DSP Definition Meeting
US AbilityOne Commission Office
August 28, 2013

Announcements:
1) Upcoming Teleconferences
· Meetings on your calendars
	September 11 – 2:00-3:30 pm eastern
	September 25 – 2:00-3:30 pm eastern
· Meetings not yet on your calendars – please mark your calendars
	October 23 – 2:00-3:30 pm eastern
	November 13 – 2:00-3:30 pm eastern
2) Next Face to Face Meeting – October 9 – 11:30am-1:30pm which will be held at the NIB Conference, Gaylord National Harbor Hotel, Metro DC area; Lunch will be provided; This meeting will be a joint meeting of all three DSP subgroups.
Action Register:
1) Cathy will provide thoughts regarding normal competitive employment.
2) Bobby will summarize his verbal comments on the definition of disability.
3) All – provide thoughts on the questions asked in the agenda for August 28 to include comments about changes in regulations & statute.  Please provide your assignments to Deborah by September 6.
4) Refer issues related to qualified NPAs (e.g. QWE & wages) to the appropriate DSP workgroup.  Deborah & Jim
Various follow-up questions were asked by members during the meeting for which answers were not readily available:  
1) How many AbilityOne employees receive other services (e.g. Medicaid waiver)?
2) What are the other income sources for AbilityOne employees?
3) What is the average number of hours worked?
4) What are the definitions of the types of disabilities reported through ERS?
5) What are the reasons NPAs are not willing to guarantee a wage of $7.25 per hour?  As only 9% of individuals earn less than $7.25, a guarantee might help promote a more positive image.
6) How does the Workforce Investment Act define competitive employment?
7) What are the number of state run CRPs?

Meeting Highlights:
1) Jim asked us to keep our final & interim reports in mind.  As assumptions and recommendations become apparent, we want to capture them.  Jim also reminded us that we do not want to narrow or widen the scope of the program and the people it serves.  We do want to ensure the program serves those intended to serve.
2) Lou reviewed references to normal competitive employment in the regulations, compliance manual and IEE form.  The manual needs to be updated to reflect the new IEE form.  The form addresses supports and accommodations & required and functional limitations.  Six functional limitations are identified in AbilityOne which are not aligned with the 7 functional limitations cited by RSA.
3) The statute uses terminology out of step with today’s disability thinking and policy.  For example, “not capable of normal competitive employment”.  There are examples cited in Commission guidance (e.g. Compliance Manual) that need to be reviewed, updated and further defined.  For example, the ability to independently complete an application may not be an appropriate indicator.  Full time employment is another example that should be reviewed.
4) There may be an inherent conflict of interest at the NPA level when the same agency has the responsibilities for evaluating the person’s readiness for competitive employment and placing them on an AbilityOne contract.
5) Some members feel other programs, services & options should be considered and exhausted before the AbilityOne Program is considered. It was pointed out that frequently people applying for jobs in the abilityOne program are unemployed and poor. The disabled person wants a job and needs to generate some income to support themselves. Delays in employment while looking for other alternatives and excludes the person from working in AbilityOne fosters the disabled person’s poverty. Looking for other options should not exclude the disabled person from participating in AbilityOne.
6) There is an annual assessment of AbilityOne employees that includes reviewing any changes in medical documentation and functional limitations, as well as determining if the person is ready for competitive placement.  There is a requirement that NIB agencies ask people who are blind if they want a job outside the AbilityOne Program.
7) Angela and Lou provided historical context for the program.  Jim would like the workgroup’s final report to include a page of historical background.  While there was not a lot of information shared at the 1970/1971 Congressional hearings on definition, there were a few assumptions that can be made based on the discussion.  There were references to service disabled veterans who had severe disabilities being served by the program.  There were also several examples provided on the types of disabilities that might be served.  It appears that the intention was for the program to be inclusive (vs. limiting) of the people with severe (now, significant) disabilities.  Members were reminded that over the last few years, two Congressional bills would have modernized the JWOD Act to include the definition of disability.  The bills would have made other changes, e.g. ratio, however, the bills were not acted upon.
8) Deborah provided an update on “who the program serves” based upon ERS data.  Currently, we have data on 17.300 people with significant disabilities.  49% of people served have intellectual/developmental disabilities; 23% are people with mental illness; 2% are blind; 5% have hearing impairments; 2% experience TBI.  9% earn less than $7.25 per hour, while 62% earn more than $10.51 per hour (excluding health/welfare benefits).  12% earn more than $15.51 per hour.  26% of the lines of businesses (assembly/manufacturing) are likely facility (CRP) based.  Most of the service contracts (60%) are LOBs (e.g. food, custodial, mail services) are in integrated settings, located on federal installations and properties.  There are other service LOBs (14%) such as document destruction that could be integrated or facility based depending upon the contract.  An estimated 70% of SourceAmerica’s AbilityOne jobs are community based. Members feel some of the perceptions or misconceptions about the program could be minimized by sharing data like this.                 
9) Members were reminded that issues raised in the GAO report should be considered.  
10) We need to ensure that issues raised by this workgroup, but are outside our scope, are referred to the appropriate workgroup.  For example, the definition of qualified not for profit should be reviewed.  There may be some items such as QWE participation and paying wages above $7.25 that should be considered in defining the criteria for qualified NPA.
11) If we were to use this workgroup to leverage “bigger thinking” about employment for people with disabilities, what might it look like?  If we were to “blow up” the system, what should it look like? Should we think about our relationship with corporate America?  How can we incentivize employment in the corporate sector?  What impacts will other initiatives (e.g. 503) have? 
12) Should we look at how we get a better understanding of the “data/situation behind the data” reported through the program (e.g. placements)?  Would it be helpful to have a third party consultant?
13)  Bobby presented an overview of his report on RSA order of selection.  States are delegated the ability to determine who is most significantly disabled.  States vary in the number of functional limitations, the number of services required and the period of time.  Some states define serious limitations as the need for accommodations not normally provided.  Most states use 2 or more limitations, 6 or more months and 2-3 services needed on an ongoing bases.
14) There are other definitions, such as supported employment eligibility that focus on not being employed vs. the individual’s capacity.  RSA’s definition is an example that is fairly objective.
15) The mission & vision were reviewed.  There is language in both to include “the vision will be realized when” that may help support our recommendations.   Members were encouraged to read the program philosophy.
16) Clarification was provided regarding program’s revenues.  $3B are sent annually for the purchase of goods and services through via federal government procurement/contracting avenues.  These dollars are not to fund disability services, but rather to procure items needed by various federal agencies.
17) Should the program be a transition program?  Perhaps, there should be two tracks: path to a competitive, integrated job and long term employment for those who are not able to find/maintain employment.
18) The definition of qualified NPA should be reviewed.  It should be considered a privilege to be part of this program. Perhaps, qualified needs to include: encourages use of best practices; have the capacity to provide supports, etc.  The review should include the role of the CNAs in helping NPAs achieve these qualifications.
19) CRPs are not all alike.  They are unique agencies that provide services based upon local need.  Some provide services “a-z while others might provide “a-d”.  Part of the service delivery depends upon what other services are being provided by other community agencies.  Eligibility of funding and financial supports is also a factor.  The fair market price of goods and services does not include any dollars to cover supports, increased supervision, etc.




