
	[image: image7.png]


Lillie Rice center, inc.

	2009 Outcomes Report & Measurements

	With 2010 Measurements 
(Improvements & Goals)

	

	DDD Adult Employment Services

	January 1, 2009 – December 31, 2009


	This document contains the results of our DDD Adult Employment Services for 2009, the characteristics of persons served, the satisfaction survey results, the aggregate effectiveness of services, the aggregate efficiency of services, the result of the 2009 Measurements, and the 2010 Measurements (Improvements and Goals).
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 I. Introduction
 

 

Persons with disabilities often face nearly insurmountable barriers when attempting to enter the competitive employment arena. Despite decades of progress, subtle discrimination still exists in the job market. In addition to attitudinal employment barriers, architectural, environmental, and transportation barriers must be overcome. Since persons with disabilities have spent many years as passive receivers of services with limited options for paid work, internal obstacles can make it difficult to articulate or even conceive of a “career” or “vocational goal.” Lillie Rice Center’s Adult Employment Services supports adults with disabilities in overcoming employment barriers, identifying desired outcomes, and attaining productive, meaningful, and rewarding work. Lillie Rice Center provides a wide array of supported employment services related to job development, job placement, and job support and/or training. Services are funded by the Walla Walla County – Department of Human Services, the Division of Developmental Disabilities, the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation, and by private and federal service contracts.

In order to assist service recipients in reaching their desired employment outcomes, Lillie Rice Center provides individualized job development and job placement. Realistic goal setting through career exploration, preferred employment outcomes analysis, and identification of local job market opportunities are a key component of job development. One-to-one support to develop a resume, complete applications, and attend interviews ultimately leads to job placement. Job seeker skills are assessed and specific job requirements are analyzed to facilitate appropriate job matches and to identify needed accommodations or modifications. Lillie Rice Center facilitates a hiring agreement between the employer and participant to ensure that wages, benefits, and schedules are comparable to those the employer provides for all other employees. Lillie Rice Center also provides on-going support and training to assist the employer and service recipient in maintaining a successful relationship.

 

Based on the results of an assessment, Lillie Rice Center provides on-the-job coaching and work related training for individual and group employment. Individual placement participants receive one-to-one support which decreases as the individual’s independence on the job increases; staff members are available to retrain participants as needed. This model requires direct hiring by an employer. A group placement consists of three to eight individuals working together and receiving 100% on-going job coach intervention. The group setting provides for skill development in communication, vocational, social, functional living, and mobility skills. During the period of January 1, 2009, through December 31, 2009, 81
 individual participants were served in Adult Employment Services at Lillie Rice Center, Inc. 8 participated in job development for, or were working in Individual Supported Employment. 30 participated in job development for, or were working in, Group Supported Employment (Grounds Maintenance/Janitorial). 16 participated in job development for, or were working in Production Assembly (Specialized Industries). 31 participated in job development services for job skill development within the Pre-Vocational Services (Community Access/Person to Person).
II. Outcomes Management System
 

In order to ensure that Lillie Rice Center’s Adult Employment Services help individuals meet their desired outcomes, the agency has developed an Outcomes Management System. Without a system for measuring results, even the best program may lose focus and no longer meet the needs of program participants. This dynamic system is used to monitor on-going customer driven, quality improvement efforts. This collection, dissemination, and utilization of outcome information are accurate and relevant. The outcome information is aggregated and communicated on an annual basis in an understandable manner to the governance authority, staff members, management, participants, funding sources, and regulatory agencies.

 

The Outcomes Management System meets the standards from the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation and CARF. All data collected for the present report will be kept for a minimum of three years from the date of the report. The Director of Operations was responsible for overseeing data collection, aggregation, and analysis, and for ascertaining the accuracy, completeness, relevance, and timeliness of the data used in the present report. This Outcomes Management System Report is used to guide management decision making related to strategic planning, resource allocation, modification of service delivery, staff training, marketing, and other areas as needed. 

