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Executive Summary

This report summarizes the activities, preliminary outcomes, and lessons learned from the Policy Academy on Improving Outcomes for Young Adults with Disabilities.  

A joint venture between the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Office on Disability (OD) and the National Governors Association Center for Best Practices (NGA Center), the Policy Academy grew out of the OD’s work to implement the President’s New Freedom Initiative (NFI), which aims to remove barriers to community living for people with disabilities.  The overarching goal of the Policy Academy was to improve services for young adults ages 14-30 to better support their successful transition to maximum independence and reduce instances of institutionalization, incarceration, and homelessness.  Key priorities included:
· Developing and implementing sustainable state administrative infrastructure changes that persist beyond the project and ensure that the transition needs of young adults with disabilities are consistently addressed. Examples might include legislation to establish interagency commissions or memoranda of understanding among agencies.
· Ensuring that services to young adults are both comprehensive and integrated across systems.  The NFI established seven distinct “domains” in the area of disability: community integration, education, employment, health, housing, assistive technology, and transportation. For the purposes of this initiative, “comprehensive” services were understood to encompass all types of disabilities – be they physical, sensory, cognitive/developmental, intellectual, or behavioral (mental and/or substance abuse) – and each of the seven domains. 

· Promoting seamless transitions from child- and youth-serving programs to adult-serving programs. To this end, this project examined transition supports for a broad age range (14-30) of young adults.
· Identifying and addressing the needs of historically underserved populations, including American Indian communities.

Following a competitive application process, six states were selected to participate in the Policy Academy: Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Kansas, Montana, and Washington.  Over the two-year course of the project, cross-agency teams from each state worked with staff from the NGA Center and other experts to develop and begin to implement strategic plans to accomplish the project’s goals.  At the beginning of Year Two, each of the six states applied for and received a $35,000 grant to further assist with the implementation of the states’ strategic plans.  The NGA Center, numerous federal agencies, and other experts in the field provided ongoing, customized technical assistance to the teams throughout the project.
At the conclusion of the Policy Academy, all six teams reported significant progress towards improving state administrative infrastructures to better meet the needs of young adults with disabilities.  A summary of states’ progress per the program evaluation metrics is shown in Table I.
	Table I. State Team Progress Per Project Goals

	
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA

	1. All domains represented on core or home team 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	*
	*

	2.  All domains addressed in strategic plan 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	**

	3. All disability groups represented on core or home team
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	4. Needs of all disability groups addressed in strategic plan
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	5. Systems serving all age groups represented on home or core team
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	6. Transition needs of all age groups addressed in strategic plan 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	7. American Indian community represented on core or home team 
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	X

	8. Needs of American Indians addressed in strategic plan
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	X

	9. Governor’s Office represented on core team 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	10.  State legislature represented on home or core team if applicable
	N/A
	N/A
	X
	X
	N/A
	X

	11.  Strategy to sustain cross-agency collaboration 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	***
	X

	12.  Entity in place to sustain the cross-agency collaboration 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	***
	X

	* The Montana team had representation on its core team from six of the seven domains; the Washington team had representation from five of the seven domains.
** The Washington team specifically addressed five of the seven domains in its strategic plan

*** The Montana team continues to meet but has not yet finalized a formal sustainability plan.


Among the key lessons learned from this endeavor were the following:

· Governors' leadership is essential.  While a team of committed individuals can realize significant progress on the challenges facing young adults with disabilities, large-scale, sustainable infrastructure change ultimately requires the types of major policy changes, funding commitments, and agency charges that are most easily achieved through a governor's leadership. 

· Team member commitment is vital.  Those states with more consistent team membership were, in general, able to more rapidly accomplish goals during the implementation phase of the project. State teams must be comprised of individuals who are committed to sustained involvement over the course of several years.  Likewise, team leaders must be conscientious about maintaining momentum.

· Project partnerships brought to light additional opportunities for collaboration. Because of the broad coalitions of individuals brought together by this project, most of the teams were able to identify additional opportunities for collaboration as a result of this work.  

· Peer learning opportunities were valuable.  Teams consistently reported that the peer-to-peer (i.e., state-to-state) learning opportunities provided by this initiative were of great value.  
· Modifying state administrative infrastructure is a gradual, time-consuming process. Initially, this initiative incorrectly assumed that states would be able to make rapid progress implementing the desired reforms within one year.  As the results of this project demonstrate, long-term administrative infrastructure change is an incremental process.  Future initiatives of this nature should anticipate a 2-to-3 year implementation period before sustainable changes can be fully realized.

· Sustainability must be at the core of state efforts.  Without policies and infrastructure to sustain this work beyond a short-term initiative or single governor's term, states are likely to struggle to meet the needs of young adults with disabilities and maintain policymakers’ focus on this important work.  
The full report provides additional lessons about specific aspects of the project and various state strategies.  In addition, detailed information on the activities and accomplishments of the six participating states can be found in the appendices at the conclusion of the report.

Young adults with disabilities who live in the United States today have virtually unlimited potential.  Emerging technologies, evolving societal attitudes, and new legal rights provide this generation with the opportunity for full community integration more than ever in the past.  Yet, without changes to current state administrative infrastructures, many of these individuals will still continue to fall between the cracks, leaving them vulnerable to homelessness, incarceration, or institutionalization. The Policy Academy on Improving Outcomes for Young Adults with Disabilities demonstrated that large-scale state administrative infrastructure change is possible, but not without strong leadership, committed cross-agency collaboration, and a focus on sustainability.
Policy Academy on Improving Outcomes for 

Young Adults with Disabilities

Final Project Report

This report provides an overview of the Policy Academy on Improving Outcomes for Young Adults with Disabilities, a joint venture between the Office on Disability at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the National Governors Association Center for Best Practices.  The report is organized into three sections:

· A background section that discusses the history, goals, and structure of the project;

· A findings section that describes the accomplishments of the initiative to date; and

· A lessons for states section that culls the lessons learned from the Policy Academy and recommends a process other states can use to design and implement administrative infrastructure changes in their own states.

In addition, detailed information on the activities and accomplishments of the six participating states (Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Kansas, Montana, and Washington) can be found in the appendices at the conclusion of the report.

Background

Despite compelling evidence about the unlimited potential of people with disabilities, a significant number of young adults with disabilities fall through the cracks as they transition from adolescence to adulthood. According to the White House, more than a decade after passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA):

· One out of five adults with disabilities has not graduated from high school, compared to less than one of ten adults without disabilities;

· Computer usage and Internet access for people with disabilities is half that of people without disabilities; and

· Unemployment rates for working-age adults with disabilities are considerably higher than those for the population at large.

Announced in February 2001 and codified through Executive Order 13217, the New Freedom Initiative (NFI) is a national effort to remove barriers to community living for people with disabilities.  The initiative was created by President George W. Bush to support the mandates laid forth by the landmark 1999 Olmstead v. L.C. Supreme Court decision, which required states to administer services, programs, and activities "in the most integrated setting appropriate to the needs of qualified individuals with disabilities."
 

To support the implementation of the NFI and assist states in complying with the Americans with Disabilities Act and Rehabilitation Act of 1973, an Office on Disability (OD) was created within the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in 2002.
  The OD oversees the implementation and coordination of disability programs, policies, and special initiatives pertaining to the over 54 million persons with disabilities in the United States.

Given that the transition from adolescence to adulthood is an especially crucial period of development along the pathway to independent living, officials at the Office on Disability placed a high priority on improving supports for young adults with disabilities from the outset of its work.  Recognizing the need to work closely with states to accomplish its goals, the OD partnered with the National Governors Association Center for Best Practices in 2005 to develop a Policy Academy on Improving Outcomes for Young Adults with Disabilities, an intensive two-year systems change initiative that engaged cross-agency teams in six competitively-selected states.  

Project Goals

The overarching goal of the Policy Academy on Improving Outcomes for Young Adults with Disabilities was to improve services for young adults ages 14-30 to better support their successful transition to maximum independence and reduce instances of institutionalization, incarceration, and homelessness.  Specifically, key priorities for the project team included:

· Developing and implementing sustainable administrative infrastructure changes that persist beyond the project and ensure that the transition needs of young adults with disabilities are consistently addressed.
· Ensuring that services to young adults are both comprehensive and integrated across systems.  The NFI established seven distinct “domains” in the area of disability: community integration, education, employment, health, housing, assistive technology, and transportation. For the purposes of this initiative, “comprehensive” services are understood to encompass all types of disabilities – be they physical, sensory, cognitive/developmental, intellectual, or behavioral (mental and/or substance abuse) – and each of the seven domains. 

· Promoting seamless transitions from child- and youth-serving programs to adult-serving programs. To this end, this project examined transition supports for a broad age range (14-30) of young adults.
· Identifying and addressing the needs of historically underserved populations, including American Indian communities.

Project Structure
Recognizing that governors' support would be crucial to securing the stakeholder buy-in needed to effectively design, implement, and sustain state-level reforms, the OD approached the National Governors Association Center for Best Practices (NGA Center) in 2004 and proposed developing a partnership.  The two organizations agreed to develop an initiative built around the Center’s well-known "Policy Academy" approach.


NGA Policy Academies are systems-change initiatives that bring together 5-7 competitively selected states interested in focusing intensively on a specific state policy issue for a 1-2 year period. As a part of its Policy Academy work, the NGA Center typically provides states with technical assistance in:

· Developing cross-system teams of state officials with sufficient authority to affect policies and budgets;

· Developing and beginning to implement a strategic plan to address needed changes;

· Connecting with peers in other states who are or have previously grappled with similar issues;

· Connecting with experts on specific policy issues;

· Facilitating team meetings; and 

· Other ad-hoc technical assistance, such as researching troublesome issues or surveying states to identify promising practices.

In May 2005, interested states were invited by the NGA Center to submit a proposal describing their interest in participating and likely goals.  Seventeen states applied.  The proposals were evaluated by a panel of federal sponsors, national experts in various areas of disability, and NGA Center staff.  Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Kansas, Montana and Washington were invited to join the Academy.  

As a part of the application process, participating states were expected to organize a cross-agency coalition of key stakeholders who were supportive of the project’s goals and willing to commit to working together for the duration of the project. Each state coalition was organized into “core” and “home” teams.  

Comprised of 6-10 high-ranking officials with significant decision-making authority, the core teams were meant to provide leadership and direction for each state’s Policy Academy work.  Core team members also served as representatives of their states at the national Policy Academy meetings.  Ideal core team composition, as described in the original request for proposals, included a cross-section of policymakers from relevant state agencies and stakeholder groups that reflected the proposed direction and issues that the state was interested in exploring. The core teams were expected to include a representative of the governor’s office, agency leaders reflective of the state goals for integration and infrastructure improvement (e.g., directors of Medicaid, Education, Transportation, Public Health, Mental Health, or Workforce Development), and tribal representatives (when appropriate).  

The home teams encompassed a broader range of individuals and ranged in size from approximately 10 to 30 people.  The home team served as the implementation arm of each state’s Policy Academy work, with most states choosing to organize home team members into work groups that focused on fulfilling specific aspects of the work.  The inclusion of individuals from various levels within state government and other key stakeholders from the community (such as employers, persons with disabilities (PWD), and advocacy groups) on the home team helped to ensure that a broad range of stakeholders had input on the project.  
Following notification of acceptance, the NGA Center’s work with the selected states began in August 2005 with a series of on-site orientation meetings in each of the six states.  During these meetings, NGA Center staff and other experts worked with each state's core team members to begin to develop customized strategic plans to improve outcomes for young adults with disabilities in the states.  State strategic plans are an integral part of the Policy Academy process and ideally: 
· Are based on consensus to ensure buy-in from all relevant stakeholders;

· Provide clarity around team goals (i.e. the types of systems/administrative infrastructure changes the team wishes to accomplish through its work);

· Include specific strategies to achieve each goal;

· Anticipate potential roadblocks and develop strategies to address them; and

· Contain a detailed work plan and timeline, allowing the team to monitor its progress over the course of the project.

Following the orientation meetings, the state core and home teams were expected to meet regularly to further clarify their goals and refine the strategic plans. In October 2005, all six core teams convened in Denver, Colorado to finalize the plans in facilitated team time sessions, engage in a series of peer-to-peer learning opportunities, and interact with topical experts.  

For the remainder of the first year, state teams continued to meet, take advantage of ongoing technical assistance from the NGA Center, and work on the development and implementation of strategic plans.  Given the complexity associated with attaining the initiative’s objectives, many states were in the early stages of implementing strategic plans at the conclusion of Year One.  While the original project design anticipated engaging five to six additional states in Year Two, the OD and the NGA Center reevaluated the initial plans and agreed that it would be preferable to extend the work with the original teams for a second year and provide the states with grants to assist with the execution of the strategic plans.

In September 2006, each of the six states was invited to apply for a $35,000 grant.  A bidders’ conference call was conducted on September 29, 2006.  States had until October 16, 2006 to submit proposals.  

The proposal process for Year Two required each state to renew its commitment to the goals of the project and identify specific tasks from the strategic plans for which the state teams would use the allotted funding.  All six states submitted requests to continue.  After brief budget negotiations with the NGA Center, the six states were invited to continue working with the project.
  

Phase II contracts were distributed to states for signatures in November 2006.  At that time, states began implementation of the tasks outlined in the Phase II proposals.  Teams were expected to continue meeting on a regular basis, periodically report to the NGA Center on progress, and submit invoices to the NGA Center as the teams completed the activities outlined in the states’ contracts.

On May 21st and 22nd 2007, state team leaders convened for a final meeting in Annapolis, Maryland.  Through a series of interactive discussions among state peers, NGA Center staff members, federal agency representatives, and topical experts, this meeting provided state teams with an opportunity to reflect on work to date, review ongoing challenges, share best practices, and explore strategies to continue efforts beyond the end of the project. Following the meeting, state teams had until July 31, 2007 to complete Year Two activities and submit all invoices to the NGA Center. 

Throughout the two-year initiative, the project team (see Box A, page 3) met twice a month (once in-person and once via conference call) to discuss states' progress and strategize about how to best support the state teams.  In addition, the NGA Center provided ongoing technical assistance (in-person and by phone) to the state teams throughout the project.  An evaluation of the effectiveness of this assistance can be found in Appendix C at the end of this report.

Initial Findings

This section includes the following components: 
1. An overview of the project evaluation methodology and process; and 
2. A summary of the initial findings of the independent project evaluator. 

Project Evaluation

At the beginning of the Policy Academy on Improving Outcomes for Young Adults with Disabilities, the Office on Disability contracted with an independent evaluator to design and conduct a process and outcome evaluation of the project through all of its phases, from the start-up in the summer of 2005 through its conclusion in July of 2007. 

The evaluation was designed to assess the effectiveness of the participating states, with the guidance of the NGA Center, in planning and implementing a comprehensive and integrated system to improve the transition of young adults with disabilities to independence and integration in their communities. The specific objectives were to: 

· Assess the states’ planning processes and achievements in terms of comprehensive coverage of domains, disability groups, and age groups. 

· Identify and assess the strategies that the states used to build cross-agency collaborations for the integration of services. 

· Assess the effectiveness of the states in creating sustainable cross-agency systems or infrastructure that will continue to serve the needs of this population beyond the end of the Policy Academy project. 

· Provide feedback to states, the Office on Disabilities, and the NGA Center on policies and practices to support comprehensive integrated systems for young adults with disabilities. 

The evaluation contractor collected evaluation data through telephone interviews with team leaders and their designees. The interviews were conducted after various project milestones (e.g. site visits, policy academy meetings, peer-to-peer conference calls) and assessed the effectiveness of the NGA guidance and the progress of the state at each stage. Additional information was collected by email and from review of state documents. Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected; the quantitative data was most often in the form of Likert-type scales. 

Throughout Year One, the evaluation topics focused on the process and outcomes of the particular project milestone. At the beginning of Year Two, a set of performance measures was developed to track each state’s accomplishment on twelve project objectives or expectations.  The results of these evaluations, including the performance measures, are reported in the sections that follow. State by state evaluation findings are presented in Appendix A and the progress of the states on the performance measures is reported in more detail in Appendix B.
In addition to monitoring states’ progress towards the goal of administrative infrastructure change, the project evaluator also gathered data on teams’ satisfaction with the technical assistance provided by the NGA Center for Best Practices.  A summary of this information can be found in Appendix C of this report.

An additional follow-up evaluation of participating states will be conducted in the spring of 2008 to determine the success of states in sustaining the administrative infrastructure change for continued support of young adults with disabilities in transitions to adult independence. 

Evaluation Findings 
Based on the NGA Center’s experience with state systems change efforts, the project partners were specifically interested in monitoring the degree to which states were able to:

· Obtain comprehensive representation from all key agencies, disability categories, domains, and age categories on state teams, as well as representation from the American Indian community;

· Create seamless transitions from child and youth-serving programs to adult-serving programs;

· Secure the support of state leaders, including governors and/or their staff members;

· Engage team members with sufficient decision-making authority or influence to implement the necessary changes;

· Effectively function as a team;

· Collaborate across divergent programs, agencies, and systems;

· Develop a comprehensive, integrated strategic plan to address the needs of young adults with disabilities; and

· Plan for sustainability.

The relevant findings from each of these categories are discussed in the sections that follow.

Comprehensive Representation 

Young adults with disabilities encounter a complex web of services as they transition to adulthood and independent living. These services stretch across multiple agencies - often with different eligibility requirements - and are rarely coordinated with one another.  The Policy Academy on Improving Outcomes for Young Adults with Disabilities aimed to build state systems that would provide all of the services needed in a manner that was integrated and more easily accessible by these young adults, thereby fulfilling a key goal of the National Freedom Initiative (NFI). Such a comprehensive, integrated service system was broadly defined to include: 

· All seven domains specified in the NFI (health, human services, housing, employment, transportation, education, assistive technology and community integration); 

· All disability groups (physical, sensory, cognitive/developmental, intellectual, or behavioral); 

· The full age range of young adults (14 to 30); and 

· American Indian communities. 

