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The 2010-2011 National Survey of Community Rehabilitation Providers Report 1:
Overview of Services, Trends and Provider Characteristics
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Introd uction non-profit. The remaining CRPs fell into the following
) ) ) ) ) categories: for-profit entities (8%), public-state or tribal
This the first in a series of research to practice briefs government (4%), public-local (3%), and other (2%). The

based on the 2010-2011 National Survey of Community
Rehabilitation Providers (CRPs) funded by the
Administration on Developmental Disabilities and the
National Institute for Disability and Rehabilitation Research.  Sixty-nine percent (n=695) of CRPs provided both

This brief presents findings on people with all disabilities employment and non-work services. Nineteen percent

and people with intellectual and developmental disabilities (n=195) offered employment services only, and 12% (n=117)
(IDD) who are served in employment and non-work settings ~ served only individuals in non-work services. Overall,

average total operations budget reported for employment and
day services was $3,839,731 (n=682).

by community rehabilitation providers (CRPs). The last individual supported employment was the most frequently
national comprehensive survey of CRPs conducted by the reported employment service, followed by competitive
Institute for Community Inclusion was in 2002-2003, and employment. Facility-based non-work was the most

also gathered data on provider services for individuals with commonly offered non-work service (Fig.1).

disabilities (Metzel et al., 2007). This brief will incorporate

some of those findings and compare them against the Individuals with IDD represented a significant
2010-2011 survey in order to assess the state of integrated majority of people supported by CRPs.
employment outcomes of people with disabilities. In FY 2010-2011, CRPs reported serving a total of 201,672

individuals across employment and day services. Seventy-
. . five percent (n=150,330) of those reported were individuals
Over‘”ew Of Ser\”Ces with IDD. The average number of individuals supported per
Most CRPs provided both employment and non- ~ CRP was 198.

work services, although a significant minority CRPs were asked to report the number of individuals with

provided only work or only non-work services. any disability and the number of individuals with IDD for
Of thf’ 101§ CRPs who re‘spondec'i to the f‘ull-.length survey nine employment and four non-work settings. The majority
questionnaire, 83% described their organization as private of individuals in both disability categories were supported in

Figure 1: Percent of CRPs providing services

Employment Services

Individual supported employment (n=845)
Competitive employment (n=831)
Facility-based work (n=819)

Enclaves (n=794)

Mobile crews (n=786)

Time-limited paid work experience (n=772)

81.3%

Self-employment (n=772)

Transitional employment for people with mental iliness (n=769)
NISH/National Industries for the Blind (n=754)

Non-work Services

Facility-based non-work (n=726)

Community-based non-work (n=713)

Facility-based non-work for elderly (n=630)

Community-based non-work for elderly (n=636)

81.4%

Institute for Community Inclusion C m
University of Massachusetts Boston UMASS

BOSTON



facility-based and non-work settings—61% of individuals
with any disability and 70% of people with IDD. A
relatively small percentage of both groups were supported
in other services.

The majority of participants in employment
services were also individuals with IDD.

When asked to specify the number served in employment
services by disability types, CRPs reported that half of
those served in employment services were individuals with
IDD (72,833 out of 144,807). Individuals categorized as
having a mental illness comprised 19% of those served in
employment services. The remaining disability types served
by CRPs were physical disability (9%), learning disability
(9%), other (6%), substance abuse (3%), blindness or
visual impairment (2%), and deafness or hearing
impairment (2%).' 2

Employment Services

Only 28% of individuals with any disability and
19% of individuals with IDD received individual
integrated employment supports.

Out of all the respondent organizations, 900 provided
employment services to a total of 126,529 individuals
with any disability. The overall distribution of services

by disability type can be found in Table 1. This section
presents findings on employment outcomes for both
groups. Thirty-six percent of individuals with any disability
were supported in integrated employment settings (group
and individual), with the highest number of individuals
supported in individual supported employment (14.2%),
and followed closely by competitive employment with
time-limited supports (13.4%). Overall, only 28% of
individuals were supported in individual integrated
employment, compared to 24% in the 2002-2003 CRP
survey. This shows only a slight increase in the number
of individuals with all disabilities supported in this
employment category (Metzel et al., 2007).