 

III. Characteristics/Demographics of Persons Served
 

Lillie Rice Center strived to reach the diverse population of individuals with disabilities in Walla Walla County. Characteristics/demographic information were collected on each person served by completing a “Demographic” intake form. Information gathered includes age, disability (primary and secondary), gender, and race. Data was obtained from the participant, family member, and service coordinator; file reviews; and/or direct observation.

 

To follow are the characteristics of the 81 individual participants served – at the end of the reporting period.
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Age
Tl.
Pct.
0-20
0
0%

20-30
17
20.99%

30-40
16
19.75%

40-50
18
22.22%

50-60
19
23.46%

60-70
  7
  8.64%

Over 70
  4
  4.94%
Total
81
100.00%
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 Disability – Primary

Tl. 
Pct.
Mental-
75
92.59%
Retardation


MR: Autism
  3
  3.70%

MR: Downs-
2
  2.47%
Syndrome


MI
  1
  1.23%

Other
  0
.00%

81
99.99%
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Disability – Secondary

Tl. 
Pct.
None
24
29.63%

Mental-
9
11.11%
Illness


Cerebral-
7
  8.64%
Palsy
  

Epilepsy-
7
  8.64%
Seizures
  

Fetal-
1
  1.23%
Alcohol
  

Hearing-
11
13.58%
Speech-

Vision


Physical
14
17.28%

MR

1
1.23%

Other
7
8.64%


81
99.98%
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Gender

Tl. 
Pct.
Female
42
51.85%

Male
39
48.15%

81
100.00%
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Race

Tl. 
Pct.
Asian
  1
  1.23%

Hispanic
  4
  4.94%

Indian
  2
  2.47%

Pilipino
  1
  1.23%

White
73
90.12%

81
99.99%
 

 

 

  
IV. Satisfaction Survey Results
 
Lillie Rice Center is making a practice of providing the opportunity for participants and other stakeholders to provide feedback. LRC has developed the following plan for the future to utilize written surveys and organized forums to determine the level of satisfaction of our stakeholders. Written surveys are administered annually or more often if necessary. The surveys are distributed to participants by case managers. Comments and suggestions are responded to on an individual basis.

 

Community forums will be organized annually, or as deemed necessary, to provide our stakeholders the opportunity to learn more about our Adult Employment Services and to answer questions posed by participants, their advocates, and other stakeholders.

 

The input, comment, concerns, and suggestions will be evaluated by the LRC Management Team to determine target areas that are relevant to participants and stakeholder desires. Focus groups consisting of participants, administrative staff, and direct staff will analyze the relevant data and make recommendations for future improvements.

 

The following information from stakeholders was gathered in 2009 from participants, their advocates, employees and staff, community partners, customers, and employers. During this survey period, staff, participants, and natural supports were allowed to remain anonymous. 

The same questions were asked in the 2007 and 2008 Surveys – to obtain a true measurement of progress within the agency over that time period. In the 2009 Surveys, we decided not to take our stakeholder’s temperature – but we allowed our stakeholders the opportunity to take our temperature by telling us: 1) The three things they liked most about LRC, 2) The three things they liked least about LRC, 3) Their overall satisfaction with LRC, and, 4) Their willingness to recommend a LRC program to a friend or colleague.

The highest possible Overall Satisfaction score that could be achieved was 3.00 points, or 100.00% satisfaction, and the lowest possible score that could be achieved was 0 points, or .00% satisfaction. The following scoring system was used to score each survey:

Very (Satisfied) 
= 3 points

Usually (Satisfied) 
= 2 points

Somewhat (Satisfied)
= 1 point

Not (Satisfied) 
= 0 points

Don’t Know 
This option was eliminated from this survey.
Each individual being surveyed was given the opportunity to answer whether they would recommend our programs to a friend or colleague. Any response that wasn’t a “Yes” or a “No” was categorized as “Other.” It was decided to allow the “Other” responses to impact the numerical Recommendation value – negatively.

