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I. Goals and objectives from the original federal Solicitation of Grant Application (SGA 02-13) for Customized Employment Grants (CEG) from the Office of Disability and Employment Policy (ODEP), U.S. Department of Labor
In June 2002, the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL or the Department), Office of 

Disability Employment Policy (ODEP) announced the availability of $3.5 million to award up to seven competitive grants for strategic planning and implementation 

activities designed to improve the employment and career advancement of people 

with disabilities through enhanced availability and provision of customized employment services through the new One-Stop delivery system established under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA) (Pub. L. 105-220, 29 U.S.C. 2801 et seq.).


This SGA stated that the CEG program would provide funds to selected Local Workforce Investment Boards (Local Boards), or, if appropriate, the WIA grant recipient or fiscal agent for the local area on behalf of the Local Board. The Local Board would then help lead in a consortium/partnership of public and private entities, to build the capacity in local One-Stop Centers to provide customized employment services to those persons with disabilities who may not now be  regularly targeted for services by the One-Stop Center system. Grants funded under this program would also provide a vehicle for Local Boards to systemically review their policy and practices in terms of service to persons with disabilities, and to incorporate new and innovative practices, as appropriate. Grants were awarded for a one-year period but renewed for a period of  up to four additional years at varying funding levels depending upon the availability of funds and the efficacy of the project activities.
II.  Summary of goals and objectives stated in the Alaska’s actual grant solicitation
In August of 2002, Alaska was awarded one of eight five-year Customized Employment Grants (CEG) from the U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Disability Employment Policy.  The lead agency assigned to run this project was the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR) in conjunction with all of our workforce partners under a statewide steering committee.  The project initially targeted Alaska’s five full-service job centers in Juneau, Kenai, Anchorage (Muldoon), MatSu and Fairbanks with the longer range objective of expanding to other job-centers in Alaska.  To coordinate grant activities, the grant was to utilize a full time Program Coordinator from the Alaska Division of Vocational Rehabilitation to work with local staff design teams in each of the five regional one-stop demonstration sites: Juneau, Anchorage, Wasilla, Fairbanks and Kenai. In addition, five (5) full time Project Assistants were to be hired so these services could be implemented at each of those locations. Grant performance period is September 30, 2002 through September 29, 2003; with four additional extension years, contingent upon federal funding and performance.

The primary goal of this grant focused on a system’s change component to build the capacity of statewide One-Stop Job Centers to more effectively serve people with severe disabilities through a customized employment approach.  This including implementing a service strategy that effectively provided for an individualized employment relationship based on the strengths, needs, and interests of the person with a disability, and will be designed to meet the needs of the employer. This approach utilizes “service delivery teams” at each job-center that are comprised of individuals from various partners throughout the job center, community at large and client’s own support system to implement the tools of customized employment;  discovery, profile, facilitated job-development planning, portfolio and negotiated  job placement.  This process focused on thoroughly getting to know the client through a discovery process so that an individualized, choice oriented, job development approach is utilized.  This unveils the hidden strengths, talents and capacity of each individual which drives their job-placement process while the needs of the employer are also met. 

One of the stated benchmarks included “successfully serving at least 150 new clients, 30 at each of the 5 demonstration one-stop sites, by implementing this new collaborative case-management approach.”  This included utilizing the expertise and services of One-Stop partners, state and community agencies, businesses and non-profits. 
Other related objectives stated within the CEG project included:  

· Convene a strategic planning team with representation from One-Stop partner agencies, State Workforce Investment Board (SWIB), community agencies, schools, businesses and financial institutions, and people with disabilities. Together, this team will oversee a strategic planning process to guide and revise grant activities to ensure effectiveness; and to develop and implement state and local policies and procedures to enhance employment opportunities for people with disabilities.  (Initially called the CEG steering committee that later evolved to be the “ Job-Center Integrated Service Committee or JCISC)
· Oversee the development and delivery of state-specific training to increase the capacity of the One-Stop and providers in the workforce system to provide customized employment and innovative services to people with disabilities. 

· Increase the successful employment outcomes at One-Stop Job Centers for people with disabilities through customized employment services and collaborative case management facilitated by the five regional grant staff. The larger collaborative network facilitated by project staff to include the expertise of other essential community programs will increase the capacity of One-Stop staff to provide customized employment.

· Compile and make available grant findings that will enable other locations to replicate activities. Education will be provided to state and local policymakers and interested stakeholders regarding the need for policy and practice changes in order to increase wages for people with disabilities through customized employment.

· Once the grant successfully built the capacity of Alaska's statewide One-Stops to provide customized employment; these strategies were to be expanded to meet the employment needs of other people with or without disabilities. 

