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Introduction 

 People with disabilities are one of the most under-employed populations in the United 

States.  According to the Cornell University Rehabilitation Research and Training Center on 

Disability Demographics only 36.9% of people with disabilities in the United States aged 21 to 

64 were employed in 2007, 42.8% lower than people without disabilities employed at a rate of 

79.7% (Erickson & Lee, 2008, p. 24).  People with intellectual disabilities were employed at an 

even lower rate, 26.8% in 2006 (Institue for Community Inclusion, 2008).  Though surveys vary 

in how they define disability or employment (Field & Jette, 2007), survey data consistently 

shows employment rates significantly lower than the non-disabled population.  Many studies 

have even shown a decline in employment rates of people with disabilities since the passage of 

civil rights legislation, the Americans with Disabilities Act in 1990 (DeLiere, 2000; Acemoglu & 

Angrist, 2001; Kruse & Schur, 2003; Beegle & Stock, 2003; Houtenville & Burkhauser, 2004; 

Moon & Shin, 2006).  Some of the reasons for this decline include Fears among employers at the 

cost of empoying people with disabilities, fear of people with disabilities themselves of losing 

health care and other public benefits.    

Several pieces of legislation, including Title V of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the 

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, and the Developmental Disabilities Act of 2000 

support choice for people with developmental and other disabilities to live in the community and 

have access to services but very few are directly aimed at the importance of integrated 

community employment of this population.  In fact, many public policies at the federal, state, 

and local level often discourage people with developmental disabilities from working.   

National, state, and local efforts have been made to address the barriers that public 

policies create that limit people with disabilities from working.  In 2006, the Washington State 
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Department of Social and Health Services, Aging and Disability Services Administration 

implemented one of the more progressive policies, the Working Age Adult Policy (WAAP) 

which “establishes employment supports as the primary use of employment/day program funds 

for working age adults,” and further requires individuals with developmental disabilities 

receiving employment services through Medicaid waiver funding to become employed or be on a 

path to employment (Washington State Department of Social & Health Services: Aging & 

Disability Services Administration, 2008).  But beyond this policy, Washington has developed 

values-based guidelines and related training for county workers that stress the importance of 

integrated employment as a significant life activity that all individuals should be entitled to.  This 

training has helped to build support for integrated employment outcomes for people with 

developmental disabilities among county administrators of waiver services and among providers 

who provide the support to people in employment settings.  As a result of the policy and the 

values-based training among state and county workers, providers, and advocates, Washington 

has seen integrated employment outcomes among individuals with developmental disabilities 

much higher than the national average.  In 2007, 57% of individuals with intellectual and 

developmental disabilities were served in integrated employment settings, 37% higher than the 

national rate of 20% (Institue for Community Inclusion, 2008).     

This success leads to the question: as a new model of service provision to this population, 

should other states adopt a similar policy?  Since Minnesota has a reputation of working hard to 

meet the needs of people with disabilities, this paper will explore the Washington Working Age 

Adult Policy as a promising practice for increased employment outcomes for working age people 

with developmental disabilities and assess the potential implications of replicating the policy and 

other training elements in the State of Minnesota. For the purposes of this paper, 
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individuals with developmental and other types of intellectual disabilities will be considered the 

population of interest.  This includes individuals with developmental, intellectual, cognitive or 

other related conditions.  The Washington policy and the values-based history of the State will be 

analyzed using the ten quality supported employment quality indicators developed by Wehman, 

Revell and Brooke in 2003.  These indicators go beyond wages earned or hours worked by 

examining quality from the perspective of the person, the employer, and the provider of 

supported employment services in integrated settings. These indicators also reflect values of 

integrated employment that quality programs should reflect: “person-centered control, wages, 

supports, interdependence, and connections within the community” (Wehman, Revell and 

Brooke, 2003, p. 163).  Given Washington’s performance on these indicators, recommendations 

will be made for the State of Minnesota to adopt similar actions or policies through the Medicaid 

program.  Because Minnesota and Washington are similar in size and demographic density and 

administer services for people with developmental disabilities in a similar fashion, comparisons 

between the two states are reasonable.  However, because policies and implementation vary 

Source: Institute for Community Inclusion, 2008 
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widely across states and localities, generalizing the success of particular programs or policies is 

difficult.  But by learning from promising practices, other states, including Minnesota can learn 

how to improve employment outcomes for people with developmental disabilities.   

Defining Disability and Employment 

Definitions of Disability 

To understand the population of this analysis, understanding the definitions of disability 

that are used and the distinction between developmental and other disabilities is critical.  One 

commonly used definition is the one found in the Developmental Disabilities Act of 2000: 

The term ‘developmental disability’ means a severe, chronic disability of an individual 

that— 

(i)  is attributable to a mental or physical impairment or combination of mental 

and physical impairments; 

(ii) is manifested before the individual attains age 22; 

(iii) is likely to continue indefinitely; 

(iv) results in substantial functional limitations in 3 or more of the following areas 

of major life activity;  

 (I) Self-care 

 (II) Receptive and expressive language 

 (III) Learning 

 (IV) Mobility 

 (V) Self-direction 

 (VI) Capacity for independent living  

 (VII) Economic self-sufficiency; and  
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(v) reflects the individual’s need for a combination and sequence of special 

interdisciplinary or generic services, individualized supports, or other forms of 

assistance that are lifelong or extended duration and are individually planned and 

coordinated. (Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act of 

2000) 

 
This definition may be considered broader than some others that may be utilized by states or 

services providers.  Unlike some state definitions, the Act does not include a list of conditions 

that may be considered a developmental disability and includes those conditions that may appear 

before age 22; other definitions require the condition to appear earlier in life.  Many states have 

adopted this definition as the foundation for their definition of developmental disability that 

determines eligibility for services.   

States can also create their own definition of disability and as such who can qualify for 

services.  According to Washington State Statute, developmental disability  

means a disability attributable to mental retardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, autism, or 

another neurological or other condition of an individual found by the secretary to be 

closely related to mental retardation or to require treatment similar to that required for 

individuals with mental retardation, which disability originates before the individual 

attains age eighteen, which has continued or can be expected to continue indefinitely, and 

which constitutes a substantial handicap to the individual. (, 1998) 

This definition greatly narrows the scope of developmental disability, listing specific conditions 

such as epilepsy, cerebral palsy or autism while only allowing other conditions to be considered 

when determined by the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) to be disabling.  The 

State Department of Vocational Rehabilitation is another agency providing employment services 
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to people with developmental disabilities that utilizes the definition of disability found within the 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  Depending on how such definitions are determined, individuals with 

disabilities may receive services from one program or the other, or may not be eligible to receive 

social services from the government.   