Each response (Likes & Dislikes), per stakeholder group, was categorized into a general topic. The responses fell in to one of the following general topics:

1. Benefits (e.g., Perks, etc.)

2. Environment (e.g., Atmosphere, etc.)

3. Job (e.g., Pay, Hours, Duties, etc.)

4. Participants/Families (e.g., Children, Coworkers, Family units, etc.)
5. Personal (e.g., Growth, Wellbeing, etc.)

6. Services (e.g., Assistance, Help, Mission, etc.)

7. Staff (e.g., Attitudes, Actions, etc.)

The number one comment/response (Like & Dislike) was given 3 points, the number two was given 2 points, the number three was given one point, and no response was given 0 points. If there was an instance where a response fell within two different general topics, the points were split within both of those topics. Each general topic received a numerical value – which provided a satisfaction or dissatisfaction ranking. 

A ratio of Positive comments to Negative comments was also monitored during these surveys. We discovered that many individuals whom took the surveys – didn’t list any Negative comments. Since the opportunity to voice any Negative comments was given, a comparison of comments admitted to comments omitted – made an interesting observation.
Outcomes Measurements for each survey target group can be found on page 16. 

 Participants
 

Seventy-four Program Participant Satisfaction Surveys were distributed to all Case Managers, to give to their respective program participants. The way in which this survey was conducted was that one staff person personally met and screened each participant – to illicit their responses to each question. Forty-one, out of seventy-four (55.41%) program participants participated in the survey. 55.71% of the program participants participated in the survey in 2008. 
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The Overall Satisfaction was 82.11% (2.46 out of 3.00 possible points). The overall satisfaction in 2008 was 87.76%. The overall satisfaction decreased by 5.65 percentage points. 
It could be that a new baseline was established during this survey season, since a different system was enacted – using different point values.
The Recommendation value was 78.05% “Yes” (32), 17.07% “No” (7), and 4.88% “Other” (2). 97.14% answered “Yes” in 2008. The “Yes” responses decreased by 19.09 percentage points from 2008 to 2009. 

 

The top three Likes were: Jobs (101 pts), Staff (51.5 pts), and Services (28.5 pts).
The top three Dislikes were: Jobs (41 pts), Coworkers (7.5 pts), and Staff (4.5 pts). 

The points ratio of Positive comments to Negative comments was 3.5 Positive comments to 1 Negative comment. 

Parents/Guardians/Care Providers (Advocates)

 

Seventy-four Parent/Guardian/Care Giver Satisfaction Surveys were mailed to all parents, guardians, and/or care givers of program participants. Twenty-four out of seventy-four (32.43%) support persons responded to the survey. 37.14% support persons participated in the 2008 survey. 
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The Overall Satisfaction was 81.94% (2.46 out of 3.00 possible points). The overall satisfaction in 2008 was 88.68%. The overall satisfaction decreased by 6.74 percentage points. 

It could be that a new baseline was established during this survey season, since a different system was enacted – using different point values.
 

The Recommendation value was 91.67% “Yes” (22), 8.33% “No” (2), and 0% “Other” (0). 96.15% answered “Yes” in 2008. The “Yes” responses decreased by 4.48 percentage points from 2008 to 2009. 

 

The top three Likes were: Staff (41 pts), Services (24 pts), and Jobs (22 pts).

The top three Dislikes were: Jobs (17 pts), Services (7.5 pts), and Staff (5.5 pts). 

 

The points ratio of Positive comments to Negative comments was 2.9 Positive comments to 1 Negative comment.

 

 

LRC Staff & Employees
 

Thirty Staff and Employee Satisfaction Surveys were made available to all LRC staff and employees – whom have regular work assignments. The ways that the survey was made available were by either a paper or an electronic copy, depending upon personal choice and email availability. Nineteen out of a possible thirty staff and employees (63.33%) participated in the survey. 64.52% of staff and employees participated in the survey in 2008.
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The Overall Satisfaction was 84.21 % (2.53 out of 3.00 possible points). The overall satisfaction in 2008 Survey was 85.19%. The overall satisfaction decreased by 0.98 percentage points. 