The ultimate goal was to take the “lessons learned” from piloting this new delivery system to more effectively re-design our job-center services throughout the state so long-term sustainability was achieved.  We relied on the high-level national expertise of Joe Skiba (Organizational System’s Change and Consulting), and Mike Callahan & Civa Shumpert (Employment for All), to help us develop and implement this new service delivery system and associated service re-design development.  In addition, our statewide steering committee of workforce leadership team represented now by the “Job-Center Integrated Service Committee” evolved out of this project to help ensure long-term successful sustainability of best practices are achieved.
This project also specified using an independent evaluation component to help measure both qualitative and quantitative results of this project.  To accomplish this, the project evaluation was contracted through the Institute for Social Research (ISER) under the University of Alaska.  An attachment of this report is contained in Appendix D; “Project Evaluation, October 31, 2005”.  This evaluation revealed very positively regarding the effectiveness of implementing the customized employment model from both the employer and job-seekers standpoint based on the thirty (30) job-placements that were followed up.
Finally, the project was suppose to develop a list of recommended policy changes and sustainable practices to ensure best practices would continue well beyond the life of this grant.  That information is covered in the following, section IV.
III. Outcomes at the individual (customer) levels 
In terms of client outcomes, the services of this project directly resulted in fifty-four (54) consumers with very significant disabilities successfully going to work in competitive employment for a minimum of six (6) months as a result of utilizing the above Customized Employment (CE) service strategies.  The average wage was $9.09 per hour at nineteen hours per week since many of our consumers were not able to begin working at a full-time basis.  Of the eighty-five (85) consumers who choose to complete a CE employment plan (one of the initial service phases), sixty-four percent (64%), or fifty-four (54), ended up successfully employed into of CE as noted above.  Two of these cases are illustrated in “Appendix A, case-study examples”.  It’s important to note that our official fifty (54) successful employment outcomes does not include a fairly significant number of consumers who successfully became employed due to customized services from other agencies such as DPA’s Family Centered Services, Independent Living Centers and other job-center partners who utilized CE services outside this project.  Although the CEG data base reflected a total of One-hundred and sixty-four (164) consumers who were initially taken into our project to receive CE services, only eighty-five (85) completed the customized-employment planning process which is essential to be placed into employment.  We know that the majority of the eighty (80) individuals who choose not to proceed with CE services, were referred to other agencies for assistance such as regular services through DVR, Public Assistance or Independent Living.  Since “choice” was one of the core themes of these CE services we did not proceed with any consumers beyond our initial interview unless they were in full agreement to participate in the full scope of this project.  Since no common data base was available to track across agencies, we will never know exact outcome statistics such as those who were referred to other agencies or eventually went to work after we stopped tracking via our project data base back in 2006.  However, anecdotally, we believe those numbers are significant in terms of eventual employment outcome.
The other major contributor to successful employment outcome in using CE services was the degree each of the five demonstration sites fully learned, adopted and utilized these tools.  Several areas embraced a much more comprehensive staff training and utilization of CE services such as Juneau, Mat-Su and Fairbanks and others areas such as Anchorage and Kenai were much more reluctant to fully pilot these services.  As a result, Juneau, MatSu and Fairbanks collectively produced over 80% of the CE activity and associated successful employment outcomes where as Anchorage and Kenai were relatively minor participants by comparison.  It appears these performance differences are attributed to primarily three factors:  
1) Local management support towards staff training and piloting these services

2) Ability for local CE filed staff (Project Assistant) to effectively rally local staff for by-in and genuine participation and commitment of local agencies to fully engage in the CEG training
3) Staff receptiveness towards adopting these tools on their clients
Our “lesson learned here” is if any future pilot is to be implemented, all three of these conditions must be met in order for the pilot to be given adequate opportunity to be tested.  
Regarding the characteristics of this project’s demographics, of total one-hundred and sixty four (164) entering into this project, there were sixty-one percent (61%) males, and thirty nine percent (39%) females.  
Other specific demographic considerations are listed below: 
Age
Percentage
	14-15
	<1%

	16-18
	10%

	19-21
	24%

	22-24
	15%

	25-35
	16%

	36-45
	14%

	46-55
	16%

	56+
	5%

	Not reported
	0%


Ethnicity
Percentage

	White
	61%

	Alaska Native or American Indian
	20%

	Multi or Bi-racial
	9%

	Asian
	4%

	Black or African American
	3%

	Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
	2%

	Not reported
	1%


Educational Level
Percentage

	Less than High School (HS)
	3%

	Some HS/Drop out, no diploma
	27%

	Certificate of completion - HS
	17%

	HS Graduate – Diploma or GED
	30%

	Some college but no degree
	13%

	Associate Degree – Academic or Vocational School
	2%

	Bachelor’s degree
	2%

	Not Reported
	6%


Disability Category (self-disclosed)
Percentage

	Cognitive/Intellectual/Mental Retardation
	26%

	Specific Learning Disability
	23%

	Mobility/Orthopedic/Physical
	10%

	Psychiatric/Serious Emotional Disturbance
	10%

	Deaf or Blind or Speech Impairments
	  2%

	Other Health Impairments
	 21%

	Not Reported
	6%


Employment Status when entering project
Percentage

	Never worked – No prior work experience
	14%

	Not currently working, some prior experience
	58%

	Currently working part-time (<35 hrs/wk) in non-competitive (subsidized) job
	  8%

	Currently working part-time (<35 hrs/wk) in 

Competitive employment
	  4%

	Currently working full time in competitive employment
	  0%

	Paid Internship
	  0%

	Unpaid Internship
	  4%

	Other (volunteer, community service, etc.)
	  5%

	Not Reported
	  7%


Public Assistance and Services received when 

entering project* (see note below table)
Percentage
	SSI recipients
	 23%

	SSDI recipients
	 10%

	TANF recipients
	 24%

	DVR recipients
	 49%

	WIA recipients
	 20%

	IDEA services
	  8%

	UI services
	 <1%

	Mental Health services
	  4%

	Developmental Disabilities (DD) services
	  1%

	Food Stamps
	5%

	Local School System
	27%

	Community Rehabilitation
	28%

	Participating in day activity programs
	<1%

	Participating in segregated (non-competitive) employment programs
	<1%

	Other
	17%


(*Note, can be in multiple areas above, concurrently)
The majority of these consumers were on SSI and/or SSDI and/or were very complex youth transition cases.  The data also shows a significant number of clients who were receiving services through independent living centers and/or TANF.  
IV.  “Systems change” impact and sustainability of CE services 