 Some individuals with developmental disabilities are eligible to receive services funded 

by the Developmental Disabilities Act through social service agencies like the DSHS in 

Washington whereas others are eligible to receive services under the Rehabilitation Act and 

receive employment supports through Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) programs.  The distinction 

lies in the needs of the individual.  Vocational Rehabilitation programs more often serve 

individuals who need fewer supports in employment settings.  Individuals on Supplemental 

Security Income (SSI) and Social Security Disability Income (SSDI) are assumed to be eligible 

to receive services through VR though some of these individuals with more severe disabilities 

are less likely to be served than others (Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic 

Development, 2009).  Those with more severe developmental disabilities are more likely to 

require more intense supports provided through Medicaid waivers within state social service 

agencies.  To qualify for services under the Developmental Disabilities Waiver in Minnesota for 

example, one must require the level of care provided in an Intermediate Care Facility for Persons 

with Mental Retardation or Related Conditions (ICF/MR) and need a 24-hour plan of care 

(Minnesota Department of Human Services, 2003).  Unlike VR services, waiver programs cover 

more services than simply employment supports, including assistance with in-home personal 

care, transportation, and housing.  Eligibility and services under Medicaid waivers, like the 

definition of disability, vary by state and some individuals may not be able to access waiver 

services due to limited capacity of the states to serve all of those interested.  Both Minnesota and 
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Washington restrict the ability of individuals to access employment services through both VR 

and Medicaid waivers so as to not overlap services. 

 Where individuals with epilepsy, cerebral palsy, and autism are eligible to receive 

services for people with developmental disabilities in Washington State, a different definition of 

developmental disability is utilized in Minnesota.  According to Minnesota Statute, an individual 

with a developmental disability means 

a person who has been diagnosed… as having substantial limitations in present 

functioning, manifested as significantly sub-average intellectual functioning, existing 

concurrently with demonstrated deficits in adaptive behavior, and who manifests these 

conditions before the person's 22nd birthday.  (2008) 

Unlike the State of Washington, Minnesota does not list specific conditions as part of the 

definition of developmental disability.  Instead, Minnesota describes the behaviors and 

functioning of individuals who will qualify for services as a person with a developmental 

disability.  Additionally, in the Washington State definition, one’s conditions must be apparent 

before the age of 18.  In Minnesota, the disabling condition must appear before age 22.  Such 

differences make comparisons across populations and across states difficult.    

 This definition utilizes the broader definition of intellectual disabilities and thereby 

includes more individuals.  This was done to capture a larger population of people across states 

with similar conditions and the employment services they do or do not receive.  As such, 

different people with different levels of disability receive different services in different states.  

Because of variations in definition across federal and state governments, generalizing data across 
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localities for one specific population is difficult but is necessary to gauge the progress of states in 

employment outcomes.  

Definitions of Employment 

Not only are the varying definitions of disability important, but also the varying 

definitions of employment and what constitutes a successful employment outcome after 

receiving services.  The U.S. Department of Labor’s Office of Disability and Employment Policy 

(ODEP) provides many of the commonly used definitions of employment of people with 

disabilities.  ODEP defines supported employment as “targeted at people with the most 

significant disabilities for whom competitive employment has not traditionally occurred, has 

been interrupted or is intermittent because of the disability, or who, because of the severity of 

their disability, need intensive or extended support services to work competitively” (Office of 

Disability Employment Policy, 2001).  Supported Employment can incorporate different models 

but include support services include such as job development, job placement, intensive on-site 

training, and skills training while utilizing supports already found in the workplace (Office of 

Disability Employment Policy, 2001).  With guidance from ODEP and CMS, states also 

uniquely define supported employment services, mainly through their Medicaid waiver or 

Personal Assistance Services (PAS) Programs.  As such, no two supported employment 

programs are the same or offer services to the same individuals.   

Through the WAAP, Washington defines employment in two ways: gainful employment 

and supported employment.  Gainful employment “reflects achievement of or progress towards a 

living wage” (Washinton State Department of Social & Health Services Division of 

Developmental Disabilities, 2008, p. 2), while supported employment is “paid, competitive 

employment for people who have severe disabilities and a demonstrated inability to gain and 
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maintain traditional employment. “Supported employment occurs in a variety of normal, 

integrated business environments” (2008, p. 2).  Unlike other definitions of supported 

employment, the WAAP policy dictates that supported employment includes “minimum wage 

pay or better, support to obtain and maintain jobs; and promotion of career development and 

workplace diversity” (2008, p. 3).  The distinction between the gainful and supported 

employment is significant when considering the argument that some people with severe 

disabilities would find traditional employment difficult.   

In Minnesota employment is defined differently depending on where the employment 

support services are acquired.  In Medicaid waiver programs, supported employment services are 

defined as “services for persons for whom competitive employment at or above the minimum 

wage is unlikely, and who, because of their disabilities, needs intensive ongoing support to 

perform in a work setting.  The person receiving services must be in a paid employment 

situation” (Minnesota Department of Human Services, 2003).  The policy does not describe the 

employment location or whether or not the individual with a developmental or qualifying 

disability needs to be in a setting with individuals without disabilities.   

Significance of Definitions 

Definitions of both employment and disability and the connections between them are 

important when considering services for individuals with developmental and other intellectual 

disabilities.  Depending on the definitions used, some individuals may not qualify for 

employment services or be considered to be employable.  To liken eligibility for services under 

the blanket definition of “disability” greatly distorts the need for unique services which some 

individuals with disabilities require to be integrated into the community.  Because individuals 

with developmental disabilities are often labeled the “most severely disabled” their individual 
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potential to succeed in the workforce in a supported or unsupported settings is diminished by 

perceived ability.  Employment services for people with developmental and other types of 

disabilities must be considered on the basis of the individual and their unique needs in 

employment settings.  Supported and customized employment services are intended to adapt to 

the individual to create supports based on individual interests and needs.  This flexibility in 

programming allows for individuals with different levels of disability to be integrated into the 

workforce in varying levels.   

 Background: Supported Employment 

Supported employment services are just one type of employment support service 

provided to individuals with developmental disabilities.  Before supported employment, 

segregated employment services in sheltered workshops or in segregated work crews or enclaves 

was the more traditional method for employment of people with severe disabilities.  Sheltered 

employment, that is employment “in a facility where most people have disabilities, with ongoing 

work-related supports and supervision” (Metzel, Boeltzig, Butterworth, Sullivan Sulewski, & 

Gilmore, 2007, p. 151), has been on the decline since the 1970’s when policies began to 

discourage segregation of people with disabilities in the workplace.  Vermont ordered the closure 

of sheltered workshop facilities in 2002 and transitioned all of the individuals formerly in 

sheltered settings to competitive employment, heavily relying on individualized supported 

employment strategies (Sullivan Sulewski, 2007).  In emphasizing the individual, business, and 

community benefits of having people with developmental disabilities integrated settings, 

supported employment simultaneously provides benefits previously limited to this populations: 

“a real job, benefits, and the dignity that arises from gainful employment” (Wehman, Revell, & 
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Brooke, 2003, p. 164).  The value of employment is beyond wages and other tangible items and 

is about community inclusion and feeling a part of larger society.  