 

The Recommendation value was 89.47% “Yes” (17), 0% “No” (0), and 10.53% “Other” (2). 85.00% answered “Yes” in 2008. The “Yes” responses increased by 4.47 percentage points from 2008 to 2009. 

 

The top three Likes were: Environment (31 pts), Participants & Families (24 pts), and Staff (21 pts).

The top three Dislikes were: Benefits (24 pts), Staff (17 pts), and Job (12 pts). 

 

The points ratio of Positive comments to Negative comments was 1.5 Positive comments to 1 Negative comment.

 

 

Community Partners

Twenty-six Community Partner Satisfaction Surveys were mailed to all the community partners whom are associated with or utilize our work and work activity services. Fourteen out of a possible twenty-six (53.85%) community partners participated in the survey. 76.92% participated in the survey – in 2008 (less surveys were distributed). 
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The Overall Satisfaction was 95.24 % (2.86 out of 3.00 possible points). The overall satisfaction in 2008 Survey was 94.00%. The overall satisfaction increased by 1.24 percentage points. 

 

The Recommendation value was 100.00% “Yes” (14), 0% “No” (0), and 0% “Other” (0). 100.00% answered “Yes” in 2008. The “Yes” responses remained unchanged from 2008 to 2009. 

 

The top three Likes were: Services (50 pts), Staff (27.5 pts), and Jobs (4 pts).

The top three Dislikes were: Services (6 pts). No other dislikes were reported.
 

The points ratio of Positive comments to Negative comments was 13.8 Positive comments to 1 Negative comment.

 

 

Customers (Work Programs)

Twenty-four Customer (Work Programs) Satisfaction Surveys were mailed to all our customers whom utilize our work programs – industrial services. Fourteen out a possible twenty-four (58.33%) customers responded to our survey. 75.00% of our customers participated in the 2008 survey. 
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The Overall Satisfaction was 86.90 % (2.61 out of 3.00 possible points). The overall satisfaction in 2008 Survey was 95.89%. The overall satisfaction decreased by 8.99 percentage points. 

 

The Recommendation value was 92.86% “Yes” (13), 0% “No” (0), and 7.14% “Other” (1). 100.00% answered “Yes” in 2008. The “Yes” responses decreased by 7.14 percentage points from 2008 to 2009. 

 

The top three Likes were: Job (38 pts), Services (16 pts), and Staff (13 pts).

The top three Dislikes were: Job (15 pts), Services (3 pts). No other dislikes were reported.
 

The points ratio of Positive comments to Negative comments was 3.9 Positive comments to 1 Negative comment.

 

Employers (Individual Supported Employment)
Seventeen Employer (ISE) Satisfaction Surveys were mailed to all the employers whom utilize our ISE services. Two out of a possible seventeen (11.76%) employers participated in the survey. 20.00% of our employers participated in the 2008 survey.  
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The Overall Satisfaction was 100.00% (3.00 out of 3.00 possible points). The overall satisfaction in 2008 Survey was 90.48%. The overall satisfaction increased by 9.52 percentage points. 

 

The Recommendation value was 100.00% “Yes” (2), 0% “No” (0), and 0% “Other” (0). 100.00% answered “Yes” in 2008. The “Yes” responses remained unchanged from 2008 to 2009. 

 

The top three Likes were: Services (9 pts). No other likes were reported.
The top three Dislikes were: Services (3 pts). No other dislikes were reported.
 

The points ratio of Positive comments to Negative comments was 3.0 Positive comments to 1 Negative comment.

 

V. Aggregate Effectiveness of Services
 

 

Effectiveness refers to the extent to which services produce the intended or expected results. The measure of effectiveness is one critical component to the Outcomes Measurement System that guides Lillie Rice Center, Inc.’s commitment to a continuous improvement philosophy. The intent to continually improve services is reflected in the many ways that results and achievements are measured. Effectiveness of the Adult Employment Services is measured by monitoring hours worked and assessing Lillie Rice Center, Inc.’s ability to maximize placement, job retention, and earnings. 