The Customized Employment Grant (CEG) project has helped Alaska build the capacity of our statewide One-Stop Job Centers to effectively serve people with severe disabilities through a customized employment approach. This project has served as a statewide and national model in the for demonstrating how the customized tools such as discovery, personal profile, job-planning meetings, portfolio and person-centered job negotiations are effective strategies to help consumers with complexities find and keep jobs that are based on their strengths and individual choice.  This model also has a proven track record in helping people with complexities successfully go to work when implemented correctly.  The greatest challenge is to continue to build, expand and sustain these important strategies into our workforce system without the benefit of the additional resources that the grant offered.  In addition, CEG was utilized as a catalyst to assist in Alaska’s job-center re-design efforts especially in the five demonstration sites selected for this grant.  As a result, many of the functional based services such as the team based case-management wrap-around approach and discovery based services were utilized to help create targets for the service design within these centers.  
In responding to this challenge, Alaska’s workforce system leadership across our state formally adopted the “Job Center Integrated Services Committee (JCISC)” in February 2006 to help ensure we accomplish those goals.  This also served to merge two separate statewide steering committees that were both working with implementing customized employment services in Alaska i.e. formally the “CEG steering committee” & “Family Centered Services (FCS) steering committee”).  These members consisted of statewide workforce leaders and stakeholders including Directors, Deputy Commissioner’s and Operation’s Chiefs from the Department of Labor and Health and Social Services.  The  that are helping us to continue develop, manage and sustain on-going service delivery of customized services through the initiatives mentioned in the prior section.  To help facilitate this process, the JCISC is currently in the initial stages of adopting a “Commitment to Action” paper contained in Appendix B.  This strategy should help ensure sustainability for these practices.  
By acting on those commitments, Alaska plan on continuing to refine and implement these services on a long-term basis so our consumers with complexities can take advantage of these services so they can successfully go to work while maintaining the spirit of true “informed choice” and maximizing the strengths they can offer.  Although our CEG officially ended September 30th, these tools and practices will be sustained as planned throughout our workforce system.  This includes effective statewide leadership under the JSICS in conjunction with on-going system’s change work that includes our Disability Program Navigators, the State Division of Public Assistant’s (DPA’s) Family Centered Services (FCS) approach, our new statewide “Start-Up”  (Customized Self-Employment) and recently launched supportive employment initiative sponsored by the Governor’s Council on disabilities and special education.  For example, the customized employment based Start-Up and Family Centered Services programs are co-sponsoring on-going training next year that includes many of these customized employment tools and strategies to help individuals with disabilities becoming successfully self-employed.  As a result, we fully expect the tools and strategies we’ve learned from the customized employment project continue to facilitate job center re-design and improve job center services for individuals throughout our workforce system in the future.  
Given the demonstrated success in how CE strategies effectively help individuals with complexities, Alaska has made significant changes and improvements primarily through its workforce leadership under the “Job Center Integrated Services Committee (JCISC) that consists of state and non-profit leaders.  At a systems level, the customized employment service approach has been adopted by various agencies throughout the state for long-term, sustained use.  These agencies include the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, the Division of Public Assistance (“Family Centered Services”), Division of Employment Security (“Disability Program Navigators, etc), various school districts, centers for independent living, youth transition programs (Youth in Transition/YIT, etc.) and the new statewide self-employment program (“Start-Up”) for individuals with disabilities.  In addition, many features currently in place and/or in development at our job centers such as the recent movement toward an integrated employer services as well as improved triage processes were all directly assisted through this CEG grant.   This project has also helped add additional customized employment tools and strategies throughout Alaska’s workforce system that can help anyone with complexities.  In the process of working together at more of a systemic level through the JCISC, we continue to refine and develop new practices to better service our customers, especially those with a lot of complexities.
V. “Dissemination of information”
Since we are working at more of a systemic level with our major workforce partners, information is being disseminated through a variety of sources such as on-going training, websites and brochures.  For example, each major state department involved with workforce development (Department of Labor & Workforce Development & Department of Health and Social Services) provides on-going staff training mentioned above in addition to public notice through their websites.  We also have found the national publication entitled “Customized Employment Practical Solutions for Employment Success” from NCWD that features customized employment is very useful.   We will also continue to push for more systematic input for sustainability through our Alaska Workforce Investment Board through our next JCISC meeting scheduled for December of 2007 that they are invited to attend. 
VI. Policy 
The State Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR) has adopted policy and procedures to continue supporting customized employment.  This includes featuring discovery-personal profile as one of the comprehensive assessment methodologies we utilize on a regular basis.  In addition, other job-center & community partners such as ESD, IL and H & SS continue training and implementing these CE based service tools through the activities already mentioned above.  These agencies are continuing to develop, implement and refine their associated policies to ensure these services are sustained in the long-run.  As mentioned above, Alaska’s workforce leadership under the JCSIC continues to help develop and refine associated policies and practices in this regard especially relative to the “commitment to action” addressed in Appendix B.
VII. Final Summation, Lesson’s Learned, Promising Practices, etc. 
Please note the power-point slides entitled “Lessons Learned and Sustainable Focus” located in Appendix C which summarizes the major points of lessons learned.  In addition, some more detailed lessons learned information is included in the section III, entitled “Outcome at the individual (customer) level”, second paragraph.  Promising practices are embedded throughout much of this report.
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APPENDIX A

Two (2) Alaska CEG Successful Case-Studies

Alaska CEG case-example #1
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Lindsey Bradley, a 52 year old, enrolled in Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR) services in July 2003.  She was experiencing multi-disabilities, and she sought assistance with resulting employment barriers. WIA services came on board in Fall 2004 after DVR paid for a trial run semester at the local university. Lindsey was then co-funded by DVR and WIA with a goal of finishing her AAS in Paralegal Studies. She had done earlier course work in another state. Her target jobs: legal secretary, government analyst or government investigator.

Then things unraveled for Lindsey. In a 12 month period, WIA and DVR case managers watched Lindsey experience several severe crises:  3 very serious medical episodes, loss of housing and resulting homelessness and the death of her younger brother. She was the only person in her family who would and could fly to Southern California and attend to his burial, his things and his estate.   He died December 13, 2004 just as Lindsey was turning in final project papers and preparing for her semester finals.  The next blow was that she could not finish her semester and had to take incompletes.  She started classes in January 05 with high hopes but had another health emergency and had to drop out of her classes entirely. 

