to the need for expanding the outreach efforts to provide information and opportunities for individuals with disabilities wherever we can reach them.  We need flexibility in the program to do what is needed for the individual. She also stated that there is a need for living wage jobs to attract individuals to work. Employers should be trained and educated on the benefits of hiring individuals with disabilities.  She also said that more research needs to be done to determine if the needs of consumers are being met and whether racial, language, or income barriers are present.

Natalie Alden agreed with the views shared by the other presenters and added that if the BPAO program is to work several things need to be in place: 1) benefit planners need more comprehensive training; 2) continuing education credits need to be offered; and 3) training certifications and better wages are needed to reduce staff turnover rates. She also felt that AWICS need more authority. 
After the presentations, the Panel Chairperson opened the floor for questions and comments.
Panel Discussion and Deliberation

The panel deliberation session was facilitated by Becky Roberts, President of Catoctin Consulting.  The Panel identified the following action items:
1.  Marketing plan and outreach activities 
· Use of technology and specialized communication systems in WIPA program (e.g. ASL, Spanish) -- recommend to SSA that they look beyond generic delivery systems, impact core curriculum.
· Get summary of marketing plan for CESSI along with budget and sample marketing materials 
     2. SSA’s sessions on alternatives for health care delivery that is part of Benefit Offset   

         Demo – acquire more info.

    3. Demonstration projects – find out more from SSA about Youth Transition and the
         Benefit Offset demonstrations. 
    4. Policy papers on impact of deficit reduction and issue briefs of high income earners  

      (top 10%) and others from CMS.
   5. Utilizing beneficiary voice - in final report and elsewhere, consider edited video of 
        beneficiary testimony connected to Panel recommendation.

   6. Recommend approaches that allocate funds to those who can use it successfully.
The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:28 PM.
Day Two – Thursday, June 8, 2006
Attendees

Advisory Panel Members 

Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte, Panel Chairperson, Libby Child, Cheryl Bates-Harris, Frances Gracechild, Thomas Golden, Loretta Goff, Dorothy Watson, Katie Beckett, David Miller, Torrey Westrom, Russell Doumas, and Andrew Imparato

Advisory Panel Staff

Jill Houghton, Executive Director, Debra Tidwell-Peters, Mike Anzick, Pat Laird, Jenn Rigger, and Tinya White-Taylor.

Designated Federal Officer

Chris Silanskis
Presenters

Robert Silverstein, Director, Center for the Study and Advancement of Disability Policy;

Allen Jensen, Director, Work Incentives Project, Center for Health Services Research 

and Policy, George Washington University
Members of the Public
Nancy Diehl; Andrea Harles; Becky Roberts; Dorothy Firsching; Patricia Beady; Susan Prokop; Ardis Bazyn; Al Stapleton; Judy Beckett; Joanne Butler; Alex Suchman; Steven Sachs; Peter Mead; John Marginis; Djuna Parmley Mitchell; Janette Shell; Kay Turay; Memuna Kargbo; Eldri Ferguson; Stella Christian
Call to Order

Chris Silanskis, Designated Federal Officer, called the meeting to order at approximately 9:00 AM and turned the meeting over to the Panel Chairperson, Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte.

Welcome Introductions and Review of the Agenda

Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte, Panel Chairperson, began by welcoming Panel members and meeting attendees to Day Two of the meeting. She then asked meeting attendees to make brief introductions. 
Public Comment

Peter Mead, National Employment Network Association (NENA), Djuna Parmley Mitchell, Ardis Bazyn, Doris Ray and Michael Cooper provided the Panel with brief comments on their experiences with the Ticket Program.  A common theme expressed during the public comment session was the need for SSA to allocate time and resources to advertise the Ticket Program—there is a need for a national advertising campaign.  This will empower people with disabilities and ensure that they seek self support and gainful employment.  The importance of other work incentives was also reinforced.  

The Panel was also asked to consider recommending to SSA to raise the age limit restriction for BPAO services.  In addition, BPAO training support should not only be made available to traditional employment networks but also to other service providers, like independent living centers.  There also needs to be allowances under the Ticket Program to encourage entrepreneurship because there are some employers that are apprehensive about hiring individuals with disabilities.  Teachers and VR staff need to be more encouraging of being able to work.
“Gradual Reduction Choice Proposal—A Comprehensive Strategy for Improving SSDI/SSI Work Incentives”