Research on Supported Employment 

Traditional scholarly and academic research on supported employment services for 

people with developmental disabilities often show comparisons to other employment services for 

persons with developmental or other mental disabilities.  One study by Cook and O’Day of the 

Cornell University Rehabilitation Research and Training Center on Employment Policy for 

Persons with Disabilities examined supported employment practices of the Employment 

Intervention Demonstration Program for individuals with severe psychiatric disabilities, such as 

schizophrenia, depression, or bipolar disorders.  Comparing similar individuals supported 

through local community services, results showed that individuals with severe psychiatric 

disabilities “enrolled in [supported employment] programs were more likely to be competitively 

employed (employed at a job that pays minimum wage or higher; is located in a mainstream, 

socially integrated setting, is not set aside for people with disabilities, and is not controlled by a 

service agency) than their counterparts (55% versus 34%) and work 40 or more hours per month 

(51% versus 39%)” (2006, p. 3).  Cook and O’Day also add that supported employment services 

contributed to increased wages and improved employment outcomes with an increased level of 

integrated employment services (p. 2).  Though these individuals likely presented with more 

severe disabilities than those typically identified as developmentally disabled, their findings 

show that even those with the most significant impairments can benefit from employment 

services and be successful in the workforce.  

Similar to the study by Cook and O’Day, Perkins, Born, Raines, and Galka examined 

individuals with psychiatric disabilities working in supported employment settings over an 11-
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year period in Indiana.  This program evaluation of Indiana’s employment services compared 

individuals enrolled in supported employment to individuals with similar psychiatric disabilities 

enrolled in other community employment supports across the state.  Researchers found that of 

those individuals who received at least three months of supported employment services, “65.5% 

work competitively (compared with 60.8% of all adults with disabilities in Indiana; U.S. Census, 

2000), and they average 23.6 hours” of work per week” (2005, p. 220).  The mean hourly wage 

for these individuals also increased from $4.95 in 1995 (16.5% more than the federal minimum 

wage in that year) to $6.28 at the beginning of 2004 (22% higher than the federal minimum 

wage) (Perkins, Born, Raines, & Galka, 2005, p. 220).   These researchers further confirm the 

findings of Cook and O’Day that supported employment services are more cost effective than 

other employment services for people with disabilities and that supported employment can 

decrease mental health care costs of participants (Perkins, Born, Raines, & Galka, 2005, p. 220).   

Other research has also shown supported employment programs to be more cost effective 

than employment services provided traditional segregated workshops or work crews and 

enclaves.  Two studies by Robert Cimera of Kent State University examined the cost-

effectiveness of supported employment and sheltered workshop settings.  In several states, 

including an examination of supported employment in Wisconsin, Cimera found that supported 

employment services for individuals with mental retardation were lower in cumulative costs than 

those generated by individuals in sheltered settings (2007; 2008).  Because individuals receiving 

supported employment utilize services for shorter duration that those utilizing services through 

shelter employment settings, cumulative costs are much lower for supported employment, 

$6,618.76 versus $19,388.04 over the employment cycle of an individual (Cimera, 2008, p. 17).  

When costs are measured up front, however, supported employment services represent a higher 



13 
 

 
 

proportion of overall costs compared to sheltered services (Cimera, 2008, p. 18).  Nonetheless, 

when examined as a long-term investment, supported employment services have shown to be 

more effective and cost efficient than more traditional sheltered services. 

Individual consumers who receive supported employment services are also satisfied with 

the employment they receive.  A longitudinal study of thirty-two individuals with mild to 

moderate developmental disabilities receiving supported employment services examined job 

satisfaction as well as satisfaction with employment support services.  The findings suggest that 

the majority of individuals were satisfied with their job as well as the level of support they 

received in both 1992 and 1997 (Test, Carver, Ewers, Haddad, & Person, 2000).   

But not all supported employment services are equal in quality or effectiveness.  

According to an article published by the Journal of Disability Policy Studies, supported 

employment programs must address employment from two perspectives: from the perspective of 

the “individuals with a disability who turn to a supported employment program for support in 

getting and retaining a job… [and] must also reflect the perspective of employers” (Wehman, 

Revell, & Brooke, 2003, pp. 166-167).  Not only should supported employment benefit the 

individual, but also benefit employers and support the agency that provides employment training 

and supports.  Appendix A lists ten quality indicators for supported employment programs as 

identified by Wehman, Revell and Brooke (2003).  These quality indicators will be used to 

analyze the effectiveness of the supported employment elements of the Working Age Adult 

Policy and utilization as a promising practice in a later section.    

Background: Supports in Washington and Minnesota 

Washington  
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The Washington Working Age Adult Policy or WAAP was first put into place on July 1, 

2004 by the Washington State Department of Social and Health Services and was fully 

implemented two years later in 2006.  The State Division of Developmental Disabilities required 

counties to develop plans for individuals with developmental disabilities who utilized state plan 

or waivered Medicaid funds to gain employment in community settings alongside individuals 

without disabilities.  The policy “establishes employment supports as the primary use of 

employment/day program funds for working age adults.  The policy establishes guidelines for 

Case Resource Managers (CRM) and Counties to follow when authorizing and offering services 

to working age adults” (Washinton State Department of Social & Health Services Division of 

Developmental Disabilities, 2008, pp. 1-2).  Adopted out of the recommendations of a 

stakeholder workgroup and pressures from the Legislature to offer only one day service program 

per waiver participant, the policy required higher levels of employment for people with 

developmental disabilities who chose to utilize Medicaid funding for employment supports 

(Washington State Department of Social & Health Services, 2008).   Individuals may be 

provided employment supports through a waiver or through the state plan entitlement Medicaid 

option (Washington State Department of Social & Health Services, 2008).  Washington 

delineates four programs for employment supports and services: individual, person to person, 

group supported employment, or pre-vocational/sheltered employment (which prepares 

individuals for integrated settings).  (Washington State Department of Social & Health Services, 

2008, pp. 10-11).  These programs are detailed further in Appendix D. 

Specifically, the policy required the county social service delivery system to utilize six 

procedures that would aid in increasing employment outcomes.  The most significant procedural 

changes required counties and regions to negotiate contracts with service providers that could 
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provide supported employment services; ensured that those individuals who did not want to 

receive employment services were served in other day programs; and allowed for exception to 

the employment policy for working age for adults only by a separate policy (Washinton State 

Department of Social & Health Services Division of Developmental Disabilities, 2008, p. 3).  