 

 

Maximize Placement:

The percentage of people working compared to the total number of participants in Adult Employment Services demonstrates the extent to which services have resulted in the desired outcomes of participants. Of the 81 individuals who participated in these services, 67.11% were working and earning an income at some point during the year – while receiving support from Lillie Rice Center, Inc.’s services. The remaining 32.89% are receiving skill development services or are waiting for placements. Those figures were 62.67% and 37.33%, respectively, in 2008.
Hours Worked:

Individuals are generally required to start working a minimum of 5 hours per week in order to receive job coaching services. Washington State labor law defines full time work as a 40 hour week. Therefore, Lillie Rice Center, Inc. expects a work week to range from 10 to 40 hours or an average of 25 hours. Actual number of hours worked each week is determined by employer’s needs and service participant’s desires. During the fiscal year – the average number of hours participants worked (Vocational), or hours towards work (Pre-Voc.), per week was 13.40, with a wide range from 5 to 40 hours. The average in 2008 was 12.88 hours per week.
Maximize Earnings:

Individuals in Lillie Rice Center, Inc.’s Adult Employment Services are either employed by our organization and are paid based upon productivity evaluations, or they find competitive jobs in the community that pay at least minimum wage, which was $8.55 per hour in the State of Washington (in 2009).

 

For those working in-house, within our Group Supported Employment program, the wage is determined by conducting at least semi-annually productivity evaluations – and ranged from $8.55 (minimum wage) to $17.00 (federal) per hour. The average hourly wage was $9.30 per hour. The average was $8.23 per hour in 2008.

 

For those working in the community within competitive employment, Individual Supported Employment – DDD, job coaches assist participants in advocating for merit increases. The average hourly wage was $10.21 per hour. The average was $10.07 per hour in 2008.
  

The average hourly earnings for participants working in-house, in the Specialized Industries – Production program, were $3.84 per hour. The average was $3.17 per hour in 2008. 

The average hourly earnings for participants working in all Adult Employment Service programs were $8.32 per hour. The average was $7.54 per hour in 2008.

 

2009 Hours & Earnings (Paid Work Programs)
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VI. Aggregate Efficiency of Services
 

 

The measure of efficiency, the relationship between resources used and results achieved is another critical component of Lillie Rice Center, Inc.’s Outcomes Management System. The efficiency of the Adult Employment Services is reflected by its ability to minimize the cost per unit of service.

Minimize the Cost Per Unit of Service:

Throughout 2009, the organization has continued to change and restructure in order to maximize our communication, accountability and cross training capabilities. These changes have been for the purpose of establishing a more reasonable cost per unit of service. We have reduces staff hours and overheads, held spending to absolute minimums, and discussed closing financially struggling programs. We will continue to assess our cost per unit of service in 2010, factoring in the possible funding cuts and expected inflationary increases due to the national economic downturn.
Minimize Time for Retention of Employment:

Reaching stabilization, when participants can maintain jobs with minimal job coaching support, marks success for both the participant and the funding source – the more quickly stabilization can be reached, the better, so long as the participant is ready for reduced intervention.

The Department of Vocational Rehabilitation provides funding to provide support to a participant in retaining the job placement. The average term of retention is 90 days. Sometimes, more time is needed to ensure the longevity of the participants’ placement. At the time of this report, two (2) program participants have utilized the 90 day retention services and are gainfully employed in the community, and no-one is requiring more time than the 90 days.

Minimize Amount of Time in Organizational Employment (If appropriate):

Lillie Rice Center has maintained an incredible reputation for employing persons with disabilities. However, some participants have been employed by the agency for over twenty years. For some, this is an incredible vocational opportunity, but for potential referrals on waiting lists – which can’t participate in one of these jobs because there isn’t an opening, this becomes a problem. We need to ask ourselves the difficult question, have any participants become stuck in a particular supported program because of our complacency? Lengthy employment experiences are due in part to the safety and acceptance felt by participants – and in part to the minimal communication amongst staff to move participants within the programs based upon interests, abilities, desires, and need to become more independently employed (see Goals, pg. 17). 