Robert “Bobby” Silverstein, Director, Center for the Study and Advancement of Disability Policy and Allen Jensen, Director, Work Incentives Project Center for Health Services Research and Policy, George Washington University began by stating that the guiding principles for the proposal were primarily that it be consistent with the ADA goals and provide interaction among programs.  Some of the assumptions that guided the development of the proposal include strict eligibility requirements to limit benefits to only those with the most severe disabilities, similarities in SSI and SSDI populations, most persons receiving DI benefits are unable to sustain work above SGA for a significant period of time, and level of earning, ability to work and work effort varies significantly over time for individual beneficiaries. He noted that in 1988 and 1999 the $1 for $2 incentive was proposed but not adopted by Congress because of its projected fiscal impact.  He continued with an overview of the work incentives proposal.
Mr. Allen explained that their comprehensive approach to work incentives includes a modified and enhanced administrative and outreach infrastructure within SSA, maximizing comparability between SSI and DI work incentive provisions, provide a uniform work incentive policy under the SSI and SSDI programs that recognizes work expenses and provides for a gradual reduction of benefits as earnings increase, by making conforming changes to the work incentives under Medicaid for SSI and SSDI beneficiaries, and provide for continued attachment to the SSI and SSDI programs when earnings reduce benefits to zero as long as the impairment continues.  He also suggested that working SSI/Medicaid beneficiaries be allowed to accumulate earnings and assets above current SSI limits.  Under the proposal a beneficiary is provided a periodic choice between utilizing current SSDI policy (trial work period, grace period, extended period of eligibility, the “cash cliff” and expedited reinstatement) or utilize the gradual reduction choice option (which includes, among other things, a reduction in benefits after an initial earned income disregard of one-half of SGA and continued attached to SSDI when benefits are reduced to zero).  
After the presentations, the Panel Chairperson opened the floor to questions and comments.
Panel Discussion and Deliberation
The Panel deliberation session was led by Berthy De La Rosa Aponte and facilitated by Becky Roberts, President of Catoctin Consulting. 
The Panel established action items and follow-up tasks for Panel committees.  Those items were the following: 

1. Dialog w/SSA regarding marketing & Ad Council.


2. Design voluntary alternative that let’s people decide for themselves about 

work.

3. Explore SSA’s role in targeting secondary support structure for training and quality information for an array of providers beyond WIPA (Centers for Independent Living, Community Rehabilitation Program) that involves cross-collaboration between other federal agencies mentioned in the Act.

4. The need to build a culture of work and service, link these two -- teachers, parents, and others must support concept of work for people with disabilities.
    
5. Include audit of results from beneficiary perspective, must have performance 
standards and indicators to measure against.

Business Meeting
Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte, Chairperson, welcomed everyone back and reviewed the business agenda. The business meeting session was led by Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte.
May 11, 2006 Meeting Minutes

The meeting began with the review of the May 2006 meeting minutes and a motion to accept the minutes into the record.  

Motion:  The Panel passed a motion to accept the May 2006 minutes into the 
record.
Executive Director Report

Jill Houghton announced the Panel has received support from SSA for its budget thru FY 2008.  These activities include a beneficiary summit and report, facilitation support and writing of the National Employment Investment Policy, implementation support for quarterly meetings and a web-based management tool.  She also noted that committees have completed their action plans which are being updated by the Panel staff.  

The next Congressional Briefing is scheduled for July 24, 2006 and will be attended by Panel members Francis Gracechild and Russell Doumas.  The September 18, 2006 briefing will be attended by Panel members Thomas Golden and Loretta Goff.  Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte will accompany the Panel members at both meetings.  The upcoming 2007 schedule for Panel meetings is the following: Feb. 8-9, April 11-13, July 24-25, Sept. 25 (Congressional briefing) and early December.  The Beneficiary Summit will be held on Feb. 6-7, 2007.
     Motion:  The Panel passed a motion to accept the meeting schedule.
Outreach Activities of the Panel

Building Bridges Blueprint for Success Conference

Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte and Jill Houghton presented on May 26 the strategic plan and activities for the next two years.  It was a good opportunity to speak with people at the local about the strategic plan. 

Request for Applications for WIPA Program, National Pre-Applications Seminars
Frances Gracechild and Cheryl Bates-Harris each attended one of these seminars.  Frances Gracechild thought there was a diverse representation of organizations at the Sacramento seminar.  Sue Suter spoke on the values and principles of working, the proposed Ticket regulations and Martin Gerry’s comprehensive work initiative.  Frances Gracechild expressed concern that the maximum of $300,000 might not be enough for large catchment areas and that the projects will be expected to do more with less.

Cheryl Bates-Harris attended the Richmond seminar.  Over 100 people participated, mostly via the phone.  There’s a new emphasis in the RFA on quality control and information management.  Sue Suter shared lessons learned from existing projects.