States' success in developing Policy Academy teams which included representatives from each of these categories was monitored throughout the project.

Domain Representation

It was the expectation of the Office on Disabilities that the state teams would have representatives of each of the seven domains on the project teams to ensure the comprehensiveness of the strategic plans.  Table 1 shows the number of domains represented on each state team by year of the project.  

	Table 1. Number of Domains Represented on Core or Home Teams

	
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA
	# States with All 7 Domains

	Year One
	7
	5
	7
	7
	2
	4
	3

	Year Two
	7
	7
	7
	7
	6
	5
	4


In the initial months of the project, only two of the six states had representatives from all domains.  By the end of Year One, three of the six states had representation of all domains. Most commonly missing (on three of the six teams: CT, MT, WA) were housing and transportation. Education and workforce development were represented on all state teams, and health was represented on most. Assistive technology and community integration were most often the responsibility of each agency and were represented collectively by those team members. Five of the teams also included a representative from the states’ vocational rehabilitation agency, which was not explicitly identified as one of the seven domains but viewed by most teams as a crucial partner in serving young adults with disabilities. 

At the end of Year Two, four states (CO, FL, KS, MT) had all domains represented on their teams; one state (WA) still lacked housing and transportation. In one state (CT), the housing and transportation were represented in the Medicaid Infrastructure Grant (MIG) that assumed responsibility for the project after it ended in the summer of 2007. 

Disability Group Representation

State teams were also expected to have comprehensive representation of the five disability groups on the core or home teams, either with specific representatives for each group or general or collective representation of all disabilities. Table 2 shows how each state fulfilled this expectation over the two years of the project. 

	Table 2. Representation of All Five Disability Groups on the Core or Home Team

	
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA
	# States 

	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Spec. Rep.
	5
	5
	2
	5
	2
	1
	3

	Gen. Rep
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	5

	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Spec. Rep.
	5
	5
	2
	5
	1
	1
	3

	Gen. Rep
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	6


Note: "Spe. Rep." means that each disability group has a specific representative on the team; "Gen. Rep." means that disability groups are represented generally by agencies that serve all or several disability groups.

States took two approaches to comprehensive representation of disability groups on the teams. Three of the six states (CO, CT, and KS) had a specific representative from each of the five disability categories. In two other states (FL, WA), the disability groups were represented collectively by agencies - such as vocational rehabilitation or education - that serve all categories of youth with disabilities. 
Age Range Representation

To promote seamless transitions from child- and youth- serving to adult-serving programs, the project team required that states include representatives of agencies serving the full range of ages targeted by this project (14-30), both child-/youth-serving and adult-serving as well as in-school and out-of-school youth and adults.   In the first year of the project, five of the states had met this expectation and by the second year all states had representation of agencies that served all of the age groups from 14 to 30.
Representation from American Indian Communities

Five of the six participating states (CO, CT, MT, KS, and WA) had representatives of American Indian organizations or programs on the core or home teams throughout the two year project (see Table 3 below). In some states these organizations or programs were affiliated with specific tribes (e.g. the Yakama Nation in Washington). In other states the organization represented all tribes in the state (e.g. the Denver Indian Center in Colorado). 

Tribal vocational rehabilitation programs were the most common organization representing American Indians in the initiative. In one state (MT), the governor’s policy advisor – an active tribal member – served as the American Indian community representative. The one state without a specific American Indian representative (FL) indicated that the team would seek representation of American Indians in the year following the program. 

Support from State Leaders

Governor’s Office Involvement

By design, the governor’s office in each state was to play a key role in the project, beginning with support for the initial proposal and designation of the core team members, to appointment of a governor’s liaison to the core team to guide strategic planning and implementation. 

All six states had a governor’s liaison on the state team at some phase of the project.  Three states (KS, MT and WA) had governors’ representatives from the beginning through the end of the project. The involvement of governors’ offices in Colorado and Florida was interrupted as a result of the gubernatorial elections in 2006.  Florida’s governor appointed a new liaison in the later months of the project. The Colorado team was not able to engage a representative from the governor’s office during the project but had plans to do so in the period after the project end.   

The Connecticut team did not have an official liaison from its governor’s office in the first year and a half of the project.  However, the resource mapping report attracted the interest of one of the governor’s staff members, who became an active participant in project planning and promotion in the second year of the project.  In the final months of Year Two the Connecticut governor appointed a liaison to the team.

Although important, a liaison from the governor’s office did not guarantee successful implementation of the state’s strategic plan. Two states with continuous involvement of the governor’s liaison either did not complete the strategic plan (MT) or did not complete implementation of some Year Two strategies (KS). The two states (CO and FL) that lost the governors’ liaisons with the election of new governors were still able to complete planning and implement most of the teams’ strategies by the end of the project. And Connecticut, which was without a formal governor’s liaison until the last months of the project, completed its strategic plan and was the first team to implement most of its strategies. 

Support of the State Legislature

Although states were not required to have representation of the state legislature on the teams, such a representative was encouraged if the team strategies involved legislative action.  Four states (FL, KS, MT and WA) had legislative representation from the beginning of the project through the final year. Florida was the only state that passed legislation (sponsored by the legislative representative on its team) to sustain the initiative. The five other states (CO, CT, KS, MT and WA) developed plans to conduct outreach to their legislatures to obtain support for specific aspects of their state plans.  Colorado engaged a state legislator in one of its outreach initiatives (See the Colorado activity summary in Appendix A). 
Decision-making Authority and Influence

Lead Agencies and Team Leaders

Each state had one agency that served as the lead for the project, either because it initiated the effort by writing the original Year One proposal and/or because it was appointed by the governor to lead the effort.  In all of the states, the representative from that lead agency served as the team leader. In one state the lead agency was workforce development (Colorado), in one state it was the vocational rehabilitation agency (Connecticut), and in two states the teams were led by the relevant governors' policy advisors with support from lead staff at the state workforce development agencies (Montana and Washington).  In Kansas, team leadership was jointly shared by representatives from the governor-appointed Kansas Council on Developmental Disabilities and the University of Kansas Center for Excellence.  
Florida was unique in that it already had a state agency explicitly focused on disability issues (i.e. the Agency for Persons with Disabilities - specifically on developmental disabilities).  This agency served as the lead in Year One of the project.  Due to administrative changes, in Year Two the Agency for Persons with Disabilities continued to serve as the fiscal agent for the project but leadership was transferred to the Interagency Services Committee for Youth and Young Adults with Disabilities (ISC), a legislatively mandated, cross-system, collaborative body charged with alignment of services for people with disabilities. The legislation authorizing the ISC stipulated that all disabilities were to be addressed, and in year two the strategic plan expanded to include them all. 

In all of the states, the team leaders had decision-making authority or influence within their own agencies or programs.  
Authority of other team members

In four of the states (CO, FL, KS, WA), all of the domain representatives were either decision-makers or had influence on decision-making in their respective agencies. In the other two states (CT and MT) changes in team membership over the course of the project increased the level of authority of the whole team.  In Connecticut, the addition of a new team member in the second year meant that all domain representatives decision-makers.  In Montana there were few decision makers or influencers on the team in the first year; this was a major factor that led to a restructuring of the team. By the end of the project, all new team members were heads of agencies.  

Authority of American Indian Community Representatives

All American Indian representatives, with the exception of the youth self-advocate in Kansas, either had decision-making authority in their organization (coded ‘3’ in Table 3 below) or had influence on decision-making (coded ‘2’). Codes are in parentheses in the far right column after the agency of organization.     

	Table 3. American Indian tribes represented on core and home teams by state, tribe, agency or organization and level of authority: 2005-2007 

	
	Tribe
	# on Core Team
	# on Home Team 
	Agency or Organization (level of authority*) 

	CO
	All CO tribes
	
	1  
	Denver Indian Center (3)

	CT
	Mashantucket Pequot  
	1
	
	Tribal Vocational Rehabilitation (121) Program)  (3)

	KS
	Potawatomie 

(largest tribe in KS) 
	1
	3
	- Tribal school (2)

- Tribal VR (2)

- Tribal university (2)

- Young Adults with Disabilities – self advocate (1)

	MT
	All MT tribes 
	1
	
	Governor’s Policy Advisor (2)

	WA
	Yakama 
	1
	
	Director: Tribal VR Program (3) 


The Kansas team reported that American Indian community representatives were some of the most active members of their team.  To engage the community, the team leaders worked with a Vocational Rehabilitation representative to identify and recruit a core team member who, in turn, helped the team engage additional representation on the home team.  Membership included representatives of Kansas’ largest tribe (Pottawatomie) and Haskell Indian Nations University.
Florida did not have representation from American Indian communities on its team. The team leader indicated that the team would seek representation in the year following the end of the Policy Academy project. 

Team Functioning

The NGA Center's previous experience with policy academies suggested that key characteristics of successful state systems change initiatives include:

· Team consensus around/commitment to common goals; 

· Ability to work as a team; and

· Continuity of team membership.

These attributes were investigated in Year One and Year Two of the initiative, but the scales for measuring consensus/commitment and teamwork were slightly different. In the first evaluation, team leaders were asked to rate the progress of the state teams in these areas using a rating of 1 to 4, where 1 represented the least progress and 4 the most progress to date.  In Year Two, states were asked to rate the teams’ success in each of these areas, with 1 representing the lowest level of success and 4 representing the highest. The difference in the rating scales – measuring progress versus success in building consensus and team work – suggests that some caution be used in interpreting changes from year one to year two as reported below. 

Consensus and Commitment

All of the teams had reached consensus on a broad vision and set of goals by the end of the October Policy Academy Meeting in Year One (ratings of 3 and 4 - see Table 4).  By the end of the first year, five of the teams (CO, CT, FL, KS, and WA) had reached consensus on the major issues the teams wanted to focus on; minor differences (CO and FL) were easily resolved.   

Consensus on the strategies to be employed in meeting goals was achieved later as teams further developed strategic plans in year two, and by the end of the project four out of six teams rated themselves at the highest level on commitment/consensus, and one team (FL) rated itself as adequate (3) on the attribute. One state (MT) did not achieve consensus around vision and goals in the first year of the project but by the end, when the team was working with a consultant to reformulate its strategic plan, the team leader gave the Montana team the highest success rating (4) on consensus/commitment. 

	Table 4. Ratings of Team Attributes by State and Phase of the Project: 2005-2007

	Team Attribute
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA

	Consensus on common goals/vision
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Beginning of Year One
	3
	3
	3
	4
	3
	3

	End of Year One
	3
	4
	3
	4
	
	4

	End of Year Two
	4
	4
	3
	2
	4
	4

	Ability to work together/participate
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Beginning of Year One
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	End of Year One
	4
	4
	4
	2
	
	4

	End of Year Two
	4
	4
	3
	2
	4
	4


Ability to work together as a team

All of the states rated the teams’ ability to work together as a 3 on the 4 point scale in the first months of the project (see Table 4 above).  By the end of the first year the ratings had improved slightly for four teams, with all or almost all of team members actively participating in the work of the team. The original Montana team disbanded at the end of the first year, and some turnover in the Kansas team had already begun, with about half of the team still participating. Reflecting on the teams’ work at the end of the project, four teams gave the highest rating for teamwork (CO, CT, MT, WA), one state (FL) reported good (3) teamwork, and one state (KS) reported fair (2) teamwork.  

Continuity of team membership

Turnover issues are an inevitable reality for any state government-led initiative.  Changes in gubernatorial leadership cause some changes, while others are simply the result of retirements or promotions.  However, high turnover on the core team is undesirable as it can disrupt team functioning, requiring that consensus, commitment, and participation be reestablished.  
Two of the teams (CO and CT) had the most continuity of team members over the full two years of the project. The CO team lost its representative from the governor’s office at the end of year one and the CT team gained a representative from the governor’s office. The Florida and Washington teams experienced changes of the team leaders and of a few team members. The other two teams (KS and MT) experienced greater turnover. In Montana, the original team was disbanded at the end of the first year and was not replaced until late in the second year.  In Kansas, there were significant changes at the end of the first year.  While the two team leaders and the Director of Community Supports at the Department of Social Rehabilitation Services remained, all of the other core team members moved on.  The departing team members worked closely with their agencies to ensure that replacements were appointed to the Kansas team.  However, the learning curve experienced by the new team members resulted in some delays in the first part of Year Two.

The final evaluation asked what roles the team leaders and core team members would play in the ongoing effort after the end of the project. Responses ranged from continuing in the same roles to individual members having some continuing involvement as part of regular staff assignments. 

In Connecticut, the team leader will continue with lead responsibility for the project and core team members will have ongoing responsibilities as part of regular staff assignments. In Montana, both the team leader and the core team will continue in their current roles as the strategic plan is completed and implemented. In Florida, the core team will continue in its role as a part of the legislatively mandated ISC, with a change in team leadership. In Colorado, the team leader and individual team members will continue being involved as part of regular assignments. In both Kansas and Washington the team leaders and some team members will continue in supportive roles as participants in meetings of the continuing entities. 

The 2008 spring follow-up evaluation will determine whether these roles have continued as described above or if and what changes have occurred. 

Cross-Agency Collaboration

Sustaining cross-agency coordination and collaboration is a complex task. The various state agencies involved in such efforts are pulled in many directions by the priorities of elected officials and appointed leaders, various funding streams and the related requirements, and environmental factors such as media attention on a specific issue.  Collaborative efforts are further complicated by divergent institutional missions, competition for funding, and differing institutional cultures, languages, and/or practices.

Given this reality, the project partners prioritized the creation and sustenance of cross-agency infrastructure that will improve policy coordination, service delivery, and individual outcomes for young adults with disabilities.  To evaluate the efficacy of cross-systems collaboration efforts, the project evaluation considered the following:

· What strategies did state teams use to establish cross-agency collaboration?  

· How successful were the teams in implementing these strategies?

· What steps did the state team take to sustain the work beyond the end of the project?

The basic method for building the cross-agency collaboration was building team consensus on the project vision and goals, and the ensuing development of the state strategic plan. Five of the teams fulfilled this expectation early in the project with technical assistance from the NGA Center for Best Practices. Montana fulfilled this task in the last months of the project under the guidance of an expert consultant.  In addition to strategic planning, the teams adopted a variety of other strategies to build cross-agency collaboration. The most prominent of these strategies are shown in Table 5 (from most to least common) and discussed in detail below.

	Table 5.  Number of states that planned, implemented or plan to implement various strategies to build cross-agency collaboration: 2005-2007

	Cross-Agency Strategy
	Included in 

strategic plan 
	Implemented by 

end of project
	To be implemented 

after end of project 

	Shared data system
	6 
	1 (initial implementation in CO) 
	6

	Shared resources/training
	6
	4 (CO, CT,FL, WA)
	1 (MT)

	Cross-agency MOUs
	5
	4 (CO, CT, FL, WA)
	1 (KS)

	Resource mapping 
	5
	4 (CO, CT, FL, WA)
	1 ( MT)

	Searchable website
	4
	3 (CO, CT, KS) 
	1 (MT)

	Cross-agency funding
	4
	3 (CO,CT,KS)
	1 (MT)

	Cross-agency waivers*
	3
	2 (CT, FL)
	1 (MT)


*The states were using Medicaid waivers which the teams had thought could be used across agencies, but were found to be restricted to services within Medicaid.

Data Sharing 

Data sharing or integration across agencies was included in the strategic plans of five states (CO, CT, FL, KS, MT). The general purposes of the data sharing plans were to track participants across agencies and service systems, to identify areas where transitions were difficult, to measure outcomes, and to improve strategies for transition services. 

During the course of the project, most of the states received some technical assistance on data sharing from an expert and one state visited other states with such systems to obtain advice. Due to the complexities of data sharing across agencies, however, only one of the six states (CO) was able to begin implementation of its strategy before the end of the project. 

All states indicated that work on data sharing and integration would continue into the post-2007 phase of the project. One state indicated its need for additional technical assistance in the year following the project, and another noted its plans to use the assistance of the technical expert in its own state department of education.  Most of the data sharing strategies began with state department of education data systems and engagement of other agencies through memoranda of understanding (MOUs) to share or integrate data. One state (CT) did not implement its data sharing system, but will use information from its resource mapping project to begin the effort in the year following the Policy Academy (2007-2008). 

Shared Resources/Training

Four states (CO, CT, KS, and MT) planned to use cross-agency funding to support project activities and in three states that strategy was in place by the end of the project.  In Connecticut, each participating agency contributed $20,000 to contract with a private firm to conduct the resource mapping. The investigation of funding sources during resource mapping aided Connecticut in identifying cross-agency funding opportunities.  In Florida, several core team members contributed resources to pay an outside vendor to serve as the group’s facilitator and report writer during Year Two.  In-kind sharing of resources was implemented by four states (CO, CT, FL, and WA) and consisted of cross-agency training of staff, shared case management, shared office space and shared web-sites.



Memoranda of Understanding or Agreement (MOUs, MOAs) 

Several states (CO, CT, FL, KS, WA) used MOUs or MOAs to build collaborations across agencies and with other partners. Most often these agreements concerned the coordination of transition services and cross-agency data sharing (CO). One state (WA) used MOUs between vocational rehabilitation, Indian tribes, and community colleges to pay for accommodation services for students with disabilities. Another state (CT) used a MOU to provide continuing support for the searchable website. One state (KS) used MOUs as its primary method for executing its strategic plan.  Delays resulting from turnover issues prevented the Kansas team from finalizing the MOU during the project, but the core and home team members were able to reach consensus on the MOU’s language. 
Resource Mapping

States varied in how each used resource mapping to meet its objectives. One state (CT) used it as the cornerstone of its strategic plan. The Connecticut map identified which agencies and programs were delivering which services to which populations, the funding streams, outcome measures, and whether and where there were overlaps and gaps in services. The map also identified transition points for different age groups that were difficult to negotiate. The document was extensive and was used to provide recommendations for changes to existing systems, to plan for integration of services, to eliminate redundancies, to plan for the needs of underserved populations and to identify needed changes to state infrastructure. 