 

VII. 2009 Outcomes Measurements (Improvements & Goals)
 

	#
	Category of Measurement
	Outcome Objective
	Target Population
	Type of Measure-ment
	Goal
	Actual 2009
Outcome
	Comments

	1
	Satisfaction
	Maximize Participants satisfaction.
	All participants enrolled in supported employment services.
	Pct.
	90%
	
Yes   No
82.11%

(7.89 points under goal)
	(87.76% in 2008.)

	2
	Satisfaction
	Maximize participant Natural Supports understanding and satisfaction.
	Family members; Residential care providers; School staff; Case workers
	Pct.
	90%
	
Yes   No
81.94%

(8.06 points under goal)
	(88.68% in 2008.)

	3
	Satisfaction
	Maximize Staff job satisfaction.
	All administrative and direct care staff.
	Pct.
	86%
	
Yes   No
84.21%

(1.79 points under goal)
	(85.19% in 2008.)

	4
	Satisfaction
	Maximize general Stakeholder satisfaction.
	Referring agen-cies; Volunteer coordinators; Private con-tractors; Schools; Employers; and, Other community members
	Pct.
	94%
	
Yes   No
94.05%

(.05 points over goal)
	 (94.00% - Partners;

95.89% - Customers;

90.48% - Employers;

93.46% - Total in 2008.)

	5
	Effectiveness
	Maximize the percentage of participants working – com-pared to the total number of participants enrolled.
	All participants enrolled in Support Employment during the year.
	Percentage of place-ments.
	65%
	
Yes   No

67.11%
	(63.75% in 2008.)

	6
	Effectiveness
	Maximize the percentage of personal employment goals achieved.
	All participants enrolled in our program during the year.
	Pct. of Goals
	50%
	
Yes   No

50%+ (Job Retention & Increased Productivity)
	(Wasn’t assessed in 2008.)

	7
	Effectiveness
	Maximize the length of time an individual stays at the job.
	All participants who work during the year.
	Average Number of Months
	Min. of 11 months per Year
	
Yes   No

10.91 Average months
	(10.61 average months in 2008.)

	8
	Effectiveness
	Hours worked - follows participant choice and funding guidelines.
	All participants working or volunteering during the year.
	Average Number of Hours
	Avg. Within 5 
to 40 Hr. Range
	
Yes   No

13.40 hours per week.
	(13 hours per week in 2008.)

	9
	Effectiveness
	Maximize hourly wage for participants.
	All participants who work during the year.
	Average Hourly Wage
	Min. Wage or Higher:

$8.55
	
Yes   No

$8.32 Average hourly wage.
	($7.54 [$8.07MW] average hourly wage in 2008)

	10
	Efficiency
	Minimize the time to create a job placement.
	All ISE partici-pants who were placed in jobs during the year.
	Average number of months.
	Av. of 3 months
	
Yes   No

(2 of 2 PP’s met goal)
	(5 of 6 PP’s met goal in 2008.)

	11
	Effectiveness
	Maximize the number of job placements for participants.
	All ISE partici-pants enrolled in services for the year.
	Percentage of place-ments.
	15%
	
Yes   No

22.73% (5 of 22 DVR PP’s)

	(10%, 1 of 10, PP’s were placed. In 2008)

	12
	Efficiency
	Maximize the amount of mobility between programs, and all forms of employment, based on partici-pant choices.
	All participants enrolled in services.
	County Reports; Participant Goals
	Transfer participants into programs of choice.
	
Yes   No

6 PP’s trans-ferred between programs.
	(7 PP’s transferred during the year, out of 80 PP’s; 2 PP’s transferred twice. Others remained by choice in 2008.)

	13
	Efficiency
	Minimize the cost per unit of service compared to funding.
	All billings provided for each participant through-out the year.
	Financial Statements
	Programs Break Even on an Annual Basis
	
Yes   No

One program operated at a managed deficit.
	(One (of Five) program operated in a deficit in 2008.)