8th  Annual  Florida Family Advocacy Friendship and Empowerment (CAFÉ) Conference 
Andy Imparato, Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte and Jill Houghton attended this conference on June 2.  Andy Imparato was impressed with the attendance of 10,000 people and families.  The State provides funding for families to attend.  He felt it was a very interesting model.  They had an opportunity to meet with Governor Jeb Bush with whom they discussed the strategic plan, the activities of the Transformation Committee and the Panel’s invitation to meet with the Panel.  Other meetings were with Bill Palmer, director of the Florida VR agency, and the Florida Youth Council. 

Committee Reports

Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte requested committee chairpersons to give reports on recent committee activities.

Continuous Improvement Committee - Torrey Westrom, chairperson, stated that CIC met to review the information presented during the Panel meeting and its connection to the objectives of the committee. Of primary concern were the marketing materials that will be sent by SSA in 10 working days for review by the Panel.  They also intend to follow-up on the youth demonstration projects, the budget reduction act, SSI/SSDI gradual reduction proposal, the WIPA RFA, and the final PASS rule.
Beneficiary Voice Committee – David Miller, chairperson, reported that the committee is focusing its efforts on planning the Beneficiary Summit.  They have also included beneficiaries in the planning process and are currently providing them with an orientation to the Panel to help them understand the strategic plan of the Panel and its goals and objectives. Panel members were asked to submit their feedback by Aug. 1 on the outline/format and outcomes of the Summit.  Mr. Miller expressed his appreciation to SSA, namely Martin Gerry, for its support of the Beneficiary Summit.

Action Item: Panel to send thank you letter to Martin Gerry for his support of the budget.

In an effort to solidify the beneficiary voice, the committee is looking at current SSA processes that solicit feedback.  To accomplish this, meetings were held with the SSA Offices of Quality Performance and Public Inquiries. It was felt that the information gathered by these departments is not necessarily reflective of beneficiary lifestyles and quantitative data. To this end, the committee is still researching additional resources that will help to capture and promote the voice of the beneficiaries.  The committee will be following up with other offices they were referred to.
Dave Miller asked for feedback from Panel members on the beneficiary reactor panels that were held during the Panel meeting.  Their comments were very supportive.

Transformation Committee – Andy Imparato, chairperson, began his report about his participation at a hearing in Nashville on March 17 organized by ADAPT to hear testimony from 60 individuals who had been institutionalized
He updated members on activities related to the development of the national employment investment policy (NEIP). The committee hosted its first think tank on March 21 and will be hosting two others on July 25, 2006 (Asset Development and Tax Policy) and September 7, 2006 (Health Insurance and Long-Term Services and Supports).  One of the presenters coming on July 25 is Charlene Dwyer, Wisconsin VR Director.  Her state is experimenting with a buy-in model called “mega buy-in” where the individual can keep any assistance while working but pays some premium on a sliding scale.    

Mr. Imparato also announced that plans are underway to invite elected officials to Panel meetings and invitations have been distributed. Nine national organizations have also been contacted to solicit their ideas.  Other organizations such as NISH, UCP, and NOD have put forth employment initiatives.  Andy Imparato would welcome information on other private-sector initiatives that members might be aware of.  The research community has also been contacted.  He added that the literature review is underway by ILC.  

Action Item: Staff share with Panel articles that have been identified so far by ILC and ask for any others they may be aware of.
Deliberation

The Panel session was led by Berthy De La Rosa Aponte and facilitated by Becky Roberts, President of Catoctin Consulting.  The Panel identified the following items for the Congressional briefing.
1. Beneficiary Summit and the voices heard from the reactor panels

2. Presentation on Gradual Reduction proposal 

3. Marketing of Ticket and work incentives
4. Waiting for final Ticket regulations.

5. WIPA is redesign without investment of resources – concerns regarding funding 

6.   SSA has approved Panel’s requests and has been responsive on issue of      

      overpayments.

      7.   Medicaid Buy-In – what we learned, reach out to Energy and Commerce staff too
      8.   Congressional input welcomed.

      9.   WIPA – what standards and indicators should there be, what information would    

            Congressional staff be interested in knowing in a year and a half.
    10.
Suggest having beneficiaries testify at Congressional hearings with Panel support.

The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:10 PM.
Day Three – Friday, June 9, 2006
Attendees

Advisory Panel Members 

Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte, Panel Chairperson, Libby Child, Cheryl Bates-Harris, Frances Gracechild, Thomas Golden, Loretta Goff, Dorothy Watson, Katie Beckett, David Miller, Torrey Westrom, Russell Doumas, and Andrew Imparato.