Jim asked we begin collecting possible guiding principles, assumptions and recommendations on which there may be consensus:
1) There are 7 functional limitations adopted by RSA to include “interpersonal skills”.  Align the AbilityOne criteria on functional limitations with RSA.
2) The workgroup supports & encourages competitive placement outside the AbilityOne Program.  While competitive placement should be the ultimate goal for persons served by the program, the workgroup recognizes that for some individuals served by the program, competitive placement may not be an immediate option. Due to the impacts of their disability, barriers to employment and the individual’s right to self-determination & choice, long term employment in the program is an acceptable option. 
3) There is support for requiring NPAs to have a placement program.  The workgroup is not satisfied with the current number of reported placements and would like to see higher numbers of individual’s placed outside the AbilityOne Program.  While it is recognized that AbilityOne jobs are often the best jobs available (e.g. Service Contract Act wage rates), we want to ensure:
· NPAs offer employment options, choices & opportunities
· Individuals have the opportunity to experience employment options and models (e.g. customized employment) outside the AbilityOne Program.
· NPAs provide the foundation for informed choice, and the individual’s choices and decisions are respected.	 
4)  The workgroup wholeheartedly supports the Quality Work Environment initiative and its guiding principles.  QWE should be mandatory for participating CRPs.  AbilityOne NPAs should be “role model” employment organizations and QWE helps identify “model” practices.   
5) In addition to the definition of significant disability, there are other statutory requirements that are “out of step” with modern disability policy and thinking.  The 75% ratio requirement is in conflict with the integration of employees with disabilities.  The inability to count promotions of AbilityOne employees into management positions is problematic.
6) Members agree that there should be more transparency into the program.  Data (like that provided through ERS) provides information and knowledge not previously available, and can be used to increase understanding and leverage support for the program.
7) The workgroup will likely submit both statutory and regulatory recommendations.  It is unknown if the Commission will want to proceed with statute changes following the modernization efforts.  Members recognize that that other federal laws have become outdated which resulted in the need to “reinterpret the statute”.  One option members seem to agree upon is to “reinterpret the statute” in regulatory recommendations.  This might include language such … hereafter the term xx means … 
8) [bookmark: _GoBack]There may be other federal programs serving people with significant disabilities which may want to be “presumed eligible” for the AbilityOne Program.  Examples include: SSI/SSDI Recipients; Service Disabled Veterans.  It was also pointed out that the U. S. Census and DOL webinar shows that there is a very high unemployment rate amongst people with disabilities 65 to 70%. Such a high unemployment rate demonstrates that people with disabilities are prevented from engaging in “normal competitive employment,” and should be presumed eligible for AbilityOne by virtue of this high unemployment rate.  