In March 2005, she sought assistance from CEG services which resulted in DVR paying for Discovery and creating a personal profile for her.  Despite her recent losses and set backs, the Discovery work helped Lindsey bloom by identifying the much strengths and contributions that she had to give.  She rebounded with confidence and was assisted with the job search and assistance customizing a job. She was also hoping to work, with the condition that she be allowed time to continue with her studies at the university. Currently she is working 25-30 hours a weeks as a secretary in an attorney’s office making $15/hour with $25 per hour for her paralegal work.  She also had difficulty with her hearing, and missing conversations and instructions, and was assisted in getting hearing aids to accommodate this issue.

Through discussions with her employer, he agreed to support her efforts to chip away at her Paralegal degree, and he allows her to study on his job if she has finished her work for him.  The customized employment team approach with the tools that they used (Discovery and Vocational Profile) tipped the scales in Lindsey’s favor. Her disability-related barriers have taken a back seat to her job strengths and contributions. She successfully completed her university degree, while maintaining her employment with this law firm in Juneau.  Much of this success is directly attributed to the customized employment services and associated service delivery wrap-around approach that included 

CE Team partners:  DVR, WIA, CEG and a Community Rehabilitation Provider.

Alaska CEG case-example #2

A very proud Luis Hernandez, poses with then Lt. Govenor Leman when Luis 
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received the Governor’s Committee 2006 Youth Award. (photo by Art Sutch.)
Luis Hernandez was a transition student in the Juneau School District Special Education program. He was close to aging out of the transition program and had very little work history and was unclear about what he wanted to do. He was referred to the Juneau Job Center’s Customized Employment Grant program back in 2006. Following the referral to the Customized Employment Grant Luis was connected with Vocational Rehabilitation and Tribal Vocational Rehabilitation. While Vocational Rehabilitation and Tribal Vocational Rehabilitation were determining eligibility “Discovery” was completed by staff from the local developmental disability agency, the Customized Employment Grant, and the Juneau School District. After being determined eligible for Vocational Rehabilitation services a service team of agency representatives, which included a Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor, staff from the Customized Employment Grant, staff from the Juneau School District, staff from the local Developmental Disability agency, and a Job Coach that was funded through his Medicaid waiver, came together with Luis to discuss the information that was gathered during the “Discovery.” Through the “Discovery” it was learned that Luis was extremely caring and compassionate, that he wanted to be in a position where he could help and make a difference and that he had a strong desire to work with youth. 

Based on the information learned through the “Discovery,” volunteer work experiences were arranged for Luis in one of the local Head Start programs, where he was given an opportunity to work with younger children. Other work experiences that were arranged for him included working at the local Boys and Girls Club as well as with the local Outdoor Recreation and Community Access program for youth with disabilities. Following the work experiences Luis was even more intent on wanting to work with youth, however, ultimately he indicated that his passion was being able to work with people. The team, including Luis pursued finding work where Luis could work with youth but there were not any opportunities for paid employment in that field at the time.

A local employer, Waste Management¸ called to explain they were in need of someone to work in their new recycling plant. Based on the conversation the Customized Employment Staff person had with the employer it sounded as if the Employer was a little unclear about what his needs were. The Customized Employment Staff as well as other agency representatives visited the employer’s worksite to learn more about the unmet needs of the employer. Based on the employer’s needs and Luis’s needs the team negotiated a position for Luis. The job consisted of employer’s unmet needs such as having someone there to greet the recycle customers, take their punch cards, and assist people with sorting and unloading their recyclables, as well as met Luis’s needs which was having a job where he would have an immense amount of people contact and where he felt like he was making a difference – like helping to recycle. The team also negotiated the amount of hours and pay. The position was a seasonal position running from May through September, 15 hours a week, for $8.50 an hour. Luis has continued to excel in his position at Waste Management and returns each season to work for the company. He was even featured in the national corporate newsletter when he won a Gold Medal at the Special Olympics. In addition, Luis received the prestigious 2006 youth award from the Alaska Governor's Committee on Employment and Rehabilitation of People with Disabilities.  A summary of this award is included below along with a picture of Luis with the presiding Lieutenant Governor Loren Leman.
Alaska Governor's Committee 2006 Youth Award, Luis Hernandez
The primary purpose of the Governor's Committee is to carry on a continuing program to promote the employment and rehabilitation of citizens of the State of Alaska who have disabilities.  For additional information visit their website at:

http://www.labor.state.ak.us/govscomm/
The 2006 annual award celebration is a very well attended public event that included several of Alaska’s top officials such as Alaska’s Lieutenant Governor Loren Leman who is pictured with Luis above.

Here is the official announcement that occurred during this event:

"The 2006 Youth Award is awarded to Luis Hernandez. Luis is recognized for being an exemplary person, excellent student, outstanding employee, inspiring community volunteer, award winning athlete, and an all around great friend! Luis is 22 years old and a graduate from Juneau-Douglas High School. He currently works at Waste Management as a Recycling Aide. He educates people in the community about recycling and his employers are impressed by his willingness to jump right in and help and by his desire to succeed. In his free-time Luis volunteers at ORCA and with the Young Adventure Club offering guidance and support to students in our community.  Luis is also an accomplished athlete who participated in the Special Olympic Games in Iowa where he was awarded a Gold Metal for Shot-put. Of all his talents and abilities, his nominators say his biggest capacity is for friendship…he’s the nicest guy you’ll ever meet!"
APPENDIX B

“Commitment to Action” via Alaska Job Center Service Integrated Committee (JCSIC)

COMMITMENT TO ACTION

Further refinement and full integration of Customized Employment (CE) approaches to enhance outcomes for Alaskans seeking employment requires our Job Center Services Integrated Committee (JCSIC) members to commit to a set of benchmarks. These include a set of specific strategies and objectives for consideration by agency leadership.