Advisory Panel Staff

Jill Houghton, Executive Director, Debra Tidwell-Peters, Mike Anzick, Pat Laird, Jenn Rigger, and Tinya White-Taylor.

Designated Federal Officer

Chris Silanskis
Members of the Public
Becky Roberts, Dorothy Firsching, Susan Prokop, Andrea Harles, Kathryn Olson, Joanne Butler, Jackie Zamarripa, Peggy Hathaway, Kate Thornton, Alex Suchman, Candace Stephan, Kai Turey, Memuna Kargbo, and John Marginis.
Call to Order

Chris Silanskis, Designated Federal Officer, called the meeting to order at approximately 9:00 AM and turned the meeting over to the Panel Chairperson, Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte.

Welcome Introductions and Review of the Agenda

Berthy De La Rosa-Aponte, Panel Chairperson, began by welcoming Panel members and meeting attendees. Panel members and staff were asked to make brief introductions.

Transformation Committee Efforts Developing the National Employment Investment Policy

The Transformation Committee presented the following ideas and framed the discussion by saying that the objective was to develop broad policies to reorient the government and public thinking (to assure full participation, and economic self-sufficiency for people with disabilities). They indicated that the objective was to obtain Panel feedback on these seven preliminary high level categories to open the discussion on the development of a National Employment Investment Policy, not to drill down into the specifics of each concept. 

I. Diversion Strategies 

A. New “Transition SSI” Program, to provide supports and encourage young people to maximize their employment potential, providing supports that do not end with SSI. This could provide the greatest long-term return on investment. This might be a new, freestanding voluntary program. The “Kids SSI” as it now exists is not doing enough to be a path towards economic self-sufficiency.

B. “Timely Intervention” Program modeled on best private disability insurance practices, to address needs of newly disabled individuals including returning veterans with disabilities, from Ken Mitchell of Unum Provident. (Whereas “early intervention” implies intervention right after an injury, “timely intervention” implies intervention as soon as it makes sense.)
C. “Mega Buy-In” for people with significant disabilities, from the State of Wisconsin’s proposed “Making Work Pay” program developed by Bruce Borden.

· Broader than a simple Medicaid Buy-in, it would provide continued access to a comprehensive collections of supports from multiple sources

· Sliding scale ensures that a person who chooses to work does not lose any supports

D. Opportunities for community and national service, from David Eisner, Chief Executive Officer, Corporation for National and Community Service. If people with disabilities have the opportunity to serve others, it could lead to employment as well as greater self-esteem. This could apply to people not yet on the disability rolls as well as those who are. 
II. Moving SSI/SSDI/Medicaid/Medicare from a “warehousing” orientation to an investment orientation 
The basic concept of this category would be to give people with disabilities the ability to make decisions to contribute to their own support, viewing the individual as invested in their efforts to work.

A. Asset development strategies (e.g., “independence accounts”)

· Independence account: can put money in from earnings then draw the money out for supports and other needs, with no asset limits 

B. “Mega Buy-in” for people leaving SSI/DI for employment 

C. Lifetime eligibility determinations for people with significant lifelong disabilities, e.g., Downs Syndrome.

· A person who received lifetime eligibility would not have to go through eligibility to get back on benefits.

D. New publicly supported program that provides health care and long term supports and services to adults with disabilities who are working 

· Medicare/Medicaid were not designed to meet the needs of people with disabilities who are working.

· This could be a modernized program or a new program.

E. Increase SGA amount, from Marty Ford on behalf of Disability Policy Collaboration
F. Change application for SSI/SSDI without changing statutory definition of disability 

· Need to talk to SSA lawyers regarding this idea.

G. Opportunities for community and national service 

III. Employer Incentives (Public and Private)

These incentives would motivate employers to hire people with disabilities, including both those who are not on disability benefits and those who are.
· Includes employer led incentives, including public, Federal government, State government, and local, includes Federal contractors, and private employers 

· The Transformation Committee may conduct an Employers Think Tank to explore this area further.

IV. Support for Low-wage Workers 

A. Disabled worker tax credit, similar to the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), suggested by Burkhauser and others

B. Living wage incentives 

· Need to look at what’s happening on a local level and in other countries.

C. Self-employment, micro-boards, strategies 

· This goes beyond low-wage workers and may be a separate category.