Though individuals could access other services provided through the Medicaid waiver services 

administered through the counties, employment was to be primary first service option available.   

Like other states, Washington saw the value of integrated employment services in the late 

1970s when it began using the Program Analysis of Social Services (PASS-3) model 

(Butterworth & Cohen, 2003, p. 1).  “One of the outcomes of this period was the first edition of 

the County Guidelines, a document that guides contracting with counties and service providers.  

The clear emphasis on employment established in the guidelines has been nurtured by a system 

of management that allows a clear focus on employment at the county level” (Butterworth & 

Cohen, 2003, p. 1).  More specifically, the County Guidelines detailed quality indicators for 

employment services, strategies that meet the needs of employers and people with developmental 

disabilieis, and questions that county workers should ask when evaluating employment services 

(Washington State Departmnet of Social and Health Services: Division of Developmental 

Disabilities, 1992).  The County Guidelines document created the “momentum to move the 

community services system to a point where integrated employment and integrated day services 

would become the norm, rather than unique ‘add-on’ services for a limited group of individuals” 

(Mills, 2006, pp. 22-23) and built the supports for employment service among county workers.   

The County Guidelines document continues to be used in Washington to promote integrated 

community employment (Washington State Department of Social & Health Services, 2008).  The 

creation of these policies and values-based guidelines eased the transition to employment-
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focused day supports.  The WAAP was then the logical next step to institutionalizing the values 

that support increased employment outcomes for people with developmental disabilities.     

With such a stable base of employment values and supports already in place in the State, 

employment outcomes for people with developmental disabilities prior to the implementation of 

the WAAP were fairly high.  As can be seen in Table Two, levels of employment of people with 

developmental disabilities has remained in the 20 to 30% range since 2000 (Institue for 

Community Inclusion, 2008, p. 315).  Additionally, Washington has consistently offered training 

and technical assistance services to counties, providers, state administrators, and individuals with 

disabilities and their families.  “Early in the development of Washington’s integrated 

employment services, values-based training was offered to individuals with disabilities, their 

families, and employment providers, with the goal of increasing expectations… Since that 

time… counties have targeted parents for training on service expectations, including 

employment” (Winsor, Hall, Butterworth, & Gilmore, 2006, p. 4).  By building a value structure 

into the provision of services, Washington has seen very high rates of integrated employment for 

individuals with developmental disabilities both before and after the implementation of the 

Working Age Adult Policy.   
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Source: Institute for Community Inclusion, 2008  

 Supporting the findings of Robert Cimera, Washington’s integrated employment services 

are also more cost-effective than traditional segregated services.  For every dollar spent on 

employment services by the State, individuals in the individual employment services program 

earn $1.17, individuals in group supported employment earn $0.53 and individuals in pre-

vocational or sheltered workshop services earn $0.25 (Washington State Department of Social 

and Health Services, 2008).  In 2007, individuals in the individual employment program earned 

an average of $502 per month and required an average of $506 in service expenditures.  In the 

group supported employment and prevocational programs, average monthly earnings are below 

$300 per month while average monthly service expenditures are above $520 (Washington State 

Department of Social & Health Services, 2008).  Serving individuals in integrated settings is not 

only more cost effective than less-integrated programs in Washington, but is also less costly on 

average.  Furthermore, when compared to other states, Washington spends less than the national 

average on integrated employment services but has integrated outcomes much higher than the 

national average (Washington State Department of Social & Health Services, 2007).   
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Washington not only operates a cost-effective integrated employment program, but also does so 

for less money than other states.  

 Minnesota 

Current employment services in Minnesota for people with developmental disabilities are 

provided through three primary programs: Medicaid and Medicaid waivers administered through 

the Department of Human Services (DHS), the Extended Employment Program, and the 

Vocational Rehabilitation program, administered through Department of Employment and 

Economic Development (DEED).    

Supported Employment Services (SES) is one of the most important integrated 

employment services provided through Medicaid waiver funding.  Individuals who qualify for 

the Community Alternatives for Disabled Individuals (CADI), Developmental Disability (DD) 

and Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI) waivers can access SES or “services for person for whom 

competitive employment at or above the minimum wage is unlikely, and who, because of their 

disabilities, needs intensive ongoing support to perform in a work setting” (Minnesota 

Department of Human Services, 2003).  Waiver services are not an entitlement and services may 

be cut pending the availability of state allotment funds.  As such, State agencies like DHS and 

DEED require consumers to first enroll in those programs that are both state and federally 

funded: State Plan Medicaid services and Vocational Rehabilitation. 

Supported Employment Services cover a broad range of employment and employment-

related activities.  Covered services under the SES program include  

Individual and group counseling; Individualized work related assessment; Individual job 

development and job placement activities that produce an appropriate job match for the 

person and the employer; Mobility Training; On-the-job training in work and related 
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work skills required for job performance; Supervision and monitoring of a person’s 

performance ongoing; Support services long-term to assure job retention; Training in 

related skills essential to obtaining and retaining employment such as the effective use of 

community resources; Training in the use of break and lunch areas; Training to access 

various transportation resources.  (Minnesota Department of Human Services, 2003)  

 
These supports, administered through county human services offices and provided by contract 

with supported employment service providers allow people with disabilities eligible under the 

waiver plans to receive these supported services to help prepare for and sustain employment.  

Noticeably, these services relate to training, job preparation, and sustainability while also helping 

the individual find a job that is suitable based on their interests and skills.    

 Utilization of SES amongst the waivers is small compared to the other services provided 

under Minnesota’s waiver program. In 2005, 19,829 individuals received employment supports 

and of those enrolled in the DD waiver, a large percentage (43.3%) of employment services were 

provided in center-based employment settings (Minnesota Department of Human Services, 

Disability Services Division, 2005).  Only about 6% of those who received employment services 

through waivers did so through supported employment; 86% of these individuals were enrolled 

in the DD waiver (Minnesota Department of Human Services, Disability Services Division, 

2005).  The majority of these employment services are in Day Training and Habilitation or DTH 

programs that are in segregated, center-based settings.  In 2005, 8,580 workers in center-based 

employment earned $2,000,000 less in wages than 1,417 workers in integrated settings 

(Minnesota Department of Human Services, Disability Services Division, 2005).  Though 

supported employment services are utilized in Minnesota, the majority of waiver enrollees utilize 

segregated, center-based employment services.   
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Working Age Adult Policy as a Best Practice 

There is only two years of employment data to analyze the implications of the Working 

Age Adult Policy. We do know that the large numbers of individuals with developmental 

disabilities in integrated and supported employment in Washington are notable and highly cost-

effective.  Despite the lack of quantitative data for those attaining successful employment 

outcomes there are ten quality indicators defined by Wehman, Revell and Brooke (2003) that 

quality supported employment programs should display to be identified as a promising practice.  