One state (CO) used the resource mapping that had already been done by participating agencies to identify all of the services and programs that the team would be responsible for coordinating. One state (FL) conducted its resource mapping in the second year of the project and used the resulting information to revise its strategic plan. Florida also plans to do resource mapping in the year following the end of the project for the purpose of planning coordination across agencies at the local service delivery level. Although most of the states used resource mapping to identify programs and services, one state (WA) focused on specific agencies’ policies and procedures in young adult transitions, as well as the timing of federal and state program planning. Washington's goal was to identify opportunities to revise and coordinate plans across agencies.

Searchable Internet Databases 

Four states (CO, CT, KS, and MT) began planning for and two states (CO, CT) implemented an interactive searchable Internet database with information on the programs and services available for young adults with disabilities in each state.  All of the web-based systems were designed for use by young adults with disabilities, families, and by the agencies and programs providing services.  The resulting websites were based on the information obtained through the resource mapping, and are searchable by domain services, services for specific disability groups and age groups, other services, and by geographic location. Agencies and programs are expected to continue adding detail to their web profiles in the year after the end of the project, and new programs and services are to be added as information becomes available.  Two of the states consider the searchable websites as one way to sustain cross-agency collaboration into the next phase of the project, as agencies increasingly share information through the websites. The websites are housed in and will be maintained by ongoing programs. 

Cross-agency waivers and other discretionary funds
Two states (CT and FL) implemented the use of Medicaid waivers and another (MT) plans to use them in the year following the end of the project. The two states that used them, however, said that federal regulations prevented them from using the waivers across agencies, restricting their use to programs and services within Medicaid. 

Other discretionary funds received by the states include: 
· Five-year Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) demonstration grants were awarded to Florida, Kansas, and Montana to provide home and community based services as alternatives to residential treatment for children and youth with mental health disabilities; 
· Five-year Medicaid Infrastructure Grants (MIGs) for systems change were awarded to Connecticut and Kansas and are being used to continue the state teams’ work beyond the Policy Academy end date; and

· Five-year CMS Money Follows the Person Rebalancing Project grants were awarded to Washington for long term services and supports that enable available funds to follow individuals with disabilities to less restrictive home and community settings. 

The 2008 spring follow-up evaluation will determine the status of each of the implemented and planned strategies for cross-agency collaboration as well as the use of discretionary grants to support the continuation of the project.
Strategic Plan Comprehensiveness

As discussed in the background section, developing a comprehensive strategic plan to address the project goals was the primary focus of states’ work in Year One of the Policy Academy.  The comprehensiveness of these plans was evaluated using the following criteria:  

· Has the team addressed each of the seven domains in its strategic plan? 

· Has the team addressed the needs of each disability group in its plan?

· Has the team addressed the needs of the targeted age groups (i.e. 14-30) in its plan?

· Has the team addressed the needs of American Indian young adults with disabilities in its strategic plan?  

Domain Coverage

The project partners defined comprehensive services as including the seven domains specified in the National Freedom Initiative.  The expectation of the Office on Disability was that the states would address each of the seven domains in the strategic plans.  

The states progressed over the two years in including the domains in the plans, with two states including all domains in the first year (FL and KS) and two states (CO and CT) doing so in the second year (Table 5 ). One state (MT) was planning to address all domains but was still engaged in strategic planning at the end of the second year, so specific strategies had not yet been developed. Washington’s plan addressed all of the domains except transportation and housing.  To think about how to expand its work to address these issues, the Washington team obtained input through local youth councils and from an expert in transportation who participated in a team meeting.

	Table 5. All States Address the Seven Domains in the Strategic Plans

	
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA
	# of States Addressing All Domains

	Year One
	5
	5
	7
	7
	*
	4
	2

	Year Two
	7
	7
	7
	7
	7*
	5
	5


*MT did not complete its strategic planning in Year One.  In Year Two, the new plan was still under development but the team indicated it was planning to address each of the seven domains.

Given the focus on youth transitions, education and employment were key domains in all of the states. Health, assistive technology and community integration were also addressed by all states.  Housing and transportation were the domains the states had most difficulty in addressing. These were also the domains most often not represented on teams, especially in the first year. States reported difficulty identifying the appropriate stakeholders within the myriad of state and federal programs related to these issues. Montana, though it planned to include housing and transportation in its strategic plan, had not identified a representative from housing to be on the team by the end of the project. 

The strategies that the states used to address each of the domains and to integrate them across agencies are described in Appendix A of this report. 

Disability Groups

In general, in the early months of the project, the plans to address the needs of each of the specific disability groups followed the same pattern as did the team membership. That is, states with representatives of all five disability groups planned to address the specific needs of each group through strategic planning and those states that had general representation of some or all disability groups (for instance, education serves multiple disability groups so the education team member represented those disability groups collectively) planned to serve all youth with disabilities with a holistic approach.  

By the end of the first year, five states (CO, CT, FL, KS, WA) indicated that the needs of all disability groups would be addressed holistically if not specifically i.e., the general approach included services for all disabilities (Table 6). Most of these states, however, expressed concern about how to address specific disability group needs. Two states that had established searchable web-based databases (CO and CT) included information on disability-specific needs, services and programs on those websites.   

	Table 6. All States Address the Needs of All Disability Groups in their Strategic Plans

	
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA
	# States

	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Spec. Strat.
	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	3

	Holistic Strat.
	x
	x
	x
	x
	X
	
	5

	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Spec. Strat.
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	1

	Holistic Strat.
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	6


Age Groups

In the first year of the project, the focus of most of the teams was on the transition of youth with disabilities from high school to a post-secondary placement in education, training, or work. The states were encouraged to be inclusive of all age groups from 14 to 30 and to plan for integrated transitions across ages and service agencies. By the end of the second year, five of the states had expanded strategies to include all age groups in the plans, and the sixth state (MT) had indicated that their strategic plan would also be inclusive of all age groups and transitions. While all of these states included adult services in their plans in order to be inclusive of older young adults, there were no strategies that specifically targeted the oldest young adults (i.e., 25-30) in the specified age range. 

American Indians

Five of the six states (CO, CT, KS, MT and WA) developed strategies to address the needs of American Indian youth with disabilities. Most of the states planned to provide services in programs that serve all populations, but with cultural adaptations to meet the more specific needs of Indian youth. One state (WA) planned for both integrated and separate service delivery for Indians, based on individual choice and location of populations on and off the reservations. 

In the planning process, states identified several issues specific to American Indian youth that needed to be addressed.  The issues included: cultural appropriateness, gaining access and building trust (especially on reservations), coordinating transitions between tribal and public services, higher rates of certain disabilities such as mental health problems, and alcohol and drug abuse, and self-identification as a person with a disability and as an American Indian. 
At the end of the project in the summer of 2007, team leaders reported on the status of their strategies to address the needs American Indians. Four of the five states (CO, CT, FL and KS) indicated that a strategy was in place as part of the continuing effort. The fifth state (MT) reported that it needed additional time to plan and implement its strategy.

The Washington team used its year two grant to fund special forums to bring together tribal leaders, parents and families of Indian young adults with disabilities, tribal vocational rehabilitation authorities, and public school districts enrolling American Indian students as follows:
· The Yakama Nation Vocational Rehabilitation program and the Toppenish School District – in coordination with 10 other public school districts – conducted five community forums in Yakama longhouses. The purposes of the forums were to improve communications and cultural understanding between parents of Indian young adults and the schools and to help parents and families of Indian young adults with disabilities better understand special education, vocational rehabilitation, and employment services. 

· The project also included interviews with tribal elders, which, along with the forums, were videotaped, published on DVDs, and made available for distribution to other programs and audiences. 

· The events culminated in a summer 2007 Cultural Awareness Forum attended by tribal elders, district, and high school staff, with teacher stipends and continuing education credits provided by the district. The district staff gave presentations on their approaches to helping American Indian students with special needs make the transition from school to work and participants discussed cultural issues related to school attendance and performance.  

Sustainability

To ensure that the changes accomplished by this initiative did not deteriorate at the conclusion of the NGA project or with the election of new state leadership, states were encouraged to develop a strategy to sustain their collaboration beyond the end of the Policy Academy.  The project evaluation measured states' success in this area using the following measure:

All participating states have taken action, such as enacting a legislative statute, governor’s executive order, or change in policies and regulations, to sustain the cross-system collaboration beyond the duration of the Policy Academy project. 

In Florida, legislation was passed to create the Interagency Services Committee (ISC), a reconfiguration of a previously existing task force commissioned by the governor to address disability issues. The ISC absorbed the core team and responsibility for the initiative.  The legislation assures the continuation of the effort for two years beyond the end of the Policy Academy. 

Three states (CO, KS, CT) planned to integrate their Policy Academy work into new projects funded by federal grants.  The three states were successful in establishing the collaboration before the end of the project and in all cases the new entity absorbed the project into its continuing operations.  
In Colorado, the team planned to combine its Policy Academy work with its Project T.R.A.I.N. (Training Resources and Incentives Network) initiative.  Funded by a grant from the U.S. Department of Labor, Project TRAIN is a state-wide coalition on disability employment that has permanent status. Its executive committee has taken responsibility for the initiative.
Both Kansas and Connecticut integrated their Policy Academy work with MIG systems change grants.  In Connecticut, the MIG operates under the Department of Social Services, the same agency that headed the Policy Academy project. In Kansas, the MIG is housed within the Health Policy Authority, a new state agency responsible for the state’s Medicaid, State Children’s Health Insurance Program, and Medikan (a state health care program) activities.  The grant is for five years, during which the systems change will be developed and implemented.   

In Washington, at the end of the project, some members of the core team began work with a legislatively-mandated Interagency Workgroup whose mission is to influence and align policies and regulations across agencies to better serve people with disabilities. The merged core/workgroup team will continue to track progress in implementation of the recommendations on services for young adults with disabilities.  In addition, the group plans to imbed measures related to outcomes for young adults with disabilities into Washington’s performance measurement processes, to ensure that the state’s responsiveness to the needs of this population remains in the spotlight. 

At the end of the project, Montana was working with a consultant to finalize its strategic plan.  The Montana team continues to meet regularly and is now assisted by a full-time task force facilitator.

Table 7 shows the actions taken by each state team, the entity designated to carry the initiative forward, the duration of the entity, and the phase of the project when the action was implemented. 

	Table 7. Sustainable Action and Entity to Continue Work, by State: 2005-2007

	State
	Action
	Entity
	Duration
	When Implemented

	CO
	Cross-Agency Collaboration
	Project TRAIN
	Permanent
	Year Two (2007)

	CT
	Cross-Agency Collaboration
	Medicaid Infrastructure Grant
	5 years
	Year Two (2007)

	FL
	State Legislation
	Interagency Coordinating Committee
	2 years
	Year One (2006)

	KS
	Cross-Agency Collaboration
	Medicaid Infrastructure Grant
	5 years
	Year Two (2007)

	WA
	Change in Policies
	Interagency Workgroup
	1 ½ years
	Year Two (2007)

	MT
	Strategic plan was still in the development stage at the end of the project; the Policy Academy team plans to continue meeting to complete plan.


As stated at the beginning of this report, this section summarizes state activities over the course of the project and initial findings to date.  One of the most important lessons learned from this work was that it takes an enormous amount of time to implement these types of changes.  As such, this work continues in states.  In the spring of 2008, six months after the end of the Policy Academy Project, a follow-up evaluation interview will be conducted with each state. The evaluation will assess each state’s success in implementing the planned strategies, the status of the systems change and additional activities and outcomes that result from participation in this project. It will provide additional insight into the conditions important in sustaining cross-agency collaboration and systems change in support of young adults with disabilities. Additional details about the specific activities carried out in individual states can be found in Appendix A at the end of the report.

Lessons for States
While this project worked intensively with only six states, a core goal of the initiative was to develop new knowledge about how to better serve young adults with disabilities and disseminate this information to all states to assist in their efforts to comply with the expectations laid forth in the New Freedom Initiative.  To this end, this section reflects on the lessons learned from this project and recommends a process ("roadmap") that other states could use to pursue administrative infrastructure changes in their own states.

Key Lessons

The following general lessons emerged based on states' experience in the Policy Academy on Improving Outcomes for Young Adults with Disabilities:

· Governors' leadership is essential.  While a team of committed individuals can realize significant progress on the challenges facing young adults with disabilities, large-scale, sustainable infrastructure change ultimately requires the types of major policy changes, funding commitments, and agency changes that are most easily driven through a governor's agenda. Florida's rapid progress in the early stages of the project, for example, can largely be attributed to the commitment of the governor’s administration to meeting the needs of people with disabilities.

· Team member commitment is vital.  Those states with more consistent team membership (Connecticut, Colorado, Florida, Washington) were, in general, able to more rapidly accomplish their goals during the implementation phase of the project. State teams must be comprised of individuals who are committed to sustaining their involvement over the course of several years.  Likewise, team leaders must be conscientious about maintaining momentum.

· Project partnerships brought to light additional opportunities for collaboration. Because of the broad coalitions of individuals brought together by this project, most of the teams were able to identify additional opportunities for collaboration as a result of this work.  Connecticut and Kansas, for example, identified linkages between their Policy Academy work and their Medicaid Infrastructure Grants (MIGs), thus connecting to an additional source of resources and allowing the teams to align the goals of their MIG initiatives with their transitions work. 
· Peer learning opportunities were valuable.  Teams consistently reported that the peer-to-peer (i.e., state-to-state) learning opportunities provided by this initiative were of great value.  For example, many of the states participating in the Policy Academy were interested in developing strategies to improve cross-agency data sharing but struggled to understand where to begin.  Because the State of Florida is a recognized leader in this area, the Florida team was able to connect those states with its own experts to help jump-start their planning processes. 
· Modifying state administrative infrastructure is a gradual, time-consuming process. Initially, this initiative incorrectly assumed that states would be able to make rapid progress implementing their desired reforms within one year.  As the results of this project demonstrate, long-term administrative infrastructure change is an incremental process.  Future initiatives of this nature should anticipate a 2-to-3 year implementation period before sustainable changes can be fully realized.
· Sustainability must be at the core of state efforts.  Without policies and infrastructure to sustain this work beyond a short-term initiative or single governor's term, states are likely to struggle to meet the needs of young adults with disabilities and maintain their focus on this important work.  
In addition to these general observations, additional lessons specific to various aspects of the systems change process are woven into the discussion of the state roadmap below.

A Roadmap for States
This section describes a basic process that states can use to develop and implement sustainable administrative infrastructure changes.  This process is based on the NGA Center for Best Practices' general methodology for Policy Academies as well as lessons learned from the Policy Academy on Improving Outcomes for Young Adults with Disabilities.

Prior to beginning a major initiative to improve outcomes for young adults with disabilities, states will want to be clear about the nature of the changes desired.  To ensure that efforts are sufficiently comprehensive to meet the various needs to the diverse population of youth with disabilities, it is recommended that states engaging in this work adopt the core operating principles of this project.  Namely, state systems change efforts for young adults with disabilities should:

· Focus on addressing the needs of youth with all types of disabilities, be they physical, sensory, cognitive/developmental, intellectual, or behavioral; 

· Work to improve coordination among all domains of services – health, human services, housing, employment, transportation, education, assistive technology and community integration – that serve young adults with disabilities;

· Develop policies and processes that allow for seamless transitions from child-serving to adult-serving systems and address young adults from 14 to 30; 

· Strive to meet the needs of historically underserved and/or disproportionally represented populations of young adults with disabilities – including American Indians, among others – by engaging representatives of these communities in planning and implementation and working to ensure that all resulting policies and programs are culturally sensitive to these populations; and

· Be sustainable over time.

Based on the lessons learned described in this report and the NGA Center’s other systems change work, the basic process for carrying out this work can be summarized in six phases:

· Coalition Building 

· Knowledge Gathering

· Visioning and Prioritizing Challenges
· Strategic Planning

· Implementation

· Monitoring and Refinement

Coalition Building 

As discussed at length in the summary above, recruiting the right team for a state systems change initiative is a critical – and often challenging – first step.   As previously discussed, the NGA Center typically recommends that states organize “core” and “home” teams:

· Core teams are meant to provide leadership and direction for a state’s administrative infrastructure change work. Ideal core teams will include a cross-section of policymakers from relevant state agencies and stakeholder groups, and will reflect the proposed direction and issues that the state is considering. These individuals should include governor’s policy advisors, leaders from agencies that reflect  the stated goals for integration and infrastructure improvement (for example, Directors of Medicaid, Education, Transportation, Public Health, Mental Health, Workforce/Development, relevant fiscal agents), and may include leaders from the legislature, employer community, advocacy groups, and Tribal governments if appropriate. 

· Home Teams serve as the implementation vehicle for a state’s systems change work.  Home team membership should include the core team members as well as a broader coalition of relevant stakeholders (such as employers, persons with disabilities, and advocacy groups).  Home teams can be as expansive as is necessary. When determining the size and membership of the home team, states should consider striking a balance between lead administrators with significant decision-making authority and influence and ensuring that the experience and pragmatic concerns of front-line workers are represented as well. 