D. Opportunities for lifelong learning, community and national service, giving back to communities   

V. Plan for Administration, Training, Evaluation, etc., in response to GAO input

· Plans for administration and implementation
· Plans for evaluation (goals need to be articulated)
· Need more conversation with GAO.
· Includes OMB’s Performance Assessment Rating Tool (PART).
VI. Strategies to meet needs of discrete, potentially underserved populations (e.g., low income, limited English, people from diverse racial and ethnic groups, people in rural or isolated areas, people with most significant disabilities)

· Programs need to include effective, culturally competent outreach
VII. Social Marketing Campaign to promote a “culture of work and service” for people with disabilities.

· Similar to the “Parents, the Anti-drug” campaign

· Promote to society that people with disabilities have a right to work and should be supported in that right.

The Panel asked questions to clarify their understanding of the NEIP strawman.  Key points from the discussion included:

· Need to clarify what elements are stand-alone versus contingent upon one another.  For example, the Mega Buy-In would allow a person to keep benefits, yet the Disabled Worker Tax Credit as conceived by Burkhauser is to offset a loss of benefits.  CIC is looking at other entitlement programs.  It may be useful to present several options.

· Need to clarify what elements are new programs versus existing programs, and what would be the source of funding for each program.  The recommendations in the NEIP will be costed out and defended.  The final NEIP may be cost neutral or may call for an investment.

· Large reforms such as health care reform are addressing related issues and making real progress.  The outreach for development of the NEIP has included outreach to governors and policy makers, and a literature review.  The GAO presentation at the February 2006 Panel meeting gave insights into other reforms.  Welfare reform was research based; we have a research deficit.

· Need to clarify expectations about work: when we build a “culture of work”, is work a part of everyone’s life, or is it a choice? Also, what is work? The discussion focused on the existence of program that is voluntary and gives people choices. 
After an opportunity to ask clarifying questions, the Panel discussed the concepts and provided feedback in three areas:

· Ideas that resonated or they liked

· Addressing the needs of underserved populations

· Social marketing for a culture of work and service; this item should move to Section I
· Permanent eligibility for people with permanent disabilities; put the onus on the beneficiary to notify SSA of a change in status

· Conducting an Employer’s Think Tank; consider making this open to all Panel members

· Oversight and monitoring can increase effective use of current programs

· Areas in which they had concerns or potential concerns

· Sequencing; the elements of the NEIP should be put in priority order because order implies priority.

· SSI, SSDI, Medicaid and Medicare are so different.  It is not clear what problem is being solved in Section II.  Maybe the problem is that employment of beneficiaries is not increasing.

· Lack of comprehensive approach, e.g., comprehensive health care reform and education reform versus separate programs that are by definition segregated.  It is too detailed, too limited.  The Panel should do public policy, not disability policy.  The question was raised whether this is within the Panel’s charge.

· Should be based on equal access, not preferential access.  Key objective is “Equity” and adhering to the principles of the ADA.

· Employer incentives – don’t want to “sell damaged goods”.  Need to prepare people with disabilities to compete on an equal footing.

· Item # IV includes buzz words, e.g., “living wage”.  The Panel should avoid charged language.
· “Mush” – the strawman has too many concepts that are not differentiated.  It will take away from the total.  The NEIP needs to stand as a whole; need to tighten the focus.

· Maybe change the label employer “incentives” since the term implies tax credits.

· Use trends that have bipartisan support.

· Item VI, Strategies for underserved populations should be in embedded in each item and not separate; it could be part of a guiding principle.

· Item II, the term “moving” should be “change”.  Be careful in use of language.

· Lifelong learning is a confusing term.  It was used to mean continually preparing and building skills.

· Opportunities for community and national service don’t seem to fit under Section I. Diversion Strategies.

· II.D, new publicly supported program that provides health care and long term supports and services to adults with disabilities who are working – be sure it dovetails with employer programs.

· Inconsistency in message

· Avoid “charged” language
· Things that weren’t included that should be considered for addition

· Diversion strategy additions:

· Idea of options

· Should there be a work/service commitment if the person chooses an optional program?
· Should work/service be used as a strategy to simplify eligibility?

· Beneficiaries should be at the Panel meetings to participate in the discussions of the NEIP.

· More emphasis on using existing services.

· Idea: use tradable tax credits such as green credits as a possible model for employer incentives.

· NEIP should include a research element.

· Need to invest in preparing people with disabilities to do jobs that people without disabilities do (e.g., hospital in Cincinnati)

· Oversight and monitoring

Action Item:  The facilitator and Panel staff will collate and organize the topic areas and forward the information to the Panel.

The meeting was adjourned at 11:52 AM.
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