The percentage served in integrated employment was lower
for individuals with IDD compared to individuals with

any disability, at 28%. Individual supported employment
was also the most common integrated employment service
(12.1%), serving almost twice as many individuals as
competitive employment, which was the second most
common setting (see Table 1 ). Only 19% of individuals
with IDD received individual integrated employment
services, not much higher than the 18% found in the

2002-2003 CRP survey (Metzel et al., 2007).

' Specific disability types were not reported for all participants served in employment
services, so the total served does not match what is displayed in Table 1.
2 Individuals may be represented in more than one category.

Table 1: Total Individuals Currently Served in Work and
Non-Work Services

Type of setting Total % Total %

reported reported reported reported
withany  withIDD  with IDD
disability

with any
disability

Facility-based work* 41,803 20.73 37,810 25.2
Facilty-based DAY 207 36259 24.1
non-work

Community-based ;g4 1284 22,903 152
non-work

ISR oo 1426 18,255 121
employment (ISE)

Competitive

employment

with time-limited 27,087 13.43 9,766 6.5
supports

Enclaves 10,784 5.35 9,507 6.3
Mobile crews 5,052 2.51 4,863 3.2
NISH/National

Industries for the 6,950 3.45 3,433 23
Blind*

Facility-based non- 3,999 198 3,398 23
work for elderly*

Community-based

non-work for 2,754 1.37 1,733 1.2
elderly*

Transitional

employment for 2,925 145 1,142 08
people with mental

illness

Time-limited paid 2,389 118 752 05
work experience

Sel-employment 775 0.38 510 03
(entrepreneurism)

Total Reported** 201,672 100% 150,330 100%

*

Denotes facility-based and non-work service settings.
** Total reported will include duplication of services in cases where a respondent
records an individual in more than one category.

A quarter of individuals with IDD worked in
facility-based employment.

Out of all the work and non-work service settings that
CRPs reported offering in FY 2010-2011, facility-
based employment was the highest service category for
individuals with IDD (25.2%). Ninety percent of those
served in sheltered employment were individuals with
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Individual integrated employment services
include competitive employment and individual
supported employment.

Integrated employment services include
competitive employment, individual supported
employment, self-employment, enclaves, and
mobile crews.

IDD. In the 2002-2003 survey, CRPs reported serving

36% of people with IDD in sheltered work, demonstrating
a significant decrease in seven years (Metzel et al., 2007).
Please refer to Table 1 for more information on total served
by service category.

Group supported employment continues to

play a smaller but significant role in
employment supports.

While individuals are more likely to be in individual
supported or competitive employment services, enclaves
and mobile work crews continue to play a significant role
in employment supports, particularly for individuals with
IDD. Almost 10% of individuals with IDD in this sample
participated in group supported employment, or about one
third of those in integrated employment.

A higher percentage of people with IDD were
paid in all employment services compared with
people with any disability.

The majority of individuals with any disability were paid
(76%, n=96,268) in each service setting. Individuals working
in mobile crews were the most likely to get paid (96%), while
people in competitive employment services were the least
likely to receive compensation, although a significant majority
did (61%).

Table 2 displays a breakdown of percentage paid in each
employment setting. Eighty-eight percent of individuals
with IDD were paid, 11% more than people with any
disability. Out of the nine employment settings for which
CRPs reported data, individuals with IDD were more likely
to get paid in seven of the settings compared to people with
any disability, possibly reflecting the long-term engagement
with employment supports that many individuals with
IDD experience (see Table 2). Because individuals with
disabilities other than IDD are more likely to receive time-
limited services, they are also more likely to be in a career
planning or job development stage of the employment
process. Furthermore, a higher percentage of individuals
with IDD receiving integrated employment services were
paid compared with people with any disabilities (83% and
73%, respectively).

CRPs were more likely to report that competitive
employment services and individual supported
employment services increased in the past 3 years
than other services.

CRPs were asked to report whether they currently provide
or have provided six types of employment services in the
past three years. If a respondent answered in the affirmative,
they were asked a follow-up question on whether the service
increased, decreased, stayed the same, or was discontinued.
Individual supported employment was provided by the
highest percentage of CRPs (Figure 1). Seventy-one percent
of organizations also reported that service provision in this
area either increased or stayed the same in the past three
years, and only 1% had discontinued the service (Figure 2).