To secure a long-term commitment from the core team members, the team leader should work with his/her governor’s office to obtain letters of commitment from each of the core team members’ agencies.  Once the core team membership is in place, the team can proceed with the initial knowledge gathering, visioning, and prioritizing work.  Home team members can be gradually added once the teams’ goals have been clearly identified and there is greater clarity around what kinds of stakeholders will need to be engaged in order to implement the team’s plans.  Ideally, the home team membership should be in place before the team begins its formal strategic planning work.  In addition to the core and home teams, most states find that it is necessary to organize work teams to carry out the implementation of specific strategies.  The formation of work groups is typically ad hoc as a response to the core and home teams’ need for assistance with particular tasks.

As states work to build cross-agency coalitions to support this work, team leaders may wish to consider the following promising practices: 

· Engage the governor. Governors can set the tone for this work by communicating that meeting the needs of young adults with disabilities is an important, high-priority issue for the state.  Likewise, governors can use their authority over agency leaders to ensure that all necessary stakeholders actively participate in the core team.  Including a liaison from the governor’s office (such as the relevant policy advisor) can help to ensure that the governor stays aware of the team’s progress and can step in – if necessary – to exert authority. Montana, for example, was fortunate to have a governor’s policy advisor as the team leader.  When the original team proved to have insufficient authority to enact the desire changes, the team leader worked closely with the governor to ensure that all relevant agencies signed a written commitment to support the project and appointed a high-level official to participate in the state team. It is unlikely that such strong commitments could have been secured without the governor’s involvement.

· Ensure that core team members have sufficient decision-making authority. The authority level of team members is critical to successful planning and implementation. Teams whose members had decision-making authority or influence in their respective agencies (e.g., the ability to make decisions without clearance from superiors and/or budgetary authority) were better able to articulate a work plan and move forward with implementation. Florida, for example, was highly successful in achieving its goals in both Year One and Year Two.  This success can at least partially be attributed to the authority of the two Florida team leaders: the governor-appointed Director of the Agency for Persons with Disabilities in Year One and the legislatively-charged Director of the Interagency Service Committee in Year Two.  Conversely, Montana, whose team members lacked the influence to carry out systems level reform found it necessary to reformulate its team membership before completing the strategic planning process.
· Engage a broad range of agency staff.  While decision-making authority is vital to systems change work, it is also important that teams ensure that all voices are represented at the table.  Front line staff brings unique perspectives and first-hand knowledge as members of the home team or implementation work groups.  In addition, many successful teams choose to engage mid-level agency staff to work in tandem with team leaders to oversee the day-to-day work of the coalitions.  In Washington State, for example, a policy analyst from the Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board co-lead the team along with the governor’s policy advisor in order to ensure that the team’s work continued when the governor’s advisor was busy during the annual budgeting cycle.

· Continuity matters.  Continuity of team membership is critical in successful planning and implementation. To minimize changes, states should be clear about team member expectations (including the anticipated time commitment), establish a regular meeting schedule to avoid conflicts, and ensure that meetings are productive by establishing specific objectives and ensuring that meetings end on time.  

Some membership turnover is inevitable and, handled properly, can be weathered without significant setbacks.  When the Kansas team realized that it would lose several team members in Year Two, the departing team members worked closely with their agencies to ensure that replacement team members were appointed.  In several instances, departing team members also arranged for a gradual handoff (i.e., transition period) to allow the new team members to get “up to speed” before the original members left the team.  While the Kansas team experienced some Year Two delays because of turnover, the consequences of the membership changes were significantly mitigated by the team’s strategic approach to managing the transition.
· Plan for sustainability. If possible, consider institutionalizing the existence of your cross-agency coalition in order to ensure long-term sustainability.  In Florida, for example, state legislation requires relevant state agencies to work together to address transition issues and report back to the legislature and governor on a regular basis.

As emphasized repeatedly throughout this report, ensuring that team membership is comprehensive is absolutely vital as well. During the Policy Academy, representation from the various domains and disability categories on the state teams had a strong effect on which domains were specifically addressed in the strategic plans. Teams that had representatives of all domains addressed all domains in their strategic plans and teams that lacked representation of transportation and housing tended not to address those domains or to address them late in the project. Likewise, a comprehensive coalition should include representatives of child-, youth-, and adult-serving programs to ensure compliance with the "seamless transitions" objective of this work.

Knowledge Gathering

Once states have organized their teams, the next steps revolve around gathering the knowledge the team will need to make informed decisions.  Knowledge gathering can serve as an important cornerstone in developing a strategic plan and identifying opportunities for cross-agency and cross-program collaborations. Many states conduct environmental scans or develop resource maps for this purpose.  Questions that states will want to consider include:

· What’s currently going on in our state that’s relevant to this work? The information obtained from this question will allow the team to avoid duplication of effort and, at the same time, leverage existing initiatives.  In Connecticut and Kansas, for example, the teams discovered that the state had also received MIGs.  As a result of this discovery, the teams were able to integrate the work of the two initiatives and develop a second platform for addressing transition issues.
· Which agencies are providing which services for which populations? Where are there gaps in our service delivery? This information can 1) assist the core team in identifying which agencies need to be represented on the home team; 2) help identify duplicate services; and 3) help identify service gaps. In Year Two, the Florida team hired a contractor to explore this question in depth.  Their research found that, while over 20 agencies provided transition services for young adults as young as 14, significantly fewer do so for young adults ages 25-30. As a result, the Florida team is now aware that services for older young adults is an area where services may need to be expanded.
· What are their funding sources?  By cataloguing existing state and federal resources that support transitions work, state teams develop a better understanding of the total pool of resources available to work with.  
The depth and breadth of an environment scan or resource mapping effort can be customized to meet individual states’ needs.  In smaller states, an informal environmental scan (e.g., simple research paired with an email or telephone survey) conducted by staff from the team leader’s agency or a small workgroup may provide sufficient information for the team to move on to the next phase. In states with larger populations or complex service delivery systems, a more thorough scan may be necessary.  During the Policy Academy, the Connecticut and Florida teams determined that extensive environment scans/resource mapping were needed.  Both states hired an outside consulting firm to conduct extensive surveys and research.  The Washington State team decided it needed additional, regionally-specific information on certain issues.  The team chose to use subcontracts with regional entities to gather this information.

Ultimately, the knowledge gathering stage should provide the state team with sufficient information to pinpoint the key strengths and challenges of the state’s existing administrative infrastructure.  Once states have gathered the necessary background information, the team members will be ready to begin the process of developing a specific vision for what the team wants to accomplish and narrowing the specific challenges the team wants to address.  

Visioning and Prioritizing Challenges
In order to ensure that there is significant buy-in from all parties during the visioning and prioritizing stage, the NGA strongly encourages the use of a consensus-building process.   For Policy Academy participants, this process begins during a day-long, facilitated, consensus-building conversation at the launch meeting for a state team.  Key questions that team members will want to discuss include:

· Vision: What would we like to see happen as a result of our efforts? 

· Challenges: What’s currently blocking us from achieving this vision? 

For example, some of the vision statements developed by state teams included:

· “All individuals, with and without disabilities, live, learn, work, and participate together in all life experiences.”
· “The state’s leadership will understand and support the implementation of systems change that leads to successful evidence-based transition outcomes for young adults with disabilities.”
· “…Develop a responsive, collaborative, culturally competent, and seamless service delivery system to successfully transition young adults with disabilities into self-sufficiency.”
Sample challenges identified by states were the following:

· No one in the state had a comprehensive understanding of all the different services available to young adults with disabilities.

· Data systems at different agencies could not communicate with one another, thus making it more difficult to track young adults as they transitioned from child- and youth-serving programs to adult-serving programs, making it easier for the young adults to get lost in the system.

· Young adults with disabilities had difficulty locating information about the types of services available to them.

· Eligibility criteria for different programs were not aligned, thus creating gaps in service delivery.

· There were cultural and communication barriers to effectively meeting the needs of American Indian young adults with disabilities.

While it is worthwhile to develop a comprehensive catalogue of the various challenges state leaders see to improving outcomes for young adults with disabilities, it is highly important for state teams to quickly prioritize which challenges the team will initially address.   The NGA Center typically recommends that states select 3-5 challenges to focus on in the first year of an initiative.  In prioritizing which issues to address first, state teams will want to consider which changes need to occur first before additional reforms can occur, which challenges are most readily overcome vs. which will be very complex to address, and which issues will – once addressed – help to create momentum for the group.  The one year planning period helps to limit the scope of the coalition to realistic options.  
Each of the state teams participating in the Policy Academy worked through this process with NGA staff and other experts at the beginning of Year One.  The specific vision statements and challenges identified by each of the six teams are discussed in Appendix A of this report. 
While the visioning and prioritizing process can be time-consuming and even frustrating, it is vital that consensus around shared goals is established early in state initiatives.  

Strategic Planning

Once state systems change coalitions have prioritized the 3-5 areas to focus on, the teams will be ready to proceed to the strategic planning stage.  The strategic plan serves three important roles for state teams.  First, it provides a concise summary of the team’s purpose and goals.  Second, it communicates responsibilities and expectations to each of the team members.  Finally, it provides the team leader with an accountability tool.  The time needed to develop a strategic plan varies widely by state, depending on how complex the issues the state wants to address are, how many people are involved with the team, how much additional information gathering is needed to complete the planning process, and how regularly the team meets.  Examples of some of the key strategies adopted by the states participating in the Policy Academy are displayed in Table 8.
	Table 8. Examples of State Strategies to Improve Administrative Infrastructures
	States Employing This Strategy

	
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA

	Mapping resources (including services, programs, policies) provided by state and local agencies and their partners for young adults with disabilities. 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	Developing memoranda of understanding or similar agreements to establish collaboration and/or resource sharing agreements among various agencies
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Developing cross-training opportunities for staff  to improve their understanding of how the various components of the system fit together
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	Improving data sharing and alignment across agencies to decrease the number of young adults who fall between the cracks as they transition from one agency to another
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	

	Passing legislation to establish standing cross-agency bodies to address these issues
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Creating resource websites to help parents, young adults with disabilities, and their allies better navigate the system
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	

	Working with American Indian tribes to develop culturally-appropriate service models.
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Examining program eligibility criteria and available services to identify and eliminate service delivery gaps 
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	

	Embedding transitions issues as a priority in the strategic plans of other state and federal initiatives.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	Conducting outreach to educate policymakers (i.e., state legislators and governors) about transition issues
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	


The Policy Academy strategic planning process generally begins with broad brainstorming about what kinds of strategies the state might adopt to accomplish its 3-5 goals.  The NGA process provides time for both individual and full-group brainstorming in order to obtain as many different ideas as possible.  All proposed strategies are posted on a wall so that they are visible to the group as each is discussed.   

Once the team has had the opportunity to brainstorm potential strategies, it should then weigh the strengths and weaknesses of each option.  Questions that can help to evaluate the relative value of the different proposed strategies include:
· Is there a clear link between the strategy and the problem the state is trying to solve?

· Is it of sufficient magnitude and scope to have an effect on the outcome?

· Is it affordable?  Cost-effective?

· Is it sustainable? Can it withstand changes in the environment? (e.g., changes in political leadership)

· Is this approach consistent with existing state initiatives/priorities?

· Is it achievable within the desired timeframe?

Once the state team has selected which strategies it wishes to adopt, it is ready to translate the strategies into a work plan for implementation.  To ensure comprehensiveness, the work plan should address the following questions:
· What are the specific actions that need to occur to implement each strategy?

· Who can take responsibility for each action?

· In what order do the actions need to occur?

· When do the actions need to happen?

· What kinds of technical assistance are needed?

Many states find it helpful to map their work plan onto a grid like the example shown below:

	Strategy
	Task
	Who?
	Target Completion Date

	1. Environmental Scan of Existing Services
	Develop list of individuals to contact
	HHS (Mary)
	Jan 15

	
	Split up responsibility for calls
	HHS (Mary)
	Jan 22

	
	Conduct calls
	HHS (Mary); VocRehab (Paolo); DOL (David)
	Feb 18

	
	Summarize call results
	DOL (David)
	Mar 1

	
	Review relevant state legislation
	Governor’s Office (Lana)
	Mar 5

	
	Write up report
	DOL ( David)
	Mar 15

	2. Develop data integration plan
	Develop RFP
	IT workgroup: State IT Dept (Hank); HHS (Mary); Dept of Ed (Rahul)
	Jan 30

	
	Release RFP
	HHS (Mary)
	Feb 15

	
	Review proposals
	IT Workgroup
	Mar 15

	
	Notify awardee
	IT Dept (Hank)
	April 1

	
	Conduct analysis and develop plan
	Contractor
	Dec 1

	
	Present findings to team
	Contractor
	Dec 12


The draft plan should be written up and circulated to the core and home team for feedback.  Since the plan is a living document that will evolve over time, the team leader (or his/her designee) will need to periodically update the plan and share the updates with the team.  

Implementation

Once the strategic planning process is completed and has the buy-in of all key stakeholders, state systems change teams can move into the implementation phase of their work.  During this phase, home team members move forward with implementing the various tasks outlined in the work plan.

During the Policy Academy, those states that were more strategic about implementation experienced a smoother implementation process. Promising implementation process practices include:

· Establish accountability. The team leader should work with team members to ensure that activities are completed within the time frame specified in the team’s work plan.  In the Policy Academy states, for example, most of the teams met on a monthly basis to check in on progress and work through any roadblocks that were likely to delay their work.  The oversight of the governor's office can also help to ensure that work is completed effectively and on a timely basis. 
· Go after low-hanging fruit first.  By focusing on easy wins early in the project, cross-agency coalitions can build momentum for their work.  The Washington State team, for example, used presentations at state disabilities conferences to educate the public about its work.  While relatively easy to implement, this strategy helped the team to educate state employees, people with disabilities, and the larger disabilities community about transition issues in the state, thus building momentum for administrative infrastructure change in the state.
· Meet regularly as core, home teams.  States that were able to set up a regular meeting schedule were typically more successful in their attempts to establish momentum and accountability for their work.  The Connecticut team, for example, met regularly throughout the project, even during the pause between Year One and Year Two.  As a result, the Connecticut team was able to complete all of its planned activities in both years of the project.
· Share the workload.  As several states noted in their feedback on this project, divvying up responsibility for implementation among various stakeholders was vital, both because it made the work more manageable and because it increased participants’ buy-in. Most states choose to use work groups – drawn from their home team membership and beyond – to organize the work.  For example, the Colorado team developed a data warehousing workgroup that developed expertise in the state’s data integration needs and took on responsibility for carrying out the team’s data warehouse planning efforts in Year Two.
By using this general implementation process, all six states were able to make significant progress with implementing the strategic plans developed in Year One of the project.  The states implementation work is anticipated to continue well into 2008.

Monitoring and Refining
The most easily overlooked aspect of state systems change is monitoring and refinement.  State team leaders must be assertive about monitoring progress throughout the initiative in order to create accountability and take corrective actions as necessary.  As evidence, consider the reorganization of the Montana team following the first year of the project.  Because the Montana team leader carefully monitored her team’s progress, she recognized that the original team did not have the necessary authority to implement the necessary changes. As a result, Montana was able to convene a more appropriate team in Year Two and move forward with its work in earnest.

It is important to emphasize that there is no one-size-fits-all solution for states taking on this work.  The strategies adopted by each state must be carefully selected and adapted to meet their particular needs.  However, this basic roadmap can serve as a useful reference for any state considering options to improve outcomes for young adults with disabilities in their own state.

Conclusion

Young adults with disabilities who live in the United States today have virtually unlimited potential.  Emerging technologies, evolving societal attitudes, and new legal rights provide this generation with the opportunity for full community integration more than ever in the past.  Yet, without changes to current state administrative infrastructures, many of these individuals will still continue to fall between the cracks, leaving them vulnerable to homelessness, incarceration, or institutionalization. 

The effectiveness of current state administrative infrastructures to support young adults with disabilities is undermined by gaps in services, a lack of communication across agencies and programs, conflicting policies and eligibility standards, and inadequate data collection.  The Policy Academy on Improving Outcomes for Young Adults with Disabilities demonstrated that systems change is possible, but not without strong leadership, a commitment to cross-agency collaboration, and a focus on sustainability.  The process laid out in the roadmap section of this report incorporates these lessons and others, and should provide states that are ready to engage in this important work with a useful framework.

In addition to the information provided in this report, there are a variety of other sources of support and information that may be useful to states while pursuing the mandates set forth in the President's New Freedom Initiative. The Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services provide some funding to assist with implementing systemic changes to better serve individuals with disabilities, including Money Follows the Person Demonstration Grants, Alternatives to Psychiatric Residential Treatment Facility Demonstration Grants, Real Choice Systems Change Grants, Direct Service Worker Demonstration Grants, and various Ticket to Work employment initiatives.  Likewise, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Office on Disability sponsors a variety of initiatives in addition to this Policy Academy that maybe of interest to states.
  
The work of Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Kansas, Montana, and Washington continues. A follow-up evaluation will be conducted in the Spring of 2008 to evaluate states' continued progress six months following the conclusion of the Policy Academy.  The focus of the evaluation will be on the progress of the states in meeting the project’s major goal of sustainable systems change in support of comprehensive and integrated services for young adults with disabilities. In addition, the evaluation will examine the experiences of individual states in implementing their particular strategies for integration of services and approaches to sustainability. 

Appendices
Appendix A: State Overviews

This appendix provides detailed information on the activities and accomplishments of each of the six states that participated in this project: Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Kansas, Montana, and Washington.  As demonstrated below, all six states made significant progress towards improved state administrative infrastructures and successfully identified strategies to sustain their work going forward.  A follow-up evaluation in Spring 2008 will provide further insights about their progress.

Colorado

The Colorado team made consistent, concrete progress over the course of the two-year Policy Academy.  Noteworthy accomplishments included:

· Launching a resource website for young adults, their parents, and agency staff; 

· Completing a national scan of best practices in data warehousing; and 
· Drafting a plan to implement a data warehousing initiative in Colorado.