Though the Washington Policy is only partially considered to be a supported employment 

program, approximately 88% of consumers receiving employment services through the WAAP 

do so through supported employment funding (Washington State Department of Social & Health 

Services, 2007, p. 5).  These indicators address the quality of supported employment programs 

from three perspectives: the consumer, the employer, and the agency that funds the supported 

employment program (Wehman, Revell, & Brooke, 2003, pp. 166-167).  Washington State 

accomplishes many of these indicators through the WAAP and their other programs that support 

integrated employment for people with developmental disabilities.  Where data is available, 

Washington’s employment policies will be examined using the indicators determined by 

Wehman, Revell, and Brooke as evidence that Washington’s policy is a best practice in the field 

of supported employment.   
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Table 3: Quality Indicators for Supported Employment Programs 

Indicator Example of functional measures 

Meaningful competitive 

employment in integrated work 

settings 

Employee with a disability is hired, supervised, and paid directly by business 
where job setting is located; receives wages/benefits commensurate with 
those of nondisabled co-workers. 

Informed choice, control, and 

satisfaction 

Employee selects own service provider and job coach, selects job and work 
conditions, and is satisfied with job and supports. 

Level and nature of supports Program is skilled in identifying workplace support options and developing 
those options. 

Employment of individuals with 

significant disabilities 

Program is serving individuals whose intermittent competitive work history, 
disability profile, functional capabilities, and other barriers to employment 
are truly reflective of people who need ongoing workplace supports to retain 
employment. 

Amount of hours worked weekly Program is achieving employment outcomes at 30 or more hours per week 
consistently; individuals receiving support are satisfied with their hours of 
competitive employment. 

Number of persons from program 

working regularly 

Program currently has a majority of its participants working in competitive 
employment; individuals receiving support are satisfied with their program 
of services.  

Well-coordinated job retention 

system 

Program maintains regular contact with its employed customers to monitor 
job stability and can respond effectively to both planned and unplanned job 
retention support needs; program replaces individuals who do not retain 
employment. 

Employment outcome monitoring 

and tracking system 

Program maintains an information system that readily provides information 
to its customers on employment status, longevity, wages, benefits, hours of 
employment, and jobs. 

Integration and community 

participation 

Employees with a disability work in jobs where the work environment 
facilitates physical and social interaction with co-workers; employees are 
satisfied with the quality of their work and community integration. 

Employer satisfaction Program viewed as an employment service agency rather than a human 
service provider; employers are seen as a customer of the service, and the 
program designs policies and procedures that are responsive to the business 
community.  

Source: Wehman, Revell & Brooke, 2003, p.166. 

Indicator One Employment should be “meaningful competitive employment in 

integrated settings: An individual in supported employment works in a competitive job in an 

integrated work setting” (Wehman, Revell, & Brooke, 2003, p. 167).  Here, “meaningful 

employment outcomes for individuals in supported employment are jobs that have full parity 

with other jobs within the workplace in terms of how people are hired, supervised, and 

compensated; the opportunities they have to interact with co-workers and the access they have to 

job advancement and career opportunities” (Wehman, Revell, & Brooke, p. 167).  The 

Washington policy falls in line with this indicator in that the state’s integrated employment rate 
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among people with intellectual or developmental disabilities was some 57% in 2007, 

(Washington State Department of Social & Health Services, p. 5), 37% higher than the national 

average of 20% in 2007 (Institue for Community Inclusion, 2008, p. 341).  Though a 57% 

integration rate does not seem high overall, Washington has maintained an integrated 

employment rate higher than the national average since the 1980s (Institue for Community 

Inclusion, p. 317).  While the number served in integrated settings has increased, Washington has 

also made significant strides in reducing the number of people with developmental disabilities 

who work in segregated settings, away from the community.  In 1999, Washington had 1,638 

individuals working in segregated settings.  That number has since dropped to 811 as of 2007 

(Institue for Community Inclusion, p. 317).  Washington supports this policy by having only 8% 

of employment and day service funding going to pre-vocational or sheltered workshop supports 

(Washington State Department of Social & Health Services, 2008, p. 13).  With fewer 

individuals and fewer dollars supporting segregated facility-based employment settings, more 

supports are available to serve those in integrated settings.  

Indicator Two Quality supported employment programs allow for “informed choice and 

control [in that] supported employment customers must be free to participate in supported 

employment services by choosing a service provider and employment specialist, by accepting or 

declining a specific job, or by electing to resign or continue employment with a particular 

company without fear of reprisal” (Wehman, Revell, & Brooke, 2003, pp. 167-168).  Though 

Washington has required those individuals who wish to receive employment services through 

Medicaid dollars to become employed or be on a path to employment, individuals who do choose 

employment services may opt out of receiving employment supports.  Individuals who do choose 

to participate in employment programs are also free to choose their provider and are highly 
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involved in selecting their job through work with their county case manager or any other person 

they would like to be involved in their personal planning team (Jefferson County Public Health 

Developmental Disabilities Program, 2008).   

Indicator Three The “level and nature of supports” provided by supported employment 

providers “would always approach a task by discussing the least intrusive approach, only moving 

to a more intrusive level of support if (a) it was the desire of the customer and (b) it was needed 

to achieve the desired outcome” (Wehman, Revell, & Brooke, 2003, p. 168).  Furthermore, the 

employment specialist or case manager should be appropriately trained in data analysis and 

handling feedback from professional colleagues to determine the appropriate level of support that 

is needed for the individual in the employment setting (p. 168).  Washington utilizes a seven-

pronged employment assessment called the “Supports Intensity Scale” that determines the level 

of support an individual needs.  These seven indicators, detailed in Appendix B are individually 

weighted to allow for needs based on the individual.  Each element is rated as high, medium, 

low, or no acuity; for employment support given answers of no, some or extensive support 

needed (Washington State Department of Social & Health Services: Aging & Disability Services 

Administration, 2008, pp. 10-11).  By having several indicators of need and multiple levels of 

support determination, employment supports can be more customized to the individual and 

provide higher quality services. 

Indicator Four “Supported employment service providers need to work with potential 

customers and rehabilitation counselors to ensure that the organization is marketing its services 

to the appropriate customers” (Wehman, Revell, & Brooke, 2003, p. 169).  Quality in this 

element is shown through the characteristics of those who consume supported employment 

services in the areas of level of disability, functional capability, prior work histories and 
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comparisons to those individuals accessing other services (p. 169).  In 2007, of the 3,687 

individuals authorized to receive employment services 80.3% were earning wages, an indication 

that employment services are supporting individuals in paid employment settings (Washington 

State Department of Social & Health Services, 2008, p. 21).  On a programmatic level, both the 

Division of Vocational Rehabilitation and the Division of Developmental Disabilities are found 

within the State Department of Social and Health Services.  Having both services available under 

the same state agency oversight allows for easy referral to one program or another given the level 

of individual need.  Providers of supported employment services are often providers of other 

services for people with developmental disabilities and may work with the same county case 

managers or job coaches.   