As compared to other types of employment services, CRPs
reported that competitive employment had increased the
most in the past three years (47%), while facility-based work
decreased more than other services (32%). Less than 1% of
respondents reported that they had discontinued facility-
based work. The top three employment service settings that
CRPs reported as increasing—competitive employment,
individual supported employment, and facility-based work—
also served the largest number of individuals with any
disability (Table 1).

Medicaid waiver funds were the largest funding
source for employment services.

CRPs were asked to report how many people were supported
in employment services by various federal, state, and other

Table 2: Percentage Paid in Employment Settings

Type of setting % paid withany % paid with
disability IDD

Mobile crews 9.1 94.5

Enclaves 93.0 90.6

NISH/National Industries for

the Blind 876 927

Facility-based work 80.5 91.7

T|me-.I|m|ted paid work 779 89.8

experience

TransmorTaI employment for 720 78.9

people with mental illness

Individual supported 717 80.1

employment

SeIf—emponm.ent 709 9.2

(entrepreneurism)

Competitive employment

with time-limited supports 609 770

Average 76.1 87.6
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How many people with IDD work for pay in N On-W0rk Services

individual integrated jobs? o
The number of individuals reported to be

15% of individuals with IDD were reported to receiving non-work services grew compared to
be working for pay in individual integrated the 2002-2003 survey.

employment. This is consistent with the 14.4% Despite the self-reported increase in integrated

reported to work in individual employment by the employment by CRPs in the past three years, a substantial
National Core Indicators project, which collects data number of people were being served in non-work services

by CRPs nationwide. Facility-based non-work was the
third most common service for people with any disability
(23% served) and the second most common for people
with IDD (26%). Community-based non-work served
fewer individuals than facility-based non-work for both
disability groups.

at the individual level on individuals supported
by state IDD agencies (Human Services Research
Institute & Institute for Community Inclusion, 2011).

funding sources. Respondents reported that a quarter
(37,513 out of a total of 148,913) of the individuals who
received employment services were funded by Medicaid Compared to the 2002-2003 survey, these data suggest that

waiver funds. State vocational rehabilitation agencies funded ~ there has been growth in non-work service participation for
approximately 20% of individuals’ while state IDD agencies individuals Wlth IDD. In 2002—2003, 33% Of indiVidualS with

provided financial support for 16% of those served. The IDD were reported to be in non-work services, compared to
remaining 39% were funded by welfare-to-work (11%), 43% in the current survey. This change has primarily been
other sources (10%), state mental health agencies (7%), offset by a decline in the percentage of individuals with IDD
workforce development (3%), and self-pay (>1%). Seven reported to be in facility-based work, dropping from 41% in
percent were not funded at all.* 4 2002-2003 to 27.5% in the current survey.

CRPs providing non-work services were asked to report on

3 Funding sources were not reported for all participants served in employment whether they currently provide or have provided two types

services, so the total served does not match what is displayed in Table 1. non-work services in the past three years. Eighty-five percent
4 Individuals may be represented in more than one category. (n=423) reported that community-based non-work either

Figure 2: Employment service provision in the past three years

I increased Stayed the same Decreased [ Discontinued
Competitive — 46.6%
employment 24.5%
(n=651) 27.6%
1.3%
Individual 40.6%
supported 29.9%
employment 28.5%
(n=703) E 1.0%
Facility-based 36.7%
work 30.8%
(n=588) 31.6%
E 0.9%
35.6%
Enclaves §8.3%
(n=353) 243%
E 1.8%
Mobile 32.8%
(n=333) 18.6%
: 3.0%
36.6%
Self-employment 49.7
(n=203) 11.6%
M 2%
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increased or stayed the same over the past three years, and
only 15% reported that it decreased or was discontinued.
CRPs reported almost identical three-year trends for facility-
based non-work services: 84% increased or stayed the same,
and 16% decreased or discontinued the service.