A commitment to systemic support is necessary to ensure customized employment tools & strategies are sustained.  The following key elements or strategies are essential: 

1. Four Stage Training Approach:

· Basic Introductory Training; This component focused on introductory content training that can be addressed in combination with distance delivery (DVDs, web-based training and telephonically) and on-site training.  This material is already developed and is being used.

· Moderate Implementation Based Training:  This requires hands on training where the on-site facilitator focuses on translating the basic level training into effective implementation.  Group practice activities and facilitated discussion are a significant portion of this phase.  This requires one staff per each area being able to facilitate.

· More Advanced Competency Based Training:  This involved staff forming service delivery teams to actually practice utilizing customized tools with actual consumers.  It also requires direct mentorship where staff is coached in some of the more advanced utilization of these strategies.  This step is necessary to ensure real competencies are demonstrated after training has occurred.

· “Health Check”; i.e. on going monitoring, T/A and Q/C:  To ensure the customized tools are effectively being utilized regular health checks need to occur.  This step also helps us understand what additional training & technical assistance is needed.

2. Service system and process improvements

· Develop and provide group discovery as a Job Center workshop offering

· Integrate START Up Alaska training and program implementation opportunities across targeted Job Centers staff.

3.  Service Providers & CRPs

· Need to develop qualified and competent providers to assist with discovery, profile, portfolio development etc.
· Criterion based benchmarks for determining qualified providers are used across all agencies.
· Clarify state agency staff roles and functions distinct from providers.
· Agency policies needed to ensure consistent fee structure for similar services.
· Competence is facilitated through a similar training approach above 
3.  Job-center management and community agency support

· Strengthen integration efforts across HSS, DOL and Governor’s Council
· Adopt a local advisory team approach to bring non-mandated but essential community partners and providers together to improve systemic implementation of employment efforts across agencies and communities served by various job centers.
· Expand the network of active partners to include VA, ESD Work Services, and Supported Employment providers.
· Staff needs consistent on-going support to utilization of these tools in a team delivery model from local and statewide leadership so this is kept on their “menu.”  This includes cross-training that support team based case-management approaches as customized, DYEG, training academies, etc.  This also includes multi-agency support to cover associated training costs.
· Continued job-center re-design improvements that support effective triage, assessment, discovery focused workshops and overall service delivery
· Developing and implementing a job-center training menu that includes consistent CE training elements above for job-center staff and community agencies 
· A co-funded front-end triage staff dedicated to effective job-center delivery across partner services is still very much needed
· When contracting (Maximus, 9-Star, etc.) CE tools/services need to be written in as a contractual expectation
4.  Braiding Responsibilities

· Braided funding from a variety of available sources (DVR, DPA, WIA, Social Security, etc.) is important to ensure adequate resources are available
· Functional partnering/service team delivery) to deliver more of a wrap-around approach is essential especially for complex clients
Department and agency leadership responsibilities

· Assign needed strategies to existing sub committees or workgroups

· Integrated Job Center Training Committee

· Statewide assessment team

· Assign new team to address rural community prototype development

· Agency leadership (central and regional staff levels) participate in training with staff as demonstration of commitment to new approaches for customer service delivery

Further Expansion Considerations

· Supporting on-going use of customized in the newly expanded areas such as Ketchikan, Sitka and Dillingham/Bristol Bay area

· Develop prototype for rural implementation of customized approaches through intensive pilot effort in agreed upon communities.

· Expand planning and implementation efforts to include Tribal TANF communities and those demonstrating interest in CE. Need specific strategy to engage Tribal partners.

· Consideration of new areas such as Nome with Family Centered Services
APPENDIX C

Summary of Lesson’s Learned 
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PARTNER AGENCY TEAMS:

•CEG includes a wrap-around approach; partners inside and 

outside the job-center form “service coordination teams” to support each client.

OTHER MAJOR FEATURES:

•Intensive “Discovery” process to really learn about client•Development of a strengthsbased, comprehensive “consumer 

profile”

•“Service team coordination” to develop a consumer plan•Consumer directed “individual budgets”

•Developing “consumer portfolio”

•Negotiating “customized job placement”•Ensure safety net of support is available as neededPROJECT EVALUATION:

•Internal and external (UAA-ISER) objective evaluation 

measurements 


LESSONS LEARNED:
· CE service team model with “Discovery” foundation is very effective in helping consumers with complexities to successfully find and keep a job.  It also facilitates effective cross-training of resources.
· Many features of CE model have application to larger population
· Employers appreciate the above approach from their perspective
· Community service providers are very responsive to participating in this model at our job centers and contribute significantly by doing so
· This CE model facilitates better job matching and job customization
· We must attain a substantial base of available, trained and competent vendors to contract CE services in the future to ensure sustainability
· Additional time and resources are needed to expand CE beyond the current demonstration five job centers in order to achieve full statewide expansion
· CE job-development planning meeting is very effective in helping achieve consumer choice and  successful employment
SERVICE DELIVERY PRINCIPLES TO SUSTAIN:
· Person centered planning and informed choice approach as  essential in meeting needs of those with complex lives
· Strengths based approach via “team based wrap-around”
· Individuals building career pathways especially for those with limited job experience
· Values exchange (client contributions & employer benefits) embedded into job negotiation process
· Commitment to on-going workforce system innovation
· Use of Discovery approach in contrast to deficit based assessments. 
· Discovery results in a detailed consumer “profile”,  that addresses critical aspects of the person, related to their contributions, conditions & preferences
· Utilization of facilitated “job planning meeting” to ensure effective strengths based, person-centered, job-development that meets both job-seeker and employer needs
· Utilization of “personal profile” elements into specific tasks and locations where these are performed
· The use of job carving, job redesign and job restructuring
· Use of service teams as a vehicle to provide wrap around supports for complex situations
· Full utilization of braided funding, benefits planning and joint planning efficiencies 
· Detailing external or natural supports and the training of employers on how to use these
· The benefit of considering micro enterprise ventures for some participants 
· Detailing external or natural supports and the training of employers on how to use them 
ENSURING LONG-TERM SUSTAINABILITY:
· “Job Center Services Integration Committee (JCSIC)” implement “Commitment  to Action” in alignment with sustaining CE practices such as:
· Design common job-center triage and navigation that helps identify those clients needing more intensive services such as discovery 
· Further systemic development of common job center assessment & staff training in alignment with CE
· Braided & individual budget funding approaches
· Effective utilization of self-employment opportunities
APPENDIX D
Project Evaluation, October 31, 2005
University of Alaska Institute of Social and Economic Research (UAA-ISER)
BACKGROUND