To ensure that its work will continue, the Colorado Policy Academy team will be sustained under the umbrella of Project TRAIN, a statewide coalition on disability employment that has permanent status.  The core team leader and members will have continuing responsibility in this effort as part of their regular staff assignments in their respective agencies.

Year One Activities

Colorado applied to the Policy Academy with the overarching goal of moving from a project-based approach to service delivery for young adults with disabilities to a comprehensive, integrated system of care. 

In October 2005, Colorado hosted the five other state teams for the three-day Policy Academy convening in Denver. At that meeting, the Colorado team refined its strategic plan and designed a framework built around the following goals:

· Colorado’s leadership will understand and support the implementation of systems change that leads to successful evidence-based transition outcomes for young adults with disabilities.

· Colorado will have an integrated, consumer-directed service delivery system based on sound data and comprised of broad partnerships of trained professionals.

· All Colorado young adults will have a universally accessible, consumer-driven system that educates and assists them in obtaining needed transition services.

After the Policy Academy meeting, the team expanded its membership, held a statewide forum of stakeholders, met monthly, and created three work groups responsible for implementing the goals. According to team members, the team’s deliberate efforts to establish and maintain strong, regular connections across agencies and programs that serve at-risk youth resulted in more meaningful cross-system collaboration. Also noteworthy were new strategies to share relevant data across agencies in order to clarify gaps in policy and service and to inform future policy with reliable and common evidence. 

Year Two Activities

In Phase II of the initiative, the Colorado team chose to focus on three strategic areas:

· Enhancing Statewide Policy;

· Facilitating Data Sharing; and 

· Building Collaboration.

Specifically, the team committed to:

· Launch a resource website and conduct a publicity campaign to raise awareness about this new resource;

· Research best practices in data warehousing and draft a plan to implement a data warehousing initiative in Colorado;

· Conduct briefings for policymakers; and

· Integrate Transition language into the Prevention Leadership Council's state plan.  The Council is a legislatively mandated organization consisting of the Departments of Education, Human Services, Public Health and Environment, Transportation, and Public Safety.

The team was successful at implementing each of these activities. The Youthnet website (http://dola.colorado.gov/wdc_youth/introduction) was launched in March 2007. Presently, 165 organizations, statewide, have submitted information for the website.  The site was presented to statewide transition coordinators at the Colorado Department of Education and local school districts, to the Colorado Workforce Development Council, at the College in Colorado Pre-Collegiate Conference in March 2007, and at the Think Big Youth Forum in May 2007.  In addition, an overview PowerPoint was distributed to regional partners for use in updating local councils, committees, and partners.  Finally, 13,000 postcards advertising the website were produced and distributed to young adults and their families.
On the data integration front, data sharing was facilitated through agreements between the state agencies represented on the core team.  In addition, research on promising data sharing practices was carried out through site visits by core team members and data experts to Utah, Florida, and Oregon. At the end of the project Colorado was in the process of updating its state data warehousing plan.

Colorado was not able to complete the final two activities during the Policy Academy period due to unforeseen delays. Statewide policy briefings were originally planned for the spring of 2007, but had to be altered due to a policy change when a new Governor was elected.  To recover from this setback, the team worked with a state legislator to host a Town Hall titled “Transitioning Youth with Disabilities to the Workforce” on August 16, 2007.  

The other setback occurred when the Prevention Leadership Council's annual plan deadline was extended from June 2007 until the end of August 2007.  While the team was unable to complete this deliverable on time as a result, the team anticipates that the Prevention Leadership Council will adopt its proposed language as part of its state plan during their late summer meeting. 

In addition to the obligations laid out in their contract, the Colorado team also identified the following Phase II accomplishments in support of sustaining the initiative:

· Partnerships and relationships are stronger.

· New opportunities for collaboration have been identified.

· State agencies represented on the core team all have transition language incorporated in their respective state plans.

· The core team plans to continue its work for young adults with disabilities through Project TRAIN, the Colorado Prevention Leadership Council, and the State Youth Council.

Year One Evaluation Findings

Team Membership and Authority

The lead agency for the Colorado team was the Office of Workforce Development and the team leader was a grants manager who also had responsibilities on an interagency project with which the Policy Academy team collaborated. From the beginning of the project, all seven domains were represented on either the core or home team and all had either decision-making authority or could influence decisions in their respective agencies. A liaison from the governor’s office served on the team through the first year and a representative from the Denver Indian Center, which represented all tribes in the state, was on the team throughout the project. Consensus on team vision, goals and strategies was achieved early in the project and team participants were rated high on meeting attendance and participation. By the end of Year Two, there had been no changes in team membership with the exception of the governor’s liaison who left the team when a new governor was elected. The new governor did not appoint a replacement to the team.
Representation of sub-populations

Throughout the project the team had representatives of each of the five disability groups and of agencies serving all age groups from 14-30. The agencies serving youth were education, including secondary, special education and higher education; vocational rehabilitation and workforce programs served both in and out of school youth and adults. American Indians were represented by the Denver Indian Center. 

Coverage of domains and sub- populations in strategic planning

By the end of the first year all domains except housing and transportation had been addressed in the strategic planning. All disability groups were addressed with an overall strategy that applied to all disabilities.  The team planned to address age groups and their transition issues in Year Two. Strategies to address needs of American Indian young adults had been developed and were in place in the workforce center in the southwest region of the state where the Indian population is concentrated. Strategies to address housing and transportation needs were included in Year Two through the team’s continuing collaboration with Project TRAIN, the entity that is carrying forward the effort. 

Strategies for cross-agency collaboration and meeting project goals

The Colorado team developed five strategies to build cross-agency collaboration and to meet project goals. The strategies were a shared data system, interagency MOUs to participate in and support the shared data system, resource mapping, a searchable database, and cross-agency funding. All of the strategies were implemented by the end of Year Two and will continue into the post 2007 phase of the project. 

Strategies for sustainability of the cross-agency collaboration and designation of an entity to carry the project forward

The team’s major strategy for sustaining the initiative was to build collaborations with the agencies represented on the team and with related projects in the state that had similar objectives for serving young adults with disabilities. The basic strategy was to ‘infiltrate’ these agencies and organizations and engage them in working together on common goals. The team was successful in getting agencies and other partners to incorporate transition language in their planning. The team collaborated with Project TRAIN throughout the project, and late in the second year responsibility for the project shifted to Project TRAIN as the sustaining entity to carry it forward. Efforts were made to reestablish the support of the governor’s office and to gain the support of the state legislature. Late in the second year the team succeeded in gaining the interest of a legislator who hosted a town hall meeting in August 2007 on transitioning young adults with disabilities to the workforce.    

Year Two Evaluation Findings

The Colorado team set three goals for their project: (1) to enhance statewide policy, (2) to facilitate data sharing and (3) to build collaborations. By the end of Year Two the Colorado team had achieved these goals. Statewide policy was enhanced by the addition of transition language into the state plans of agencies represented on the core team. When the transition language is added to the strategic plan of the Prevention Leadership Council it will extend its mission beyond the age of 18. Data sharing was facilitated through agreements with agencies represented on the core team and initial data sharing had begun.  Collaboration building was accomplished through the Youthnet searchable website, which involved increasing numbers of state-wide programs and organizations in exchange of information on services for young adults with disabilities. The team also established collaborative relations with the State Youth Council and their state and local initiatives. 

The Policy Academy will be sustained under the umbrella of Project TRAIN, a statewide coalition on disability employment that has permanent status.  The core team leader and members will have continuing responsibility in this effort as part of their regular staff assignments in their respective agencies.  
By the end of the project, with the exception of the loss of the governor’s representative on the core team, the Colorado team had met all of the performance measures established by the project sponsor, the Office on Disability (see Table A1 below and Appendix B).
	Table A1. Colorado Young Adult Initiative Attainments:  2005-2007

	Expectation
	Attained?

	1. All domains represented on core or home team 
	Yes

	2. All domains addressed in strategic plan 
	Yes

	3. All disability groups represented on core or home team
	Yes, specifically

	4. Needs of all disability groups addressed in strategic plan
	Yes, holistically

	5. Systems serving all age groups represented on home or core team
	Yes

	6. Transition needs of all age groups addressed in strategic plan 
	Yes

	7. American Indian community represented on core or home team 
	Yes 

	8. Needs of American Indians addressed in strategic plan
	Yes

	9. Governor’s Office represented on core team 
	In Year One 

	10. State legislature represented on home or core team if applicable
	NA

	11. Strategy to sustain cross-agency collaboration 
	Yes

	12. Entity in place to sustain the cross-agency collaboration 
	Yes


Connecticut

The collaborative spirit of the Connecticut team stood out throughout the Policy Academy.  Among the team's noteworthy accomplishments:

· Raising $20,000 from each agency participating on the state team to produce a major resource mapping report; and
· Creation of an online Navigation Guide for young adults, their parents, and service providers (http://www.ctschooltowork.com/).
The Connecticut team's work will continue under the umbrella of the state's Medicaid Infrastructure Grant (MIG), a five-year federal systems change grant, to the Connecticut Department of Social Services. The Policy Academy team leader is the leader of the MIG and the core team members will have individual roles and responsibilities in the ongoing effort. 

Year One Activities

Connecticut applied to the Policy Academy with the goal of creating a coordinated, consumer-driven, and committed service delivery infrastructure that would help the state’s approximately 90,000 young adults with disabilities successfully transition to independent living, full participation in their communities, and self-sufficiency. The team kicked off its work with a full-day strategic planning session with NGA Center staff and national experts in August 2005.  In October 2005, the Connecticut team joined the other state teams for the three-day meeting in Denver, Colorado, where it refined its strategic plan and committed to three key goals:

· Coordination among the multiple, related statewide initiatives that target at-risk youth;
· Cross-agency data sharing that leads to evidence-based policy recommendations; and
· Mapping existing policies, services, eligible populations, funding streams, performance outcomes, and cross-system agreements that affect young adults with disabilities.

Following the academy meeting, the team continued to meet regularly.  The team’s deliberate efforts to establish strong, regular, and - in many cases - new, communication across agencies greatly strengthened system-wide collaborations. 
The Connecticut team’s resource mapping activities were especially noteworthy. The team leveraged funding from each participating partner agency to pay for a comprehensive analysis of existing policies and services. The resulting 160-page report is perhaps the most comprehensive map of transition services for young adults with disabilities ever conducted by a state (http://www.ctschooltowork.com/) and serves as a model for other states. 

Year Two Activities

In Phase II of the initiative, the Connecticut team chose to focus on the following:

· Coordination of current federal and state youth initiatives that affect the population of young adults with disabilities in Connecticut.  

· Continuing to map resources, identify gaps and duplications in services, and develop recommendations.

· Data Integration.

Specifically, the team committed to:

· Update their team plan;

· Create a web-based "Navigation Guide" for consumers and service providers;

· Continue to expand their collaboration; and

· Develop a plan for data integration.

The Connecticut team completed all of its deliverables on a timely basis and implemented its planned activities in a systematic fashion.  The team met early in the year and refined it plans for Phase II and beyond.  The Navigation Guide is now available online (http://www.ctschooltowork.com/) and will soon be linked to additional resources for young adults in transition, which are being developed as part of the Connecticut Medicaid Infrastructure Fund (MIG) grant initiative.  

Through ongoing relationship building efforts, the Connecticut team was able to establish credibility for its work and develop new partnerships with the other systems change initiatives established or beginning to establish roots in Connecticut.  These included:

· The Medicaid Infrastructure Grant (MIG);

· The Youth Vision Team under the Connecticut Employment and Training Commission (CETC);

· The Youth Futures Committee;

· The Mental Health Systems Transformation Grant; and

· The Statewide Transition Task Force.

Finally, a MOU with the Office of Workforce Competitiveness (OWC) was established and funds from the Medicaid Infrastructure Grant (MIG) were allocated to develop a sustainable data integration plan. At this time, OWC is working with Public Consulting Group - the same consultant that helped Connecticut develop its resource map - to develop a scope of work for this endeavor.  PCG already has a foundation of knowledge from the resource mapping efforts that will give them a head start with data integration. Through a shared data system, Connecticut anticipates that it will be better able to track consumers moving from one system to another, end duplication of services, and provide improved services at a lower cost for our young adults. Knowing where the consumers are within the many systems will prevent young adults from falling between the cracks or ending up without appropriate interventions.

In addition to these successes, the Connecticut team also reported the following Phase II accomplishments:

· Team members are now an integral part of the various state systems change efforts described above;

· Collaboration efforts have increased greatly;

· Interagency communication has improved;

· Staff put together a “Transition Toolkit” that is used by case managers and educators to support employment and/or post-secondary education for young adults with disabilities;

· Agencies that were part of the NGA Team are looking at revising their mission statements to include transitioning young adults as a stated priority;

· The Bureau of Rehabilitation Services (BRS) has hired six transition counselors who are embedded in urban school districts throughout Connecticut in order to reach underserved and minority students with significant disabilities;

· There is now a transition Vocational Rehabilitation counselor liaison to all high schools;

· The team worked with the MIG to launch a “See the Ability” Campaign that reaches out to employers to help them understand the potential of people with disabilities (see http://www.connect-ability.com/);

· The State Department of Education and the Director of BRS will be doing a “road show” this summer for all education transition coordinators and directors to discuss the tools available to them for transition purposes;

· A MOU is being developed to sustain the Navigation Guide website; and

· The team's work will be sustained going forward through the Connecticut MIG.

Year One Evaluation Results

Team Membership and Authority

The lead agency for the Connecticut team was the Bureau of Rehabilitation Services in the Department of Social Services.  The team leader was the Director of the Bureau of Rehabilitation Services. All domains, with the exceptions of housing and transportation, were represented on the core or home team throughout the project. Housing and transportation were represented in the last months of Year Two as the team merged with the Medicaid Infrastructure Grant (MIG), the entity that will continue the initiative beyond the end of the project.  In the first year, all team members but one had high levels of authority in their respective agencies, that is, team members were either decision makers or had influence in decision-making; in Year Two that one member was replaced by another who had the desired level of authority.  In Year One there were no representatives of either the governor’s office or the state legislature. In the second year a governor’s policy advisor actively participated in project planning and by the end of the project a governor’s liaison was appointed. Consensus on team vision, goals and strategies was achieved early in the project and team members were rated high on commitment, participation and ability to build cross-agency collaborations. 

Representation of sub-populations

Throughout the project the team had representatives of each of the five disability groups and of agencies serving all age groups from 14-30.  A combination of agencies served all of the age groups from 14 to 30 and both in and out of school youth. These included education (secondary, special education and higher education), vocational rehabilitation, workforce programs, health/mental health and corrections, agencies that served both in and out-of-school youth and young adults. American Indians were represented by the Director of Vocational Rehabilitation Services for the Mashantucket Pequot Tribe. 

Coverage of domains and population sub-groups in strategic planning

By the end of the first year all domains except housing and transportation had been addressed in the strategic planning, as had all of the disability groups and age groups. A major part of that strategy was to include all domains and sub-populations in the resource mapping project, in the searchable website and the related Toolkit. By the end of Year Two, housing and transportation were being addressed through the strategic planning of the Medicaid Infrastructure Grant, with which the core team had merged as its strategy to sustain the initiative.  Strategies to address needs of American Indian young adults were developed with input of the tribal VR representative on the team.  In addition, the transition counselors who were place in schools and mental health clinics had responsibility for American Indians as well as other special populations.  

Strategies for cross-agency collaboration and meeting project goals

The Connecticut team developed six strategies to build cross-agency collaboration and to meet project goals. The strategies were (1) resource mapping, (2) a shared data system, (3) a searchable website, (4) cross-agency funding, (5) MOUs and (6) waivers. Five of the strategies had been implemented by the end of Year Two. The data-sharing system will be implemented under the MIG.   

Strategies for sustainability of the cross-agency collaboration and designation of an entity to carry the project forward

The team’s major strategy for sustaining the cross-agency collaboration, and its first goal for the project, was to coordinate federal and state youth initiatives that are relevant to young adults with disabilities, thereby building a collaborative statewide network. A major partner in the collaborative was the Medicaid Infrastructure Grant, a five year systems change grant. In the second year the core team merged with the MIG as the entity that is continuing the initiative into the future.  

Year Two Evaluation Findings 

The Connecticut team set three goals for the 2-year Policy Academy: the coordination with other state and federal initiatives that are focused on young adults with disabilities (described above), resource mapping of services, and a data integration or data-sharing system. By the end of Year Two the Connecticut team had achieved the first two of these goals and had begun developing the third. The coordination goal was met as evidenced by the team’s merger with the MIG in the second year of the project and by the statewide network of agencies and organizations collaborating in addressing the needs of young adults with disabilities. The resource mapping was completed in the first year of the project and was used as the basis of strategic planning, building collaborations and designing the searchable website. Results of the resource mapping will be used in the continuing development of the shared data system.   

The initiative will continue under the umbrella of the MIG, a five-year federal systems change grant, to the CT Department of Social Services. The team leader is the leader of the MIG and the core team members will have individual roles and responsibilities in the ongoing effort. 

By the end of the project the CT team had met all of the performance measures or expectations established by the project sponsor, the Office on Disability (See Table A2 below and Appendix B).
	Table A2. Connecticut Young Adult Initiative Attainments:  2005-2007

	Expectation
	Attained?