Indicator Five The “amount of hours worked weekly is a critical quality indicator for a 

supported employment program [and] should reflect the preferences and choices of each 

individual” with a high percentage working more than 30 hours per week (Wehman, Revell, & 

Brooke, 2003, p. 169).  Without a base number of hours worked per week, employment becomes 

less meaningful for the consumer, the employer, and the provider.  In calendar year 2007, 

individuals in the individual employment program worked an average of 17.5 hours per week; 

person to person participants 10.2 hours per week and group supported employment 15.3 hours 

per week, and 14.9 hours per week for pre-vocational workers (Washington State Department of 

Social & Health Services, 2008, p. 24).  Based on data available, Washington outcomes in this 

area are falling behind the quality standard as identified by Wehman, Revell and Brooke.  

Because the Working Age Adult Policy has only been in place a few years, little is known about 

the policy’s impact on the number of hours worked and if the policy has increased this 

employment indicator. 
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Indicator Six The sixth quality indicator is the average number people working in competitive 

and supported employment settings, the number of consumers working regularly and their level 

satisfaction with the employment services they receive (Wehman, Revell, & Brooke, p. 171).  

Washington’s consumers of supported employment services both through the county system (the 

WAAP) and through the State’s Vocational Rehabilitation program have very high rates of 

integrated employment.  In 2007, 99.2% of VR consumers were in integrated or competitive 

employment while 57% of those accessing services through county Medicaid waivers were in 

integrated settings (Institue for Community Inclusion, 2008, pp. 317-320).  Consumers also rate 

their satisfaction with county administered services very high.  When asked about overall 

satisfaction with their service providers, 93% report satisfaction all of the time and 6% report 

satisfaction some of the time (Washington Department of Social & Health Services, 2007).  

Clients also felt they were listened to, treated with courtesy and respect and had their questions 

answered over 6% of the time.       

Indicator Seven Supported employment programs should have a “well-coordinated job 

retention system [that] provides ongoing individualized supports that assist the employee with a 

disability in areas such as structuring needed workplace accommodations, monitoring and 

assessing job stability, adjusting supports to address changing needs both at and away from the 

job site, and providing other supports that enhance job retention” (Wehman, Revell, & Brooke, 

p. 171).  Individuals who receive county services may receive ongoing employment supports if 

the level of their disability requires ongoing supports.  According to a 2008 report, individuals in 

the Individual Employment program required an average of 2.5 hours of service supports per 

week to work independently, individuals in the Person-to-Person program required 3.9 service 

hours per week and those in group supported employment required an average of 15.9 hours per 
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week (Washington State Department of Social & Health Services, 2008, p. 24).  An assessment 

of need in employment supports (indicator three) is re-administered once each year (Washington 

State Department of Social & Health Services, 2008, p. 18).  Individuals who are on a path to 

employment work with an employment planner at the beginning stages of receiving services who 

helps the individual work through potential workplace accommodations or ongoing supports that 

the person may need in an employment setting.   

Indicator Eight Supported employment programs should have an employment outcome 

monitoring and tracking system in place that tracks consumers’ employment outcomes and their 

satisfaction with the services they receive across time and is easily accessible to any stakeholder 

who may have an interest in such data (Wehman, Revell, & Brooke, 2003, p. 171).  Washington 

State has collected data outcomes for consumers in supported employment programming since 

the 1980s when the large changes were made to the overall value structure (Washington State 

Department of Social & Health Services, 2008, p. 19).  This data is also submitted to the Institute 

for Community Inclusion at the University of Massachusetts Boston as part of a national effort to 

collect disability data, including employment outcomes.  Furthermore, the Washington 

Legislature has often required the Department of Social and Health Services to submit reports 

detailing employment support services for persons with developmental disabilities.  Many of 

these reports are readily available on the Department’s website.   

Indicator Nine Quality supported employment programs integrate consumers of 

employment services into the community.  A quality supported employment program identifies 

businesses that allow integration with people without disabilities including physical and social 

integration in common break areas and at company social functions, in work areas including 

proximity to others, and community activities such as clubs and groups (Wehman, Revell, & 
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Brooke, 2003, p. 171).  The level of integration into the community under Washington’s 

supported employment programs is somewhat unknown from data available for this paper.  From 

data available from the Institute for Community Inclusion at the University of Massachusetts at 

Boston, the percentage of persons with intellectual and developmental disabilities is quite high 

(57%) as shown in Table Two (Institue for Community Inclusion, 2008).  But what is unknown 

from this data is the integration at the ground level in employment settings and the actual 

integration and interaction with people without disabilities.  Participation in community activities 

including clubs and groups is more likely to at the control of an individual’s case manager and 

employer and is difficult to measure.   

Indicator Ten  Employers should be satisfied with the supported employment they 

receive from providers (Wehman, Revell, & Brooke, p. 172).  Rehabilitation as well as supported 

employment service providers should have strong relationships with businesses and support their 

needs to fill vacancies in their workforce.  Supported employment programs with business 

liaisons, staff development opportunities and that have a general responsiveness to the business 

community all are indicators of a quality program.  In Washington, one way this has been 

accomplished is through the Washington Initiative for Supported Employment (WISE), a 

nonprofit organization that provides training to both the provider and business communities on 

hiring people with developmental and other types of disabilities.  This center, originally funded 

with state dollars, has since grown to provide technical assistance to other supported employment 

initiatives across the country.   

Implications for Minnesota Policy 

 Minnesota has made great strides in enhancing policies and practices related to 

employment services to people with disabilities but could easily expand employment outcomes 
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by adopting lessons from Washington’s experience.  Though some strides have been made in 

Minnesota to increase the prominence of employment options, employment has yet to become 

the dominant option for people enrolled in waiver services.  When examining the waiting list for 

DD waiver services, supported employment services are one of the lowest-requested.  

Individuals served in the developmental disabilities waiver are much more likely to request 

services through a day training and habilitation (DTH) provider than in an integrated setting.  By 

adopting a few of the elements of the Washington model, county workers and case managers 

could better explain employment opportunities and supports to people with developmental 

disabilities.  

Some strides have been made within the State to help improve community employment 

of people with disabilities.  Minnesota has changed their funding of programs within 

rehabilitation services to encourage employment placements in the community alongside people 

without disabilities rather than in segregated settings.  Funding for community based 

employment through Rehabilitation Services has grown significantly in the last twenty years 

while funding for segregated employment in facilities has dramatically decreased (Kavitz, 2008).  