In March 2004, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR) contracted with the University of Alaska’s Institute of Social and Economic Research (UAA-ISER) to evaluate a portion of this customized employment process—that is, to assess whether the consumers (the people the grant is intended to help) and the businesses who may employ them are satisfied with the process.  In terms of completion, this five (5) year grant is now approximately seventy-five percent (75%) complete relative to providing direct case-services using customized employment strategies so this evaluation should provide meaningful information relative to the entire grant project.  At this juncture, it is not known if additional funding will be made available from ODEP for any further external evaluation originally stipulated in the CEG grant.
The program is being offered at five demonstration job centers (in Juneau, Anchorage–Muldoon, Mat-Su–Wasilla, Kenai, and Fairbanks). To succeed, the program must increase use of these One-Stop centers among people with disabilities who have previously been underserved by state employment programs. DVR hopes the customized employment program can introduce innovative and sustainable policies and practices that could be replicated throughout Alaska. 

The goal of ISER’s evaluation is to determine whether the Customized Employment Grant program, using coordinated case management services at One-Stop Job Centers, is helping people with disabilities get and keep jobs and, thus, whether it should be continued or replicated elsewhere. This is accomplished, primarily, through interviews to assess the level of satisfaction with the program among employed consumers and their employers. ISER also analyzed specific data from the Accessible Web-based Activity and Reporting Environment (AWARE) system, and through interviews with consumers, employers and staff.  The systems change analysis is being conducted by a national evaluation consultant, Westat.  However no final report is available from them yet.  

The following information represents a summary of the second of four ISER reports evaluating the Customized Employment Grant program in Alaska.   It comes directly from the full detailed evaluation report which includes some specific recommendations that are currently being worked on.  The full external evaluation from ISER is available upon request.

SUMMARY FROM ISER/UAA EVALUATION REPORT:

This report covers a summary of ISER’s evaluation process which covers actual project implementation progress to date.  This includes a review of the consumer experience from entry through employment and includes the results of interviews with employers. Early in this second phase, DVR and ISER agreed that changes in the planned evaluation process were needed.  In March 2005, DVR issued an amendment to the RSA with three additional tasks: (1) to make changes to the pre-service instrument, (2) to gain additional information from the CEG project assistants, and (3) to jumpstart the completion of post-service consumer and business questionnaires by conducting face-to-face interviews.  These changes are detailed in the full report which is available upon request.  

Employer feedback
Almost all employers are very, very satisfied with the consumers they hired through the customized employment process. Employers were effusive in their praise of the consumers. Employers felt that they had been sent consumers whose skills were appropriate for the position, in contrast to prospective employees (non-PWDs) sent to them in the past. They were appreciative of the screening and skills assessment that had gone into selecting the consumers they were sent to interview.

Even though employers were extremely busy, especially those who worked on the floor in retail businesses, they were genuinely happy to make time to talk with us about the consumer because they were so pleased with the consumer’s job performance. One supervisor came in on his day-off to talk about the consumer. Many employers compared the consumers to other employees and wanted more employees who were as dependable and dedicated to their jobs. Employers praised the consumers’ work ethic and their desire to do a good job. Employers also spoke about the consumers as enjoyable people to have in the workplace and that they were well-liked by their co-workers. Their comments included the following:

· “Excellent worker.  He has two jobs.  He keeps himself busy…essence of good work habits. I wish (we) had other employees like him.”

· “Better than other employees . . . does not call in sick.”

· “Dependable to a fault.  Hardly ever calls in sick.  Truly a success story.”

· “Never calls in sick. Took one week off without pay. I think he took a trip. He asked well in advance for the time off.”

· “Excellent personality. Works really hard.”

· “Everyone is pretty happy. Doing a fairly good job.”

· “(He) is great. Good sense of humor. He is a pretty intelligent fellow. I noticed that the first month . . . . “

· “Working out very well . . . There’s lots of prep work to be done. He fits in quite well here. (He) is lots of fun.”

We asked if there had been problems with the consumer and, if so, how they had been resolved. A few employers mentioned problems that had arisen. In some cases the employer spoke with the consumer about the problem and it was resolved in that way. In other instances employers contacted the job coach, especially if the consumer needed additional job training or job counseling. Job coaches had also been called in to provide training in new tasks because the consumer had mastered the original job and was ready to do more. 

Employers, consumers, and job coaches worked together to help the consumer remember all of his or her duties, make adjustments in the order of completing tasks, develop techniques to aid the consumer in the conduct of the task, or to help in learning new tasks. In almost every job, there was an ongoing negotiation process. Ongoing because, as the employer learned more about the consumer and that person’s abilities, job tasks were changed, redesigned, reordered, and restructured. Surprisingly, to us, there was give and take and efforts to redefine the job so that it worked well from both perspectives. We were also taken aback by employers’ flexibility and cooperative attitude to make this position a success as schedules were adjusted, job tasks reordered, new tasks assigned, and consumers were given more or fewer responsibilities depending on their abilities and desires. We hadn’t realized, until employers told us, that they were getting a dependable, hard-working, and pleasant employee in return, making the flexibility on their part worthwhile.