	1. All domains represented on core or home team 
	Yes

	2. All domains addressed in strategic plan 
	Yes

	3. All disability groups represented on core or home team
	Yes, specifically

	4. Needs of all disability groups addressed in strategic plan
	Yes, specifically

	5. Systems serving all age groups represented on home or core team
	Yes

	6. Transition needs of all age groups addressed in strategic plan 
	Yes

	7. American Indian community represented on core or home team 
	Yes 

	8. Needs of American Indians addressed in strategic plan
	Yes

	9. Governor’s Office represented on core team 
	In Year Two

	10. State legislature represented on home or core team if applicable
	NA

	11. Strategy to sustain cross-agency collaboration 
	Yes

	12. Entity in place to sustain the cross-agency collaboration 
	Yes


Florida

Florida stood out in its decision to sustain its interagency work on behalf of young adults with disabilities through state legislation.  Other noteworthy aspects of Florida's work included:

· Developing an operating statement to guide the team's work and communicate its goals and purpose to the general public;

· Completing a major environmental scan to identify gaps and duplication in service delivery; and 

· Executing interagency articulation agreements at both state and local levels.
The Florida team's work will continue for the next two years under the banner of the state Interagency Services Committee, the legislatively-mandated body charged with addressing the needs of people with disabilities.

Year One Activities

Florida applied to the Policy Academy with the goal of increasing the number of Florida youth and young adults with all disabilities, age 14-30, who participate and demonstrate success in post–secondary education and who obtain and maintain competitive, integrated employment.  Their team proposed to build on and prioritize a set of eighty-six recommendations made by a cross-agency taskforce.

The Florida team kicked off its work in August 2005 and, in October 2005, participated in the meeting in Denver, Colorado. At that meeting, the Florida team refined its strategic plan and committed to three priority areas:

· Improving and increasing opportunities for youth and young adults with disabilities to demonstrate success in post-secondary education and work-related experiences that lead to skills development, a living wage, benefits potential, and asset accumulation;

· Enhancing the nationally renowned Department of Education’s Data Warehouse to incorporate shared outcome data related to persons with disabilities so that state policy may be informed by evidence-based practice; and

· Moving toward a comprehensive, coordinated system by strengthening and expanding existing cross-agency communication and collaboration.

Prior to the start of the NGA Policy Academy, the Florida Governor had previously established an interagency effort known as the Blue Ribbon Task Force Implementation Working Group (BIWG).  This group met for several months and released recommendations to the governor.  When Florida was accepted into the Policy Academy, the Core Team members of the Florida Policy Academy team - with only a few exceptions - were also members of the BIWG.   Given the similarities in the goals and focus of the two initiatives and the need to maximize the efforts of the dually-serving member agencies and organizations, the NGA Policy Academy initiative was ultimately merged with the BIWG.

On July 1, 2006, the Florida Legislature called upon the Florida Agency for Persons with Disabilities (APD) to institutionalize these efforts by establishing an Interagency Services Committee for Youth and Young Adults with Disabilities (ISC). Mandated by SB 1278, the legislation required that “the committee develop strategies to ensure successful transition to employment to further education of youth and young adults with disabilities and to eliminate barriers that impede educational opportunities leading to future employment.” This action allowed Florida to institutionalize and sustain its transition work.

In addition to working through the development of this infrastructure in Year One, the Florida team also developed a draft strategic plan and conducted an informal environmental scan. Also noteworthy was the state team’s commitment to coordinating state goals with county activities, as illustrated by its coordination with Florida’s annual Partners in Transition Summit. Two-thirds of Florida’s counties sent planning teams to the 2006 Summit to develop local strategies to increase opportunities for success in post-secondary education and work for young adults with disabilities.
Between Year One and Phase II of the initiative, the Florida team went through several substantial changes.  In November 2006, a new governor was elected.  Subsequently, the original team leader left her position the next month.  The Interagency Committee provided infrastructure that allowed the team to sustain its work.  Following the formal election of Interagency Services Committee leadership in January 2007, the ISC officially adopted the goals of the original NGA team as part of its mission. The bulk of the membership stayed the same so the team was, largely, able to pick up where it left off with its planning from Year One.

Year Two Activities

In Phase II, the team established the following operating statement:

VISION: All individuals, with and without disabilities, live, learn, work, and participate together in all life experiences.

MISSION: To develop strategies and eliminate barriers which will ensure successful transition to employment and further educational opportunities for youth and young adults with disabilities.

GOALS:

Goal 1: Florida youth and young adults with disabilities participate in work experiences and opportunities that ultimately lead to a living wage, work related skills development, income and benefits potential, and asset accumulation.

Goal 2: Florida youth and young adults with disabilities participate and demonstrate success in post-secondary educational opportunities leading to successful competitive employment. 

The Florida team contracted with consultants at TransCen, Inc. to carry out a resource mapping initiative. The purpose of this study was to map the resources available at the state level in Florida that support the transition of youth with disabilities from secondary education to employment and postsecondary education; to identify the gaps and overlaps in resources; to prepare recommendations to the state based on the study’s findings; and to develop a preliminary action plan to address identified gaps and overlaps. 

Despite some delays during the transition in the fall of 2006, the Florida team was successful in completing its activities on time. The team’s next steps will be to present the strategic plan to the state legislature and implement the action identified in the plan developed with TransCen.

The Florida team reported that the Policy Academy helped them to achieve the following:

· Launched the new ISC and began carrying out the requirements of the state legislation, thereby establishing an entity to support cross-agency collaboration;
· Developed a collaborative process to leverage and align services and supports;

· Collected, synthesized, and analyzed information from state agencies on current transition resources as it relates to employment and postsecondary education for youth with disabilities; 

· Developed a demographic map illustrating the scope of participating agencies’ work (e.g., funding sources, counties served, target population); 

· Developed a map of employment and post-secondary education resources available at the state-level;

· Based on research findings, prepared a multi-agency strategic action plan to improve Florida’s transition system;

· Brought attention to the importance of coordinating transition services for young adults with disabilities across state agencies;

· Anecdotally, increased awareness at various levels of state government with regard to the poor post-secondary outcomes of students with disabilities, particularly those with severe disabilities, and the need to take action to improve those outcomes;

· Recruited a young adult with a disability as an active participant/voice on the Florida team during Year Two activities;

· Carried out capacity building activities in the areas of discovery, customized employment, and micro-enterprises;

· Piloted programs using the Transition Services Integration Model (blending services and braiding funds to provide customized employment for students with developmental disabilities);

· Developed a strategic plan based on data from the resource mapping project.

· Enacted legislation requiring data sharing between the Florida Department of Education and the Department of Children and Families to determine post school outcomes for students in the Florida foster care system;

· Enacted legislation requiring that aggregate alternate assessment test results become part of Florida’s school grading system by 2010; and 

· Executed interagency articulation agreements at both state and local levels.

The Florida team will present its final recommendations to the Governor, Speaker of the House, and President of the Senate in January 2008.

Year One Evaluation Findings

Team Membership and Authority

In Year One the lead agency for the Florida team was the Agency for Persons with Disabilities and the team leader was the Director of the Division of Children & Families in the Department of Child Welfare. All domains were represented on the core team throughout the project and all had decision-making authority or influence on decisions in their respective agencies. In Year Two, team leadership transferred to the Director of Interagency Programs at the Florida Department of Education. Throughout the project there was a representative of the state legislature on the team. A liaison from the governor’s office served on the team through the election; late in the second year the new governor appointed a liaison. The core team functioned as part of a wider interagency working group that had been established two years prior to the Policy Academy, and with goals compatible with the project.  Consensus on team vision, goals and strategies was achieved early in Year One. 

Representation of sub-populations

Throughout the project the team had representatives of two of the five specific disability groups, intellectual and cognitive/developmental. The other disabilities were represented by team members from agencies, such as Vocational Rehabilitation and Education, which serve all disability groups. Agencies serving all age groups from 14 to 30 were represented on the team. Agencies serving in-school youth included education, including elementary/secondary, special education and higher education; and those serving both in and out of school youth and adults were vocational rehabilitation, workforce programs, health/mental health, mental retardation and corrections. American Indian tribes or organizations were not represented on the team. 

Coverage of domains and population sub-groups in strategic planning

By the end of the first year all domains had been addressed in the strategic planning, as had all age groups. In Year Two several transition strategies were being developed including a Transition Services Integration Model, job coaching, transitional employment, a university transition center and interagency agreements on transitions. Most but not all disability groups were included in the strategic planning, the focus being intellectual and cognitive/developmental disabilities. By the end of Year Two, all disability groups had been included in strategic planning in a holistic cross-agency approach using assistive technology as needed.  American Indians were included under the general strategy of serving all young adults with disabilities; more specific attention will be given to their needs in future planning of the interagency work group. 

Strategies for cross-agency collaboration and meeting project goals

The Florida team developed five strategies to build cross-agency collaboration and to meet project goals. The strategies were (1) a shared data system, (2) shared resources and training, (3) resource mapping, (4) cross-agency MOUs and (5) Medicaid waivers. Four of the strategies were implemented by the end of Year Two. The data-sharing system will be implemented under the sustaining entity described below. The sustaining legislation mandated additional strategies that supported cross-agency collaboration, including defining agency roles and responsibilities and accountability systems. These were being developed in Year Two. 

Strategies for sustainability of the cross-agency collaboration and designation of an entity to carry the project forward

The team’s major strategy for sustaining the cross-agency collaboration was to promote legislation to institutionalize an interagency work group. The legislation, sponsored by the legislator on the core team, was passed in Year One, establishing the Interagency Service Committee for Youth and Young Adults with Disabilities (ISC) and combining the core team and the previously existing Blue Ribbon Task Force Interagency Working Group (BWIG). The legislation mandated the ISC for two years, with annual reports to the governor and the legislature. In Year Two the ISC was planning legislation to broaden the Transition Services Integration Model to sites throughout the state. 

Year Two Evaluation Findings

The Florida team set two goals for youth and young adults with disabilities: to participate in work experiences and opportunities that lead to a living wage, work related skills development, income and benefits potential, and asset accumulation; and to participate and demonstrate success in postsecondary educational opportunities leading to successful competitive employment. These goals are by nature long-term and not fully achievable in two years. To accomplish these goals, the team used the strategies listed above under “Strategies for cross-agency collaboration and meeting project goals”, primarily resource mapping of state level resources to identify gaps and overlaps in services and to make recommendations leading to a strategic plan to meet the project goals. Both the resource mapping and the strategic plan were completed by the end of Year Two and addressed all domains, disability groups and age groups.   

The initiative will continue under the ISC, with its two-year legislative mandate. The core team members will continue their role on the ISC.  Due to administrative changes, the team will elect a new team leader in early 2008.
By the end of Year Two, the Florida team had met all of the performance measures or expectations established by the project sponsor, the Office on Disabilities, with the exception of those regarding representation of and strategies for American Indians. American Indians are to be included in services along with all race/ethnic groups. (See Table A3 below and Appendix B). 

	Table A3. Florida Young Adult Initiative Attainments:  2005-2007

	Expectation
	Attained?

	1. All domains represented on core or home team 
	Yes

	2. All domains addressed in strategic plan 
	Yes

	3. All disability groups represented on core or home team
	Yes, holistically 

	4. Needs of all disability groups addressed in strategic plan
	Yes, holistically 

	5. Systems serving all age groups represented on home or core team
	Yes

	6. Transition needs of all age groups addressed in strategic plan 
	Yes

	7. American Indian community represented on core or home team 
	No 

	8. Needs of American Indians addressed in strategic plan
	Not specifically  

	9. Governor’s Office represented on core team 
	Years One & Two

	10. State legislature represented on home or core team if applicable
	Yes (Year One)

	11. Strategy to sustain cross-agency collaboration 
	Yes

	12. Entity in place to sustain the cross-agency collaboration 
	Yes


Kansas

The Kansas team’s accomplishments included:

· Initiating a prototype of a longitudinal shared data system; 

· Conducting an environmental scan; and 

· Developing transition information resources for an accessible Web site for young adults with disabilities and their family members.
The team made rapid progress in Year One of the initiative but, following significant turnover in team membership due to retirements and other personnel changes, worked more slowly in Year Two.  Moving forward, the Kansas team will work through the state’s Medicaid Infrastructure Grant program to continue to pursue its transition goals.
Year One Activities

Kansas applied to the Policy Academy with the goal of developing a responsive, collaborative, culturally competent, and seamless service delivery system to successfully transition young adults with disabilities into self-sufficiency. As with the other teams, the Kansas team kicked off its work with a full-day strategic planning session with NGA Center staff and national experts in August 2005 then participated in the national academy in October 2005.  At that meeting, the team refined its strategic plan and identified the following goals:

· Establish a statewide interagency agreement on transition and employment;

· Design and implement a longitudinal shared data collection, tracking, monitoring, and reporting system across agencies;

· Establish a permanent statewide interagency collaboration team on disabilities with oversight and monitoring responsibilities for interagency work; and

· Incorporate effective cross-agency outreach, training and outcome strategies within all relevant agencies.

During the first phase of the academy, the Kansas team secured representation from key stakeholder groups, drafted an interagency memorandum of understanding, initiated a prototype of a longitudinal shared data system, conducted an environmental scan, convened a transition summit, submitted a proposal to the Governor’s office, and established a collaborative relationship with the Kansas Youth Vision Team.

Year Two Activities

Given significant level of activity the Kansas team experienced in Year One, the team was well positioned to move forward with reforms by the summer of 2006.  However, around this time, the Kansas time lost some momentum as a result of the departure of several team members.  Some of these departures were due to retirements; others were the result of new political appointments.  Ultimately, the shift in staffing resulted in delays for the team, which were further exaggerated by the lag time between the first and second phase of the project.

Despite the membership changes, the co-leaders of the Kansas team remained optimistic about their potential to realize additional change and submitted a plan to continue its work during Phase II of the initiative.  In Phase II, the Kansas team focused on:

· Establishing a statewide interagency agreement on transition and employment through a signed Memorandum of Understanding;

· Designing and implementing a longitudinal, shared data collection, tracking monitoring, and reporting system across agencies;

· Assigning a Governor-appointed Statewide Interagency Collaboration Team on Disabilities with oversight and monitoring responsibilities; and 

· Incorporating effective cross-agency outreach, training, and outcome strategies within all agencies.

In addition, the team committed to several planning meetings, creating a website for resource and information sharing, and conducting cultural sensitivity training.  This agenda proved to be overly ambitious and the team was unable to complete all of its planned activities in Phase II, primarily because of the aforementioned delays.  Nevertheless, the team was successful in several significant areas.  
First, the Memorandum of Understanding Workgroup drafted MOU language and obtained consensus on the content of the document across all key agencies.  The Governor assigned a Department of Administration attorney to put the MOU into the correct legal language and format.  At this time, the MOU has been revised to reflect concerns by agencies and is waiting for signatures of agency secretaries.

Building on its Year One work, the Shared Database Workgroup kicked-off its phase II work by conducting a meeting with agency directors to revisit the topic of a shared data system.  The workgroup reviewed an existing database which allows the Departments of Education, SRS, Juvenile Justice, and KDHE to share data and agreed that it should serve as the foundation for the broader database the workgroup hopes to implement over the next couple of years.  To help Kansas think through what this database might look like, the team brought in a consultant from the Florida Department of Education, who provided on-site technical assistance to assist with the promotion, planning, and development of the database.  The team has also secured the support of the new Commissioner of Education, whose support will be crucial to moving forward with this work. The workgroup is now working to get the Chief Information Officer from the State Information Technology Division involved as her support is seen as vital to cross-agency alignment efforts.  The team hopes that the Technology Division will consider incorporating the proposed database into its three-year funding plan.

In addition, the Kansas team developed materials for an accessible Web site for young adults with disabilities and their family members and conducted a mini-Policy Academy to refine its long-term goals and plan for sustainability.
 To sustain the state’s transition work going forward, the Working Healthy grant initiative - which is part of the Medicaid Infrastructure grant program – is developing an interagency team that will have oversight and monitoring responsibilities for transition services, employment for persons with disabilities, and related programs across different agencies and programs.

While the Statewide Interagency Collaboration Team has not yet been formalized by the governor, the team leaders continue to work with their contact in the governor's office to push this initiative forward.  Busy summer schedules made it impossible for the team to carry out a planned cultural sensitivity program within the project timeframe.  However, the team was able to identify and spread awareness about some existing cultural sensitivity training resources.

Year One Evaluation Findings

Team Membership and Authority

The Kansas team was jointly led by the Executive Director of the Kansas Council on Development Disabilities and the Assistant Director of the University Center on Excellence in Developmental Disabilities. All domains were represented on the core or home teams by individuals who had decision-making authority or influence in their respective agencies. At the end of the first year, there was significant turnover in team membership. In spite of this turnover, domain representation and authority level of the team members remained the same through the end of the second year.  A liaison from the governor’s office worked with the team for both years, as did a member of the state legislature. Consensus on team vision, goals and strategies was achieved early in Year One, but with the turnover in team members in the beginning of Year Two, it took more time to reach consensus in the second year. 

Representation of sub-populations

Throughout the project the team had representatives of the five specific disability groups and of agencies serving both in and out-of-school youth and young adults of all age groups from 14 to 30. The agencies included education and special education, vocational rehabilitation, workforce and health/mental health. Four core and home team members represented American Indians and organizations, including a tribal school and university, tribal VR and an Indian youth self-advocate. 
Coverage of domains and population sub-groups in strategic planning

By the end of the first year the team reported that it planned to address all domains and the needs of all disability groups, all age groups and American Indians, with specific strategies to be developed in Year Two.  The planning will continue under the MIG, which has adopted many of the team’s goals and has many of the same team members on its advisory committee.  

Strategies for cross-agency collaboration and meeting project goals

In the first year the Kansas team developed four strategies to build cross-agency collaboration and to meet project goals. The strategies were (1) a shared data system, (2) a searchable website, (3) cross-agency funding and (4) MOUs. The MOUs among key agencies was the vehicle for establishing the cross-agency collaboration and the shared data system. By the end of Year Two, the MOU had been written by a state attorney and was awaiting sign-off by agency secretaries. The searchable website, accessible through a link on the Developmental Disabilities Council website, was developed in Year Two. 