Data Collection and Methods

This study surveyed 3,551 CRPs nationwide, drawn from
a list of 11,712 CRPs compiled from public sources. For
states with at least 100 CRPs, organizations for the study
were selected using stratified random sampling. All CRPs
were included in the sample for states with fewer than 100
organizations on the list.

A total of 1,309 CRPs completed the survey questionnaire,
yielding a 36.9% response rate. Seventy-eight percent of
respondent organizations completed the full-length survey
(n=1,016), and 22.4% (n=293) completed a condensed
version of the survey. Findings for this brief are based on
the 1,016 responses to the 2010-2011 National Survey of
Community Rehabilitation Providers full-length survey.
The data were weighted.

Conclusion

There has been very little change in reported participation
in integrated employment since the 2002-2003 survey

for either individuals with any disability or individuals
with IDD. However, the data suggest a shift in the balance
between facility-based work and non-work services.
Participation in non-work services has increased from
33% to 43% for individuals with IDD. Consistent with
this trend, there has also been a 5% decrease in the
percentage of CRPs offering only work services (from 24%
in 2002-2003 to 19% in 2010-2011). At the same time, 5%
more CRPs in the most recent survey reported offering
only non-work services (from 7% in 2002-2003 to 12% in
2010-2011).

People with IDD are still the largest customers of CRPs,
representing 75% of all those served, a 5% increase since
the 2002-2003 survey. Even though CRPs are more likely
to report a decrease in facility-based work than other
service models, it remains the most common employment
outcome for individuals with IDD (25.2%). Future analysis
will address geographic differences in trends consistent
with other research, suggesting that there are significant
state-to-state differences in service participation (NCI,
Butterworth et al. (StateDatabook)).

Although progress has been made in the past several
decades in community participation, full participation in
the labor force for people with IDD remains an elusive goal
for many CRPs. Only 19% of individuals with IDD receive
services in individual integrated employment settings,

not much higher than the 18% found by the 2002-2003
survey. Furthermore, only 15% of individuals with IDD
work for pay in this setting. This is very close to the
National Core Indicators project number of 14.4%.
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Survey Definitions
Employment Settings

Competitive employment with time-limited supports
A person with a disability works in the competitive
labor market, and may receive time-limited job-related
supports.

Individual supported employment

A person with a disability works in the competitive labor
market, and receives job-related supports on an ongoing
basis.

Self-employment (entrepreneurism)

This category includes self-employment, home-based
employment, and small businesses. It does not include a
business that is owned by an organization or provider and
is staffed by employees with disabilities.

Enclaves

Groups of up to eight employees who have disabilities
working together at a site where most people do not have
disabilities and where they receive ongoing job-related
supports.

Mobile crews

Groups of employees with disabilities who typically move
to different work sites where most people do not have
disabilities.

The 2010-2011 National Survey of Community Rehabilitation Providers Report 1 -




Facility-based work

This includes sheltered workshops, and
businesses owned and operated by an
organization, where most people have
disabilities.

NISH/National Industries for the Blind (NIB)
This includes the AbilityOne Program that
provides employment opportunities for people
who have severe disabilities or who are blind.

Transitional employment

Time-limited job placement in integrated
settings for people with mental illness (e.g.,
Pathways Model, Fountain House).

Time-limited paid work experience

This includes internships, apprenticeships, and
contextualized learning opportunities in the
workforce.

Non-Work Service Settings

Community-based non-work

Programs where people with disabilities spend
the majority of their day in the community

in places where most people do not have
disabilities. The primary focus may include
general community activities, volunteer
experiences, recreation and leisure, improving
psychosocial skills, or engaging in activities of
daily living.

Facility-based non-work

Including, but not limited to: psychosocial
skills, activities of daily living, recreation, and/
or professional therapies (e.g., occupational
therapy, physical therapy). Includes day
habilitation, medical day care, and day activity
programs.

Community-based non-work for elderly
people

Programs where people with disabilities, ages
55 and older, spend the majority of their day

in the community in places where most people
do not have disabilities. The primary focus may
include general community activities, volunteer
experiences, recreation and leisure, improving
psychosocial skills, or activities of daily living.

Facility-based non-work for elderly people
Programs for people with disabilities, ages 55
and older, where most people have disabilities
and the site is operated by an organization.
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