Courtesy clerks, more commonly known as baggers, are employees who place items in bags at the check-out stand, deliver groceries to the car, and collect carts from the parking lot. We noticed that supervisors of baggers were generally not as pleased with the consumer’s job performance as those who supervised consumers in other positions. We are speculating that baggers have more independence, less structure, and more opportunities to be distracted. Some of the comments from consumers employed as baggers revealed difficulties from their perspective. Pushing loaded carts and collecting empty carts in the winter was hard work, especially for a slightly-built, female consumer. Baggers generally work during more hectic times of the day when there is more noise, confusion, chaos, and opportunities for distraction. This type of situation is more difficult for some consumers.

Consumer feedback
Consumers were also quite happy to talk with us, largely because they were so pleased with the process that led to having a job; but also because those who had suggestions for the program were glad to have the opportunity to share their ideas.  The majority of consumers were extremely pleased to be employed.  There are number of reasons for this, but one of the key factors was how pleased their employers were with their job performance.  Aside from the pleasure in and of itself of having a job, these consumers had jobs that fit their interests.  One of our questions for consumers asked if they’d had a meeting where they talked about what they liked to do and what they wanted to do.  Almost all consumers described going through the discovery process.

It was clear that consumers had been through a benefits analysis and had been told about the relationship between how much they could work and the impact on their benefits.    From interviews with their employers, we found that employers had also been informed about the limitations on a consumer’s hours and adhered to it. A few consumers were unhappy and wanted to work more hours; two consumers felt like the employer was unfairly limiting their hours. This was unusual though, and the majority of consumers understood that the loss of benefits was why they couldn’t work more hours.

Consumers were grateful that they had a budget to do things like get a car repaired, buy eyeglasses, and buy proper clothing for work. They felt that the process was unreasonably slow, however, and they weren’t told why it was taking so long.

In almost all cases consumers felt that there was someone they could talk to if there was a problem. The majority felt that they would speak with their employer first, and several consumers already had. They also mentioned their job coach and the program assistant as people they would talk with about a problem.

Some consumers were aware that they were receiving CE, but for most consumers and their families they only knew that they’d been referred to a program that someone thought might help them. Employers also don’t recognize the program name or know that it’s a specific program, but they’re very pleased with the appropriate matching of the consumer’s skills and the job requirements as well as the support given to the consumer once hired.

The type of employment was predominantly the kind of job consumers said they had specified at the beginning of the process. One consumer who loved clothing was working in the clothing department. We were surprised by the number of consumers who had wanted to work in some area of food preparation and that was where they were working.  One dissatisfied consumer said that he had specified that he wanted to work alone; his job did have him working alone, and he had subsequently discovered that he really didn’t want to be quite so alone. The match between consumers’ interests and their jobs was quite apparent.

In some cases wages were already increasing because of the length of time on the job.  Several employers felt that these were long-term employees and, so, were well worth investments of time and training on their part.  Almost all consumers were thrilled and extremely proud to be employed and planned to stay with their job a long time.  Employers recognized potential in consumers and were striving to work with them to advance their positions. One food preparation worker had been taking on new tasks and was training to be a cashier. When this came about, she would be receiving a pay increase. We cannot overstate how excited consumers were to have a job.

Employers, and most consumers, were very pleased with the training components. For employers it meant that the job coach worked with the consumer until he or she had learned and could perform their duties; thus, not requiring the supervisor or co-worker’s time. And while the job coach was on-site, the employer was assured that the job was completed correctly. If the consumer required a refresher on certain tasks or additional training to learn new ones, the job coach would return. This assurance was important to several employers. Consumers who wanted to learn new skills—and many did—were able to do so with the help of a coach. Consumers who didn’t have a coach with them at all times, often received some training and support from co-workers and supervisors.

ISER EVALUATION DATA SUMMARY

Percent of All Enrolled Consumers and Those Who Completed

the Pre-Service Questionnaire by Gender and Region,

January 2004 to June 30, 2005

	
	All Enrolled Consumers
	Pre-Service Consumers

	Region
	Female
	Male
	Total
	Female
	Male
	Total

	Mat-Su
	30%
	70%
	100%
	20%
	80%
	100%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fairbanks 
	44%
	56%
	100%
	44%
	56%
	100%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Juneau 
	34%
	66%
	100%
	33%
	67%
	100%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kenai
	48%
	52%
	100%
	58%
	42%
	100%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Anchorage/Muldoon
	39.5%
	60.5%
	100%
	58%
	42%
	100%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall %
	37%
	63%
	100%
	43%
	57%
	100%

	Number
	59
	90
	149
	30
	40
	70


Pre-Service Consumer Satisfaction

January 2004 to June 30, 2005

“So far at the Job Center, have you gotten what you wanted?”

	Response
	Number
	Percentage

	Yes
	52
	84%

	No
	8
	13%

	Maybe/Sort of
	2
	3%

	Total
	62
	100%


The 13 percent of consumers who felt they were not getting what they wanted commented:

· I can’t train to be a CNA (Certified Nurse Assistant)

· A job

· There’s not enough computers and other equipment

· I had to wait for assistance

Pre-Service Consumer Satisfaction

January 2004 to June 30, 2005

“Would you tell your friends to go to the Job Center for help?”

	Response
	Number
	Percentage

	Yes
	61
	95%

	No
	3
	5%

	Total
	64
	100%


This question asked specifically about the job center.  We are including it here because it shows that consumers were pleased with their initial contacts with the customized employment program.  It can’t be interpreted as endorsement of the job center, specifically, because they were referring to different locations.  

Post-Services Consumer and Employer/Business Interviews

Based on 31 consumers CE staff reported working by March 31, 2005.  Two individuals were in self-employment and the remaining 29 were in a variety of jobs as noted below.

Type of Employment of Interviewed Consumers,

March to May 2005

	Type of Employment
	Number

	Cleaning/Janitorial
	6

	Food Preparation
	9

	Stock Shelves/ Organize Materials
	7

	Bagger
	3

	Office Support
	2

	Professional
	2

	
	

	Total
	29


In most instances CEG was connected, directly or indirectly, to the initial contact with an employer. When employers were asked about their knowledge of the “Customized Employment” program, almost half (13/29) said that they hadn’t heard of the program.