Strategies for sustainability of the cross-agency collaboration and designation of an entity to carry the project forward

Throughout the first year the team was planning for the governor’s appointment of a statewide council to take responsibility for continuing the initiative, as well as legislative support to sustain the council. Toward the end of Year Two, with the awarding of the Medicaid Infrastructure Grant to the Kansas Health Policy Authority, the team decided to seek cooperation of the MIG program for continuation of the project. 

Year Two Evaluation Findings 

The Kansas team set four goals for the initiative: 1) to establish a statewide interagency agreement on transition and employment for young adults with disabilities, 2) to design and implement a shared longitudinal data system, 3) to sustain the initiative through governor appointment of an interagency collaboration team, and 4) to incorporate effective cross-agency outreach, training and outcome strategies within all agencies. The team wrote MOUs to accomplish the collaboration and shared data system goals. At the end of the project, the MOUs were awaiting sign off of agency secretaries and the team leaders were continuing their efforts to gain agreement. An additional strategy was adopted late in the second year, to establish a searchable website and work was done on its design. Of the four original goals, one was completed by the end of Year Two: the goal to sustain the initiative through an interagency entity. Work on the other goals was to continue after the end of the project. The co-team leaders indicated their need for continued assistance in development of most domain strategies, data sharing, cross-agency collaboration, governor and legislative action, communication and outreach, and policy changes and sources of funding to sustain the initiative.  

The initiative will continue under the MIG, which has adopted the goals of the initiative and will continue until 2011. The co-team leaders will continue to initiate activities related to the proposed goals and participate on the MIG project’s work group, working on mutually defined tasks. A modified core team will meet through the MIG advisory council to support the initiative's goals.  In addition, a Statewide Transition Collaboration Team is to be established through the MIG with functions similar to those proposed by the Kansas team. 

Although Kansas was not able to implement all of the strategies the team had proposed before the end of Year Two, the team did meet all of the performance measures established by the Office on Disabilities (See Table A4 below and Appendix B.). The 2008 spring evaluation follow-up will assess their progress in implementing the strategies set out by the team. 

	Table A4. Kansas Young Adult Initiative Attainments:  2005-2007

	Expectation
	Attained?

	1. All domains represented on core or home team 
	Yes

	2. All domains addressed in strategic plan 
	Yes

	3. All disability groups represented on core or home team
	Yes, specifically

	4. Needs of all disability groups addressed in strategic plan
	Yes, holistically 

	5. Systems serving all age groups represented on home or core team
	Yes

	6. Transition needs of all age groups addressed in strategic plan 
	Yes

	7. American Indian community represented on core or home team 
	Yes 

	8. Needs of American Indians addressed in strategic plan
	Yes

	9. Governor’s Office represented on core team 
	Years One & Two

	10. State legislature represented on home or core team if applicable
	Yes 

	11. Strategy to sustain cross-agency collaboration 
	Yes

	12. Entity in place to sustain the cross-agency collaboration 
	Yes


Montana

The Montana team struggled to make progress during the first year of the project but, following the reformulation of the team in Year Two, made impressive progress in a short time period.  By the end of Year Two, the Montana team had:

· Developed a strategic plan to guide work going forward;

· Secured written commitments from state agency heads to focus on transition issues; and

· Developed a draft plan for data integration.

For the time being, the team will continue to convene to complete a long-term strategic plan for the state.  The team leader is working to hire a dedicated staff person to manage the day-to-day work of the team.
Year One Activities

Montana applied to the Policy Academy with the goal of coordinating policies and services across agencies and systems in order to improve the transition outcomes of young adults with disabilities aged 14 to 30 years. As proposed, coordination would occur across the domains of education, workforce development, healthcare, mental health support, housing, transportation, community integration, and assistive technology and build on the work of the Governor’s Council on Disabilities.

Led by the governor's human services policy advisor, a team of program directors convened with NGA Center staff and national experts in August 2005 to begin creating a strategic plan then participated in the October meeting. Following the October meeting, the team returned with an action plan that focused on conducting a survey of transitional services provided by State of Montana agencies.  

Upon further consideration, it was the collective decision of the team that too many surveys had been conducted in the past and that Montana needed to be more concrete in its approach.  The Governor’s Chief of Staff was consulted and it was determined that it would be necessary to gather together cabinet-level executive appointees to seek their advice and support.  Meetings were convened and those in attendance were supportive of the need to coordinate the State’s transitional services.  However, no clear action plan was developed.   

The “core” team continued to meet but struggled to establish momentum.  In mid-April, 2006 it was agreed that a transitional services map should be developed with key members of the disabilities services community. 

Year Two Activities

Based on where the Montana team left off at the end of Year One, the team proposed using its Phase II funding to hire an outside consultant to facilitate this work.  Specifically, the team committed to:

· Develop a state interagency team and action plan with a focus on developing a sustainable effort; and

· Review current data collection processes and develop a draft plan to improve integration and alignment of data across agencies.

The team initially hired a contractor to help it carry out this work.  Scheduling conflicts made it impossible for the team to work with the initial contractor.  As a result, the Montana team was forced to recalibrate its plans once again.  

The team leader assigned an official from the Department of Labor and Industry who had previous experience with NGA Center Policy Academies to coordinate the day-to-day activities of the team.  This decision helped to stabilize the team and create forward momentum. The Montana team brought in staff from the NGA Center and a second contractor to help refine the team plan and secure commitments from team members.  The second contractor continued to work with the Montana team for the remainder of the contract. 

Ultimately, the Montana team successfully completed all assigned deliverables by the end of the NGA project.  Key accomplishments included:
· Developing a realistic strategic plan to guide its work going forward;

· Securing commitments from state agency heads; and

· Developing a draft plan for data integration.

The Montana team continued to meet regularly following the conclusion of the Policy Academy.  During the summer of 2007, the team was able to hire an intern to assist with day-to-day logistics and strategy.  In September 2007, the team hired a full-time task force facilitator and split into three work groups in order to move forward with implementation.

The Montana team is currently working to be more inclusive of youth with disabilities.  The team has one youth with a disability as a permanent member and plans to have two additional members recruited by the next team meeting. The team has also adopted a “community narrative” practice, inviting 2-3 community members (e.g., youth with a disabilities, parents, special education teachers, or case managers) to discuss their experience with transition in Montana at the beginning of each meeting.  This process is designed to help the group develop a better understanding of its target audience and to ensure that the team is on the right track.  

Finally, the team is working to develop a concrete sustainability plan.  The team currently estimates that it will take 3-5 years to accomplish its objectives.

Year One Evaluation Results

Team Membership and Authority

The lead entity for the Montana team was the governor’s office and the team leader was the Governor’s Advisor on Family Policy and Disability Issues. In the first months, in addition to the governor’s advisor, the team consisted of an administrative assistant from the Independent Living program in the Office of Disability Services, a state legislator, an American Indian representative from Indian higher education, and representatives of two domains (education and workforce), two disability groups and in-school youth service providers. Additional team members were from disability advocacy groups. The governor’s liaison, the American Indian representative and the state legislator had influence on decision-making in their respective agencies; the other team members had neither decision-making power nor influence in decision-making. 
By the end of the fourth month of the project it was decided that the team did not have the required level of authority to establish the collaborations and garner the resources to accomplish the goals of the initiative, and the team was disbanded. By the end of Year Two a Transitions Workgroup, consisting of directors of key agencies, had been formed. In the last months of the project the workgroup, with the assistance of a facilitator with experience in the project, began to overhaul the vision and goals for the project. In the post 2007 phase of the project, the workgroup members will appoint representatives from their respective agencies to serve on a charter team that will be responsible to oversee the execution of the forthcoming strategic plan. 

Composition of the workgroup and goals regarding domains and sub-populations

The Transitions Workgroup at the end of Year Two included an American Indian representative and representative of all domains but housing. Their overall goals for the project included all disability groups, age groups and American Indians. Strategies to achieve these goals will be developed in the post 2007 phase of the project. 

Strategies for cross-agency collaboration, systems change and sustainability

The basic approach to collaboration, systems change and sustainability is the workgroup made up of agency directors who have the authority to align policy and coordinate activities and programs across agencies. Continued support of the governor will depend on success in these efforts. The involvement of the Governor’s Budget Office will provide guidance on legislative support and involvement of the Chief Information Officer will aid in planning for shared data and information across agencies. 

Year Two Evaluation Findings 

The Montana Transitions Workgroup developed three overarching impact statements that support the preparation of young adults with disabilities for independent adult life, access to employment through seamless transitional support systems, and opportunities for education, skills training and integrated support systems to help them succeed. Twelve goals were developed to align with these impact statements that address interagency transitions, self-advocacy and rights, education and skills development, alignment of eligibility requirements, training for transition and other service providers, gap analysis, and access to web based services, employment opportunities and other information. These goals are set to be achieved in the summer of 2008, 12 months after the end of the project. 

The strategies being considered for achieving these goals include shared data system, shared resources/training, cross-agency MOUs, resource mapping, searchable website, and cross-agency funding and waivers. The strategies will be developed as part of the strategic planning process that had begun at the end of Year Two. 

The Transitions Workgroup had not formulated a specific long-term plan for sustaining the initiative by the end of the Policy Academy.  However, the team continues to meet and anticipates continuing its work for 3-5 years.
At the end of Year Two the Montana team had met four of the 12 performance measures, specifically those regarding representation of disability groups, age groups, American Indians, and the governor’s office on the workgroup. The team plans to address all groups in its strategic plan, being developed at the time of the final evaluation (See Table A5 below and Appendix B. Tables). 
The 2008 spring follow-up evaluation will assess Montana’s progress in completing a comprehensive strategic plan that addresses all domains and sub-populations as well as a plan for sustaining cross-agency collaboration, and establishing a charter team to oversee implementation of the plan. 

	Table A5. Montana Young Adult Initiative Attainments:  2005-2007

	Expectation
	Attained?

	1. All domains represented on core or home team 
	6 of 7 domains

	2. All domains addressed in strategic plan 
	Being planned

	3. All disability groups represented on core or home team
	Yes, holistically

	4. Needs of all disability groups addressed in strategic plan
	Holistic approach being planned 

	5. Systems serving all age groups represented on home or core team
	Yes

	6. Transition needs of all age groups addressed in strategic plan 
	Being planned

	7. American Indian community represented on core or home team 
	Yes 

	8. Needs of American Indians addressed in strategic plan
	Being planned 

	9. Governor’s Office represented on core team 
	Years One & Two

	10. State legislature represented on home or core team if applicable
	NA 

	11. Strategy to sustain cross-agency collaboration 
	To be determined

	12. Entity in place to sustain the cross-agency collaboration 
	To be determined 


Washington

The Washington Policy Academy team stood out in terms of its effectiveness in engaging American Indian communities in the project:  
· The Yakama Nation Vocational Rehabilitation program and the Toppenish School District – in coordination with 10 other public school districts – conducted five community forums to improve communications and cultural understanding between parents of Indian young adults and the schools and to help parents and families of Indian young adults with disabilities better understand special education, VR, and employment services. 

· Interviews with tribal elders about disabilities issues were videotaped, burned on DVDs, and made available for distribution to other programs and audiences. 

· A summer 2007 Cultural Awareness Forum attended by tribal elders, district, and high school staff focused on approaches to helping American Indian students with special needs make the transition from school to work and cultural issues related to school attendance and performance.  

The work of the Washington team will be sustained through the Interagency Work Group going forward.
Year One Activities

Washington applied to the Policy Academy with the broad goal of “knitting together” existing programs for young adults with disabilities into a cohesive system of policies and practices that help young adults successfully transition from secondary school to post-secondary education and employment. At the October 2005 meeting, the team identified four key goals:

· To create a network of state leaders who can foster shared values and cross-agency policy alignment to support successful young adults transition;
· To capitalize on current reforms, agency activities and pilot initiatives around the state through replication and connectivity, making change visible;
· To strengthen coordination among secondary and post-secondary programs, WorkSource, Tribal Governments, and school leaders; and
· To align policy and practice as young adults move from school to post-school settings.
For the remainder of the first year, the team expanded, met regularly, and created an overall vision for its continued cross-agency work: 

“All of Washington State’s diverse population of young people graduates from high school prepared for success in further education or employment, and supported by engaged families and a visible, culturally competent network to achieve these outcomes.”

Also noteworthy in Year One were the team’s efforts to broaden the visibility of the challenges facing young adults with disabilities. Team members spoke at conferences, reached out to tribal governments, and drafted new language for state strategic plans. 
Year Two Activities

In Phase II of the initiative, the Washington team chose to focus more specifically on improving outcomes for young adults with disabilities as they transition from high school to postsecondary education, employment or both.  The team committed to:

· Provide a series of competitively awarded subcontracts to local areas to develop recommendations to improve the provision of services to young adults with disabilities through system integration or Washington's Navigation 101, 13th year plans, career planning, and/or benefits planning programs.

· Promote broader, more sustainable cross-agency policy improvement by serving as advisors to the new Interagency Workgroup (IW) assigned to take action steps to improve workforce development, education and VR program results for individuals with disabilities

· Sponsor of the Building Skills Conference in April and employment conference in June

· Provide a subcontract to the Yakama Nation Vocational Rehabilitation Office to conduct a Cultural Awareness Forum, a video of the forum, and a report on how the forum can be replicated elsewhere

The Washington Team was very effective in the implementation of these plans and successfully completed all deliverables on time.  The team recognized that its Phase II work would not be able to fully implement the broad infrastructure changes that are ultimately needed but believes that each of these activities was an important incremental step towards its long-term vision.  Key accomplishments identified by the team include:

· Establishing stronger relationships among agency leadership;

· Focusing attention on policies and initiatives to improve young adults transition services; 

· Successfully carrying out studies on state programs affecting young adults with disabilities and identifying areas for improvement;

· Holding cultural forums and developing a 40-minute cultural awareness video;

· Sponsoring conferences and conducting outreach; and

· Sustaining state efforts going forward through the Interagency Work Group, which plans to continue meeting into the future

Year One Evaluation Findings

Team Membership and Authority

The lead agency for the Washington team was the Workforce Board and the team leader in Year One was the board’s executive director. After her retirement at the end of the Year One, the team leader was replaced by the governor’s policy advisor for workforce development, who remained as co-team leader through the end of the project, sharing leadership with a policy analyst for the Washington Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board. The domains represented on the core team were education, workforce, assistive technology and community integration. Other agencies represented on the team were vocational rehabilitation and human services. All of the agency representatives were decision-makers or had influence on decision making in their respective agencies. Housing, transportation and health domains were not represented. Team membership, with two exceptions, was maintained for the duration of the project. The exceptions were the change in the team leader and in the representative from the Office of Public Instruction. In Year Two, the Director of Vocational Rehabilitation also joined the core team, becoming a critical figure in the continuation of the initiative beyond the project end date. Full consensus on the team’s vision, goals and strategies was achieved early in Year One and team commitment and participation was rated high throughout. 

Representation of sub-populations

Two specific disability groups, physical and cognitive/developmental, were represented on the team and other disabilities were represented collectively by education and a disability advocacy group. In-school service agencies were represented by the education sector and out-of-school services for youth and adults were represented by the workforce agency. American Indians were represented by the Director of Vocational Rehabilitation for the Yakama Nation. 

Coverage of domains and population sub-groups in strategic planning

By the end of the first year, plans for addressing domains were consistent with representation on the core team, that is, education, employment, assistive technology and community integration – domains that had representation on the core team –  were being addressed; whereas health, housing and transportation – domains lacking representatives on the team – were not. The team planned to address the needs of disability groups in a general approach rather than disability-specific ones. In Year One, the plans for addressing the needs of age-groups focused on the transition of high school youth to postsecondary-school placements. In Year Two this focus shifted to include transition needs of all ages from 14 to 30. The team plans for American Indians focused on support from the state’s seven tribal VR programs, coordinated by the Director of the Yakama Nation VR who was a member of the core team. 

Strategies for cross-agency collaboration and meeting project goals

In Year One the Washington team was developing three strategies to build cross-agency collaboration and meet project goals. The strategies were (1) shared resources and training, (2) cross-agency MOUs and (3) mapping of agency policies and procedures to identify opportunities for collaboration and policy changes to enhance integration of services for young adults with disabilities. Implementation of the strategies began in Year One and was completed by the end of the project. The policy mapping is continuing into the post 2007 phase in the form of an interagency workgroup, led by a Policy Academy team member. 

Strategies for sustainability of the cross-agency collaboration and designation of an entity to carry the project forward

The team’s strategies for sustaining the cross-agency collaboration were building the cross-agency network through team outreach and activities, establishing collaborations with related ongoing initiatives in the state. These strategies culminated in the creation of the Interagency Work Group, led by the Director of Vocational Rehabilitation, who joined the core team in Year Two. The Workgroup, which is the entity that will carry the initiative forward, is composed of members from the core team and other agency representatives and stakeholders. The sustainability strategies had been implemented by the end of the second year. 

Year Two Evaluation Findings   

The Washington team set one overarching goal for the project: “…to improve outcomes for youth with disabilities as they transition from high school to postsecondary education, employment or both.” By the end of Year Two it had completed several strategies to meet that goal. Specifically the team: 

· Made recommendations to the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) to encourage school districts to include 13th year (post high school) planning in the IEPs of special education students. The recommendation was not accepted because of local control issues in the state education system, but the team plans to make the recommendation to the State Board of Education in the fall of 2007. 

· Gave a grant to the Yakama Nation and the school districts serving Yakama youth. The grant was successful in improving communication between schools and tribal families and youth and in establishing collaboration between education, vocational rehabilitation and the tribe.

· Convened five youth councils throughout the state to review programs and services for youth with disabilities and to identify issues and make recommendations for program changes. The council reviews addressed the seven domains, all disability groups and all age groups. 