Supported employment services within Medicaid, however, are one of the least requested 

services of those individuals on the waiting list for the DD Waiver (Minnesota Department of 

Human Services, Disability Services Division, 2009).  Other changes have occurred within the 

Department of Human Services to help improve employment outcomes.  DHS, DEED, and the 

Minnesota State Council on Disability have made efforts through the Pathways to Employment 

Medicaid Infrastructure Grant to bring the conversation on integrated employment to larger 

audiences.  These efforts are slowly building the values-based foundation through which 

Washington was able to build support for a policy like the WAAP in Minnesota.  However, 
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without broader infrastructure and policy change that supports increased integrated employment 

outcomes, people with developmental disabilities will continue to be served in segregated, low-

wage paying settings.    

Though it would be challenging for Minnesota to garner support for passing a policy like 

the WAAP, there are several elements of the policy that Minnesota should consider adopting to 

increase integrated employment outcomes for people with developmental disabilities.  First, 

more training opportunities on the importance of meaningful community employment for county 

and state staff who work with people with developmental and other intellectual disabilities would 

help bring employment to be a more prominent service option.  Developing an extensive values-

based training program manual, much like the “County Guidelines” document used in 

Washington would provide those workers who are closest to the individual consumer with an 

understanding of the opportunities and supports available and may be more likely to mention 

employment services as a viable option.  Accompanying trainings and webinars on 

characteristics of quality employment services and the value of integrated employment outcomes 

would also help build this support and could provide practical examples of integrated 

employment alternatives.  Without this training, workers will continue to emphasize other day 

activities like day training and habilitation services that are segregated, often for minimal pay 

and in settings that may not be of the consumer’s choosing.   

 Another element of the Washington model that Minnesota could adopt is the use of a 

more comprehensive employment assessment process in the county screening process.  

Currently, Minnesota counties utilize five elements in the Medicaid waiver screening process to 

determine the level of support an individual will need to become employed.  These elements 

(found in Appendix D) lack the in-depth analysis of need that the Washington scale utilizes.  The 
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elements, that are focused on level of training and a generic “level of support” element, do not 

offer room variation in training or job preparation needs and offer only three levels of assessment 

under “level of support.”  A calibrated assessment of need that includes more variation in support 

through a number scale as well as more detail in what types of support are needed would better 

determine the individual level of need in employment supports and job preparation. 

 A third element from the Washington model that Minnesota should consider replicating is 

the development of an employment outcome monitoring and tracking system.  Washington 

began collecting this data in the 1980s and was able to use the results to press policy changes like 

the WAAP.  Washington program administrators at the Department of Social and Health 

Services also frequently submit reports to the legislature specifically on employment outcomes 

and supports received by their consumers.  Such reports do not increase employment outcomes 

but can provide policy recommendations through evidence of the more efficient and effective 

nature of supported rather than segregated employment services.  These reports show the benefits 

of integrated employment not only for their cost effectiveness compared to traditional segregated 

supports but also for the value that employment brings to all individuals regardless of 

disabilities.  If more state resources are devoted to integrated, supported rather than segregated, 

sheltered employment services, increased employment outcomes in integrated settings would 

likely increase.   

 Fourth, Minnesota should build upon the use of technical assistance to both providers and 

employers to encourage their support and participation in employment supports.  Without the 

cooperation of employers and providers who are willing to work with the county system to place 

individuals with developmental disabilities in community jobs, other policy efforts will be futile.   

Minnesota is currently in the process of developing a training and technical assistance center 
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through the Pathways to Employment initiative.  The center is still in early development stages 

but promises to work with a variety of stakeholders, including employment providers, 

individuals with disabilities, and their families. The Washington model of technical assistance 

would provide guidance for Minnesota center administrators and could provide helpful 

assistance during the implementation and early operational stages.  

 Finally, Minnesota can do more to ensure job placements through Medicaid and 

Vocational Rehabilitation are in integrated settings.  Slowly converting the Medicaid dollars 

used for segregated, sheltered settings to individualized community supports would gradually 

increase the capacity of providers to work in the community while also leaving behind the 

archaic model of separation for people with developmental disabilities.  Washington and 

Vermont, among other states have already successfully transitioned the majority of consumers to 

community supports.  Implementing a requirement for integrated employment like the Working 

Age Adult Policy is not immediately feasible as Minnesota does not have the capacity amongst 

employers or providers to provide services in the community to all of the individuals on waiver 

services.  If implemented gradually however, with increased technical assistance and support 

Minnesota could require a larger proportion of employment outcomes to be in integrated, 

community settings.   

Limitations 

 No policy is a perfect solution to increasing low employment rates among people with 

developmental disabilities and there are many barriers to successfully implementing a policy like 

the Washington WAAP.  First, without support for hiring people with developmental disabilities 

from employers, any effort to integrate people with developmental disabilities into the 

community through the workforce is difficult.  Luecking has found in his research on hiring 
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youth with disabilities that “in spite of some continuing misperceptions among many employers, 

there is ample evidence that disability in and of itself does not trigger inherently negative 

employer responses” (2003).  Services providers need to be aware of employer misperceptions 

about hiring people with disabilities and work dispel them in a supportive manner.  Findings 

from employer surveys show that the employer experience with workers with disabilities, 

services providers, and the job match and placement process impacts the intentions of employers 

to hire people with disabilities in the future (Smith, Webber, Graffam, & Wilson, 2004).  County 

workers and employment service providers should work closely with employers to build positive 

and ongoing relationships that can support other people with disabilities in the future.   

 Individuals with developmental disabilities, their family members and advocates must 

also have accurate information about the impacts of work on their public benefits.  Because 

many people with developmental disabilities rely on income from public sources, mainly through 

SSI and SSDI benefits, understanding how increasing earned income may decrease or eliminate 

these or other benefits is a critical step that must take place before determining a plan for 

employment.  Earning too much income may disqualify individuals for certain public programs, 

including health insurance and may decrease income sources through Social Security programs.  

Additional programs including such as PASS plans issued through the Social Security 

Administration and Medicaid Buy-In programs that states have created allow people with 

disabilities to work and have higher levels of earnings and keep their benefits.  Without proper 

training of county workers and service providers and broader outreach efforts to dispel the myths 

of working and benefits and promote programs that support individuals with developmental 

disabilities who want to work, people with developmental disabilities, families, and advocates 

will continue to choose little or no employment.   
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 Finally, support for integrated employment is a long process that takes time.  As can be 

seen in the Washington example, efforts to support integrated employment as the primary service 

option for people with developmental disabilities began in the 1970s.  In the thirty years until the 

Working Age Adult Policy was implemented in 2006, Washington stressed the importance of 

employment though values-based trainings and supporting documents and annual conferences 

that providers, county and state workers, as well as people with disabilities could attend to talk 

about employment.  Providers may also need time to develop the capacity to serve people with 

developmental disabilities in integrated settings.  Depending on the needs of the individual, 

providers may need to adjust staff time for on-the-job supports or for increased transportation 

needs.  For Minnesota to build to the support for increased integrated employment of people with 

developmental disabilities, dialogue and training must begin immediately to hope for policy 

changes in the future. 