Number of People Interviewed for Post-Service Consumer

 and Employer Interviews by Site,

March to May 2005

	CEG Site
	CEG-Employed Consumers
	Completed Consumer Interviews
	Interviewed to Complete the Consumer Survey (includes the consumer)
	Employers Who Hired CEG Consumers
	Completed Employer  Interviews
	Interviewed to Complete the Employer Interview (includes the consumer)

	Kenai
	8
	8
	13
	8
	7
	14

	Mat-Su
	6 (includes 1 self-employed)
	6
	8
	5
	5
	7

	Anchorage
	4 (includes 1 self-employed)
	2
	3
	3
	1
	2

	Fairbanks
	3
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3

	Juneau
	10
	10
	19
	10
	8
	10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	31
	29
	47
	29
	24
	36


Number and Percent of All Consumers, and Employed

 Consumers, by Eligibility,

January 2004 to June 30, 2005

	Eligibility
	All Consumers
	Employed Consumers

	Awaiting Supports
	17
	16%
	3
	12%

	Day Programs
	4
	4%
	1
	4%

	SSI/SSDI
	44
	42%
	12
	48%

	Subsidized Employment
	2
	2%
	0
	

	Youth Transition
	37
	35%
	9
	36%

	Tribal Voc Rehab
	1
	1%
	0
	

	Total
	105
	100%
	25
	100%


 Number and Percent Authorized Services for All Consumers,

January 2004 to June 30, 2005

	Authorized Services
	Number
	Percent

	Assessment/Discovery - CEG - 77624
	135
	22%

	Benefits Counseling - 77488
	1
	0%

	Benefits Counseling - CEG - 77488
	17
	3%

	Customized Employment Planning - CEG - 77488
	5
	1%

	Job Development - CEG - 77498
	55
	9%

	Maintenance - CEG - C - 77533
	3
	0%

	Other Services - 77488
	1
	0%

	Portfolio Development - CEG - 77488
	35
	6%

	Post Employment / Job Retention - CEG - 77488
	49
	8%

	Self Employment - CEG - 77484
	39
	6%

	Supportive Services - CEG  - C - 77489
	4
	1%

	Supportive Services - CEG - 77488
	226
	37%

	Training - Basic Education - CEG - 77478
	1
	0%

	Training - On-the-Job - CEG - 77478
	18
	3%

	Training - Vocational Skills - CEG - C -  77477
	1
	0%

	Transportation - 77482
	8
	1%

	Training - Vocational Skills - CEG  77476
	19
	3%

	
	
	

	Total
	617
	100%


Source of Referral for Those Who Completed

the Pre-Service Questionnaire,

January 2004 to June 30, 2005

	Source of Referral
	# Pre-Service Consumers

	CEG Program Assistants
	5

	Self-Referral
	3

	State Department of Vocational Rehabilitation
	5

	Family member such as sister, mother, aunt, or father
	8

	Misc.  partner agencies such as social security, school, HOPE, REACH, CROSSROADS, non-profit, Job Service, etc.
	20

	Misc. (such as friend, church, name provided that we could not connect with an agency)
	13

	No Response
	17

	
	

	Total Number
	71


Types of Public Assistance Received by All Consumers & Employed Consumers,

January 2004 to June 30, 2005

	
	All Consumers
	Employed Consumers

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	Day Activity Programs
	1
	1%
	0
	0%

	Food Stamps Recipient
	9
	10%
	2
	8%

	Mental Health Services
	8
	9%
	2
	8%

	Other
	3
	3%
	1
	4%

	Segregated Employment
	2
	2%
	0
	0%

	Social Services Recipient
	2
	2%
	0
	0%

	SSDI
	18
	21%
	8
	33%

	SSI
	39
	45%
	9
	38%

	TANF Recipient
	4
	5%
	2
	8%

	UI Recipient
	1
	1%
	0
	0%

	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	87
	100%
	24
	100%


Type of Agency Support Received by All Consumers & Employed Consumers,

January 2004 to June 30, 2005

	
	All Consumers’ Supports
	Employed Consumers’ Supports

	
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	Client -  Voc Rehab
	81
	34%
	17
	33%

	Client - Job Training
	12
	5%
	3
	6%

	Client - Public Assistance
	50
	21%
	10
	20%

	Client - Tribal Voc Rehab
	7
	3%
	0
	0%

	Community Rehabilitation Program
	47
	20%
	11
	22%

	DMHDD
	4
	2%
	0
	0%

	Independent Living Centers
	13
	5%
	2
	4%

	One-Stop Center
	26
	11%
	8
	16%

	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	240
	100%
	51
	100%


Proportion of All Consumers, All Employed Consumers, and

Employed Consumers Who Were Interviewed,

January 2004 to June 30, 2005

	Region
	Percent All Consumers
	Percent Employed Consumers
	Percent Employed and Interviewed

	Mat-Su
	15
	19
	21

	Fairbanks
	18
	10
	10

	Juneau
	21
	32
	34

	Kenai
	19
	26
	28

	Anchorage/ Muldoon
	26
	13
	7

	Total 
	100%
	100%
	100%
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CEG service focus that worked:

     PARTNER AGENCY TEAMS:

CEG includes a wrap-around approach; partners inside and outside the job-center form “service coordination teams” to support each client.



    OTHER MAJOR FEATURES:

Intensive “Discovery” process to really learn about client

Development of a strengths based, comprehensive “consumer profile”

“Service team coordination” to develop a consumer plan

Consumer directed “individual budgets”

Developing “consumer portfolio”

Negotiating “customized job placement”

Ensure safety net of support is available as needed



     PROJECT EVALUATION:

Internal and external (UAA-ISER) objective evaluation measurements 



















CEG service focus that worked:
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