The goals of initiative will be continued through the Interagency Work Group which will make recommendations to the Workforce Board in November 2007 on services for young adults, age 14 to 30, with disabilities. The workgroup will continue to monitor the activities of the Workforce Board through 2008. 

By the end of Year Two the Washington team had met all of the performance standards with the exception of domain representation of and strategies to address housing and transportation (See Table A6 below and Appendix B. Tables).  The work of the team is continuing into the future through the Interagency Working Group; that group’s work will end by 2009 

	Table A6. Washington Young Adult Initiative Attainments:  2005-2007

	Expectation
	Attained?

	1. All domains represented on core or home team 
	5 of 7 domains

	2. All domains addressed in strategic plan 
	5 of 7 domains

	3. All disability groups represented on core or home team
	Yes, holistically

	4. Needs of all disability groups addressed in strategic plan
	Yes, holistically

	5. Systems serving all age groups represented on home or core team
	Yes

	6. Transition needs of all age groups addressed in strategic plan 
	Yes

	7. American Indian community represented on core or home team 
	Yes 

	8. Needs of American Indians addressed in strategic plan
	Yes

	9. Governor’s Office represented on core team 
	Years One & Two

	10. State legislature represented on home or core team if applicable
	Yes 

	11. Strategy to sustain cross-agency collaboration 
	Yes 

	12. Entity in place to sustain the cross-agency collaboration 
	Yes, until 2009


Appendix B:  State Progress on Performance Measures

In the summer of 2006 the Office on Disability and the evaluation contractor developed 12 performance measures to track the progress of the states in meeting the objectives of the Young Adult Initiative.  Tables 1 – 12 below show the results on each performance measure by state and year. 
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CO CT FL KS MT WA

No. states addressing

all domains

Year One

5 5 7 7 * 4

2

Year Two  7 7 7 7 7* 5 5

the team indicated they were planning to address the 7 domains. 

CO CT FL KS MT WA No. states

Year One

 Spec. Rep. 5 5 2 5 2 1

3

Gen. Rep.  √ √ √ √ √ 5

Year Two 

Spec. Rep.  5 5 2 5 1 1

3

Gen Rep  √ √ √ √ √ √ 6

Gen Rep: Disability groups are represented generally by agencies that serve all or several disability groups. 

 

  CO CT FL KS MT WA No. states

Year One

Spec. Strat.

√ √ √ 3

Holistic Strat.  √ √ √ √ √ 5

Year Two 

Spec. Strat.

  √ 1

Holistic Strat.  √ √ √ √ √ √ 6

CO CT FL KS MT WA No. states

Year One

√ √ √ √   √ 5

Year Two  √ √ √ √ √ √ 6

1: All states have representatives of the seven domains on their core or home team.

5. All states have representatives of systems serving all ages from 14 to 30. 

Notes: Spec. Rep.: Each disability group has a specific representative on the team. 

4. All states address the needs of all disability groups in their strategic plans. 

Notes: Spec. Strat.: State planned to develop, or developed, a specific strategy for each disability group.

Holistic Strat.: State developed a general approach for all disability groups.  

(Number of domains on core or home teams)

                      (Number of disability groups on core or home teams, and 

                       Numbe of states that had general representation of all disability groups)

3.  All states have representatives of the five disability groups on the core or home team. 

* MT did not do strategic planning in year one. At the end of Year 2, the plan had not been completed but 

No. states with

all 7 domains

2. All states address the seven domains in their strategic plans.

                      (Number of domains addressed in strategic plans)
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Year One

√ √ √ √   √ 5

Year Two  √ √ √ √ √ √ 6

CO CT FL KS MT WA No. states

Year One

√ √   √ √ √ 5

Year Two  √ √   √ √ √ 5

CO CT FL KS MT WA No. states

Year One

√ √   √ √ √ 5

Year Two  √ √   √ √ √ 5

CO CT FL KS MT WA No. states

Year One

√   √ √ √ √ 5

Year Two    √ √ √ √ √ 5

 

CO CT FL KS MT WA No. states

Year One

    √ √ √ √ 4

Year Two      √ √   √ 3

CO CT FL KS MT WA No. states

Year One

√ √ √ √     4

Year Two  √ √ √ √   √ 5

CO CT FL KS MT WA No. states

Year One

    √       1

Year Two  √ √ √ √   √ 5

* Duration 

permanent 5 years 2 years 5 years 1.5 years

 * Number of years beyond project end (July 2007) that the entity will be in place. 

9. All states have a representative of the governor's office on their core team. 

10. States with legislative strategies have representatives of the state legislature on teams. 

11. All states have a plan to sustain the cross-agency collaboration. 

12. All states have an entity in place to sustain the cross-agency collaboration.  

6. All states address the transition needs of all age groups from 14 to 30 in their plans. 

7.  All states have representatives of American Indians on their teams. 

8. All states address the needs of American Indians in their strategic plans. 


Appendix C: Technical Assistance Evaluation
States received ongoing technical assistance from the NGA Center for Best Practices in a variety of forms, including:

· An initial site visit to each state, which provided state teams with an introduction to the project and preliminary strategic planning assistance;

· A national policy academy meeting that brought together all six states to hear from topical experts, learn from their peers, and spend time working on their state plans with their team members and an expert facilitator;

· Regular phone calls with team leaders to check in on states’ progress and provide feedback;

· Team leader conference calls which provided participating states with an opportunity to discuss promising practices and common challenges with their peers;

· A Team Leaders Retreat in the second year of the project to share lessons learned; and

· On-demand, customized assistance to individual states.

Assistance was provided by both NGA Center for Best Practices staff and by outside experts recruited by the NGA Center to provide technical assistance on specific topics.  Outside technical assistance providers and topical experts included:

· Anne Sommers, Policy Counsel, American Association of People with Disabilities

· Cinda Hughes, Legislative Associate, National Congress for the American Indian

· Curtis Richards, Senior Policy Associate, Institute for Educational Leadership

· Jeff Sellers, Director, K-20 Data Warehouse, Florida Department of Education

· Joan Wills, Director, Center for Workforce Development, Institute for Educational Leadership

· Kristen Cox, Secretary of Disabilities, Maryland Office for Individuals with Disabilities

· Michael Murray, Project Assistant, National Consortium on Leadership and Disability for Youth, Institute for Educational Leadership

· Representatives of:

· Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, Center for Medicaid and State Operations

· Division of Services for Children with Special Health Care Needs

· Indian Health Service

· Office for Civil Rights, U.S. Department of Health & Human Services

· Office of Disability Employment Policy, U.S. Department of Labor

· Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, U.S. Department of Education 

· Official Health Resources and Services Administration, U.S. Department of Health & Human Services

· U.S Centers for Disease Control

· U.S. Department of Transportation

· U.S. Social Security Administration

· U.S. Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration

To evaluate the effectiveness of this work, the independent project evaluator collected data from participating states at various intervals throughout the project. This section summarizes the results of evaluation data collected from team leaders. 

Results of Site Visit Evaluation 

NGA staff, accompanied by outside technical experts and the evaluation contractor, conducted site visits to each state in the first months of the project. The purpose of the site visits was to orient the state teams to the Policy Academy process and to assist in the team formulation of vision, goals and strategic planning.  

Helpfulness of site visit:

	Table C1.  Overall, how helpful was the NGA site visit in terms of: 
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA
	Average

	1. Clarifying your team’s approach or vision of the project?
	2
	1
	1
	4
	1
	1
	1.7

	2. Refining your team’s goals and strategies?
	2
	2
	1
	4
	2
	1
	2.0

	3. Clarifying the requirements of the project?
	2
	2
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1.7

	4.  Identifying gaps in your team membership?
	4
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1.8

	5. Building commitment of the team to a common vision?
	3
	2
	1
	3
	2
	2
	2.2

	6. Identifying needed policy changes?
	1
	2
	2
	1
	3
	3
	2.0

	7. Helping your team to move forward in planning for the next 6 months?
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1
	*
	1.4

	 Average by state:
	2.1
	1.9
	1.1
	2.6
	1.6
	1.7
	1.9

	Scale:  1= very helpful, 2= somewhat helpful, 3 = a little helpful, 4 = not helpful, * Don’t know yet.


Overall, states found the site visit somewhat to very helpful. Moving the team forward in planning was the most helpful, on average, followed by clarifying the team approach or vision and requirements of the project, and identifying gaps in team membership. 

Other comments suggested the helpfulness of the presentation by an outside expert on youth transitions, the raising of important issues that the team had not yet considered, and focusing attention on the involvement of the governor’s office. Areas of concern expressed during the initial data gathering included the requirements of the Policy Academy process, the need for assistance on policy issues, and changes and being spread too thinly in serving all disability groups. 

Changes in state plans 

	Table C2. To what extent has each of the following aspects of your project plan changed as a result of the NGA site visit?   

	 

 
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA
	Average 

	a. Approach or vision
	2
	3
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1.8

	b. Goals and objectives
	2
	4
	2
	2
	1
	1
	2.0

	c. Strategies for reaching goals  
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	2.5

	d. Team membership  
	3
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1
	1.7

	e. Inclusion of domains 
	3
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	1.7

	f. Disability categories to be served 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1.0

	   Average by state:
	2.3
	2.0
	1.7
	1.5
	1.8
	1.3
	1.8

	Scale: 1= No change, 2 = Minor change, 3 = Moderate change, 4 = Substantial change


Overall, the biggest area of change in state plans resulting from the site visit was in the strategies reaching their goals, followed by goals and objectives themselves, and approach and vision.


Teams that rated the site visit mostly as 1s or 2s (WA, KS) tended to believe that their plan didn't need change in those area, views that persisted through the first and into the second year of the project. Teams that used ratings of 3s or 4s (CO, CT, FL, MT) mentioned the following results of the site visit: that the team’s vision had expanded, that the team’s goals and strategies had become more focused, with new priorities and strategies, and the team was seeking increased representation on their teams. 









Other comments from states suggested that the day was a good use of team time, that a lot was accomplished and that the discussion and teamwork on aligning their vision with their state’s current reality and making team commitment to that vision was the most helpful part of the meeting. 


Evaluation of the Policy Academy Meeting: October 2005 

The agenda for the national Policy Academy meeting included plenary sessions with speakers on key topics related to young adults with disabilities, round tables in which states shared their initial plans with other states and with federal program staff, and team sessions each day in which the teams met together to work on their vision, goals and strategies.  The team sessions were facilitated by NGA staff.  Expert faculty from federal, state and other programs were available to assist states on topics for which team members needed assistance in developing their state plans.

Within three weeks of the meeting, the independent evaluator conducted phone conferences with each team leader to evaluate the Policy Academy meeting. The results of that evaluation follow.    

The most valuable part of the Policy Academy meeting, according to five of the six teams (all but Kansas), was the team sessions that provided time for the teams to work together uninterrupted and away from the demands of their home offices. Some of the teams mentioning the added value of the facilitation provided for the team sessions by NGA staff.  Three of the states mentioned the importance of the team session in solidifying their vision and goals. Kansas identified the time spent with the expert on data warehousing as the most valuable part of the Policy Academy Meeting.

Each of the teams had particular topics that team members wanted help with at the meeting. After the meeting, each team was asked to identify the two topics on which the most help was needed and then to rate the effectiveness of the presentations on those top two topics. The results are combined in the table below. 

	Table C3.  Ratings of the effectiveness of the two topics each team needed the most help with at the Policy Academy meeting. 

	Topic
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA
	Average

	1. Data sharing 
	3
	
	4
	3.5
	
	4
	3.62

	2. Workforce development
	 
	
	
	
	
	4
	4

	3. Resource mapping
	 
	4
	
	
	
	
	4

	4. Home team membership
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	4

	5. Implementation of plan
	 
	 
	4
	 
	2*
	 
	4

	Scale: 1=not very effective, 2=somewhat effective, 3= effective, 4=very effective. 


End of year one: Evaluation of Technical assistance from NGA and outside experts 

Between the October 2005 Policy Academy meeting and the end of the first year of the project, states received various types of technical assistance from NGA staff and from expert consultants identified by NGA.  Table ___ shows the types of assistance provided and the number of times each state received that type of technical assistance.  

	Table C4. Number of times states participated in technical assistance provided by NGA and expert consultants by state: 2005-2006.

	Type of Technical Assistance 
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA
	Total

	Meeting follow-up & facilitation NGA)
	2
	1
	3
	1
	
	1
	8

	Peer-to-peer calls (NGA & state experts) 
	2
	3
	1
	3
	3
	3
	15

	Data systems & sharing (outside expert) 
	1
	
	1
	1
	
	
	3

	Other: (youth transitions -outside expert) 
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1


NGA conducted at least one follow-up meeting with each state and after the Policy Academy meeting all states participated in at least one peer-to-peer call. Three states (CO, FLA and KS) received technical assistance on development of shared data systems from an expert from the Florida Department of Education. 

Peer-to-peer calls: NGA staff conducted peer-to-peer calls on three topics with the following states: 


1. Benefits planning (FL & MT) with expertise provided by MT Rural Institute. 

2. Work experience and job transition (CO, CT, KS, WA and MT). 

3. Institutionalizing collaboratives (all states).  


Other assistance: CO received technical assistance from Joan Wills of the National Collaborative on Workforce and Disability for Youth (NCWD) on cross-walking the Policy Academy project with their Youth Grant.


States’ needs or expectations of the technical assistance and rating of its effectiveness: All states indicated that their expectation in participating in TA was to learn from the NGA staff and from the experience of other states and/or outside experts about other approaches and best practices.   All states rated the technical assistance as a 1 – met our needs completely/almost completely – on the following scale:

1= met our needs completely/almost completely, 2= met most of our needs, 3=met some of our needs, 4=met few if any of our needs


End of Year Two Evaluation of Technical Assistance 

In the final evaluation the team leaders were asked to evaluate the technical assistance received on various topics over the course of the project, using the following scale: 1=very well satisfied, 2=well satisfied, 3=satisfied, 4=dissatisfied, 5=very dissatisfied. 

All of the topics were rated satisfactory (3) or higher (see Table ___ below). Topics receiving the highest average satisfaction ratings (1 to 1.3) were initiating policy changes, systems and sustainability, and team and strategic planning – all topics that focused on team processes for success in planning.  These were followed by two strategy topics: data sharing and website development (1.5), and gaining the support of the governor (1.7).  Other topics receiving good ratings (1.5 to 1.7) were workforce development, best practices, resource mapping and cross-agency collaboration. 

	Table C5. Evaluation of Technical Assistance by Type

	
	Ratings by state
	Average

by topic

	Type of Technical Assistance 
	CO
	CT
	FL
	KS
	MT
	WA
	

	Teamwork and strategic planning
	
	
	1
	2
	
	1
	1.3

	Resource mapping 
	
	2
	1
	
	2
	
	1.7

	Data sharing 
	3
	3
	2
	1
	3
	1
	2.2

	Website development 
	3
	2
	
	2
	
	
	2.3

	Addressing the needs of various disability groups
	
	3
	
	
	
	1
	2.0

	Blending and braiding funds 
	
	3
	1
	
	
	
	2.0

	Benefit planning and assistance
	
	
	1
	3
	
	1
	1.7

	Cross-agency collaboration 
	
	3
	1
	
	1
	1
	1.7

	Getting support of the governor 
	3
	3
	1
	
	
	
	2.3

	Getting support of the legislature 
	
	3
	
	
	1
	
	2.0

	How to initiate policy changes 
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1.0

	Systems change and sustainability 
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	1.3

	Workforce development 
	
	2
	
	
	
	1
	1.5

	Best practices 
	
	1
	1
	3
	
	1
	1.5

	Average by state
	3.0
	2.4
	1.1
	2.2
	1.7
	1.0
	


Box A


About the Project Partners








The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) Office on Disability was created in October 2002 in response to President Bush's New Freedom Initiative (NFI). The office oversees the implementation and coordination of disability programs, policies and special initiatives pertaining to the over 54 million persons with disabilities in the United States. The New Freedom Initiative established seven distinct domains in the area of disability: community integration, education, employment, health, housing, assistive technology, and transportation. The Office on Disability focuses its efforts on these seven domains. The Director of the Office reports to the Secretary and serves as an advisor on HHS activities related to disabilities.





The National Governors Association (NGA) is a bipartisan national organization that represents the interests of the nation’s governors in Washington, DC.  The NGA Center for Best Practices is a nonprofit consulting firm affiliated with the NGA.  The NGA Center provides customized technical assistance to governors and their staffs on a variety of issues, including education, social, economic, workforce, health, homeland security, technology, natural resources, and environmental policy.





Dr. Mary Rollefson served as the Independent Project Evaluator.  Dr. Rollefson was an active member of the project leadership team throughout the initiative, observing the policy academy process, providing regular feedback on state achievements, and identifying challenges and needs for additional assistance.








� See http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/freedominitiative/freedominitiative.html


� See http://www.hhs.gov/ocr/olmintro.htm


� The Americans with Disabilities Act is a federal law that protects over 54 million Americans with physical or mental impairments that substantially limit daily activities.  Signed into law in 1990, the ADA provides comprehensive civil rights protections to individuals with disabilities in the areas of employment, state and local government services, public accommodations, transportation, and telecommunications.  Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 prohibits discrimination against persons with disabilities in programs or activities either conducted by federal agencies or by organizations receiving federal funds. 


� Due to administrative delays, there was a delay between the conclusion of Year One activities and the beginning of the Year Two contracts. As a result, states ultimately had eight months (rather than 12) to complete their Year Two activities.


� Additional information about current OD initiatives can be found on its website: http://www.hhs.gov/od/.


� see http://www.kcdd.org/index.php?module=pagemaster&PAGE_user_op=view_page&PAGE_id=26&MMN_position=55:55