Conclusion 

 The Working Age Adult Policy in the State of Washington was the result of years of 

values and buy-in development from workers across the service delivery system to promote 

employment as the first option for people with developmental disabilities.  As a result of these 

and other policy changes, Washington was able to increase employment outcomes for people 

with developmental disabilities to rates much higher than the national average.  Minnesota can 

adopt some of the methods used by Washington State as a model for strengthening the policies 

already in place to increase employment outcomes for people with developmental and other 

cognitive disabilities.  As can be seen with the Washington example, small changes to 

operational procedure and values-based planning documents can have a significant impact on the 

front-line workers who are often responsible for offering employment opportunities to 
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consumers utilizing Medicaid waiver services.  Without an awareness of the services and 

supports available and the benefits of employment, consumers are left unaware and likely, 

unemployed.  A drastic policy that requires people to become employed is not the only solution 

to increasing employment outcomes for people with developmental disabilities.  For people with 

developmental disabilities to experience meaningful competitive employment at a rate equal to 

that of people without disabilities or even people with other types of disabilities, public policies 

must provide adequate employment supports and services.   
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APPENDIX A 

List of Acronyms 

ADA  Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

CAC  Community Alternative Care  

CADI  Community Alternatives for Disabled Individuals  

CMS  Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (Federal Agency) 

DEED  Department of Employment and Economic Development (Minnesota) 

DD  Developmental Disabilities 

DHS  Department of Human Services (Minnesota) 

DOL  Department of Labor  

DSD  Disability Services Division (Minnesota Department of Human Services) 

DTH  Day Training and Habilitation (Minnesota) 

EE  Extended Employment 

ID/DD  Intellectual Disability/Developmental Disability 

MA  Medical Assistance (Minnesota’s Medicaid program) 

MIG  Medicaid Infrastructure Grant 

ODEP  Office of Disability and Employment Policy  

PAS  Personal Assistance Services 

PTE  Pathways to Employment 

SES  Supported Employment Services 

SRC  State Rehabilitation Council 

TBI  Traumatic Brain Injury 

VR  Vocational Rehabilitation 

WAAP  Working Age Adult Policy 

WISE  Washington Initiative for Supported Employment 
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APPENDIX B 

Washington Employment Supports Intensity Scale (SIS) for Persons with Developmental 

Disabilities 

Source: Washington State Department of Social & Health Services: Aging & Disability Services 

Administration, 2008, pp. 10-20 

Factor Factor Weight Sample questions 

Behavior 25% How much support is needed: 

• For prevention of assaults or injuries to others 

• For prevention of property destruction 

• For prevention of self-destruction? 
Medical 20% How much support is needed: 

• For inhalation or oxygen therapy 

• For suctioning 

• For diabetes management? 
Interpersonal Support 20% What type of support and how frequently does the individual 

need support: 

• Interacting with community members 

• Interacting with others in a learning situation 

• Communicating with others about personal needs? 
ADL 13% What type of support and how frequently does the person 

need support: 

• Using the toilet? 

• Taking medications? 

• Dressing? 
Mobility 7% What type of support and how frequently does the person 

need support ambulating and moving about? 
Employment Activities 10% What supports do you (the consumer) need to be successful? 

• Job/task accommodations? 

• Learning and using specific job skills? 

• Interacting with supervisors and/or coaches? 

• Completing work related tasks with acceptable 
speed? 

• Completing work related tasks with acceptable 
quality? 

• Seeking information and assistance from an 
employer? (Focus on adapting to work 
tasks/schedules) 

• Seeking information and assistance from an 
employer? (Focus on benefits – vacation/sick time, 
etc.) 

Environment 5% Based on the following elements: 

• Transportation 

• Work history 

• Frequent job changes 

• Scope of job requirements 

• Specific goals 

• Families & friends 

• Social skills 

• Unable to regularly get to work on time 

• Hygiene issues resolved 
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APPENDIX C 

Minnesota Vocational Assessment Elements (Medicaid)  

01 - Independent - requires typical 

training; may use adaptations 

Example: Person may need help in locating and 
securing a job (completing applications, 
arranging an interview). The person receives the 
same job training as any other new employee, can 
and will call for assistance as needed and requires 
no job coach for ongoing support. Casual and 
infrequent contact from a vendor or case 
manager/service coordinator is adequate to 
monitor. 

02 - Needs on the job training - time 

limited 
Example: Person requires assistance in finding 
and/or being hired for a position. Person will 
require extra help at the beginning of the job or 
learning significant new duties as job changes and 
will occasionally need an on-going job coach 
after a few days or week. 

03 - Needs minimal support - with or 

without adaptations 

Example: Person will probably require assistance 

in all phases of job acquisition and training. The 

person may require supervision from a job coach 

part of each day, but not necessarily every day, 

with the possibility of the need for consistent, 

active supervision into the future.  

04 - Needs moderate support - with or 

without adaptations 

Example: The person requires support similar to 

code 03, except the support is more routine, 

frequent, and for significant periods of time. The 

support need is not physically and continually 

present but provisions are in place to have 

support available to the person on short notice. 

Change in routine may require increased support. 

05 - Needs intensive support - with or 

without adaptations 

Example: Person requires continual, on-site 

support, sometimes hand over hand training. 

Supervisor is within close proximity virtually all 

the time, including while on the job, during 

breaks, during transport, and during other work-

related activities. 

Source: Minnesota Department of Human Services, 2003 
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APPENDIX D 

Washington Employment Service by Type 

Employment Service Description 

Individual Employment Job coaching and other services including activities needed to 
sustain minimum wage pay or higher in a community setting.  
Typically clients in this category need less support over time.  

Person to Person Services include activities for clients who may need a greater 
variety of ways to determine job interests and aptitudes, and 
occur in a community setting.  They may receive higher than 
average levels of supports and need a higher ratio of hours of 
service relative to hours worked.  

Group Supported 

Employment 

Provided in a group of no more than eight workers with 
disabilities.  Typically for individuals who demonstrate an 
ongoing need for supervision and support to maintain 
employment. 

Pre-Vocational/Sheltered 

Workshops 

Services occur in a segregated facility-based setting and are 
designed to prepare the individual for gainful employment in 
an integrated setting through skill development.  

Source: Washington State Department of Social & Health Services, 2008, pp. 10-11 