	14
	Efficiency
	Minimize apprehension of staff and participants in participating in semi-annual surveys.
	All participants and direct staff.
	Pct.
	85% Identified Participation in Surveys
	
Yes   No

PP’s = 55.41%, Staff = 63.33% participation.
	(64.52% - Staff; 55.71% - PP’s;  in 2008.)


VIII. 2010 Outcomes Measurements (Improvements & Goals)
 
	#
	Category of Measurement
	Outcome Objective
	Target Population
	Type of Measure-ment
	Goal
	Actual 2010
Outcome
	Comments

	1
	Satisfaction
	Maximize Participants satisfaction.
	All participants enrolled in supported employment services.
	Pct.
	83%
	
Yes   No




	(82.11% in 2009.)

	2
	Satisfaction
	Maximize participant Natural Supports understanding and satisfaction.
	Family members; Residential care providers; School staff; Case workers
	Pct.
	82%
	
Yes   No




	(81.94% in 2009.)

	3
	Satisfaction
	Maximize Staff job satisfaction.
	All administrative and direct care staff.
	Pct.
	85%
	
Yes   No




	(84.21% in 2009.)

	4
	Satisfaction
	Maximize general Stakeholder satisfaction.
	Referring agen-cies; Volunteer coordinators; Private con-tractors; Schools; Employers; and, Other community members
	Pct.
	94%
	
Yes   No




	 (95.24% - Partners;

86.90% - Customers;

100.00% - Employers;

94.05% - Total in 2009.)

	5
	Effectiveness
	Maximize the percentage of participants working –compared to the total number of participants enrolled.
	All participants enrolled in Support Employment during the year.
	Percentage of placements.
	65%
	
Yes   No




	(67.11% in 2009.)

	6
	Effectiveness
	Maximize the percentage of personal employment goals achieved.
	All participants enrolled in our program during the year.
	Pct. of Goals
	50%
	
Yes   No




	(Achieved over 50% in 2009, with job retention and productivity increases.)

	7
	Effectiveness
	Maximize the length of time an individual stays at the job.
	All participants who work during the year.
	Average Number of Months
	Min. of 11 months per Year
	
Yes   No




	(10.91 average months in 2009.)

	8
	Effectiveness
	Hours worked - follows partici-pant choice and funding guidelines.
	All participants working or volunteering during the year.
	Average Number of Hours
	Avg. Within 5 
to 40 Hr. Range
	
Yes   No




	(13.40 hours per week in 2009.)

	9
	Effectiveness
	Maximize hourly wage for participants.
	All participants who work during the year.
	Average Hourly Wage
	Within 97% of Minimum Wage ($8.55):
$8.29
	
Yes   No




	($8.32 [$8.55MW] average hourly wage in 2009)

	10
	Effectiveness
	Minimize the time to create a job placement.
	All ISE partici-pants who were placed in jobs during the year.
	Average number of months.
	Av. of 3 months
	
Yes   No




	(2 of 2 PP’s met goal in 2009.)

	11
	Efficiency
	Maximize the number of job placements for participants.
	All ISE partici-pants enrolled in services for the year.
	Percentage of placements.
	15%
	
Yes   No




	22.73% (5 of 22 DVR PP’s) were placed in 2009.

	12
	Efficiency
	Maximize the amount of mobility between programs, and all forms of employment, based on participant choices.
	All participants enrolled in services.
	County Reports; Participant Goals
	Transfer participants into programs of choice.
	
Yes   No




	(6 PP’s transferred during the year, out of 81 PP’s. Others remained by choice in 2009.)

	13
	Efficiency
	Minimize the cost per unit of service compared to funding.
	All billings provided for each participant through-out the year.
	Financial Statements
	Programs break even, or will be a planned loss, on an annual basis
	
Yes   No




	(One (of Five) programs operated in a deficit in 2009.)

	14
	Efficiency
	Minimize apprehension of staff and participants in participating in semi-annual surveys.
	All participants and direct staff.
	Pct.
	65% Identified Participation in Surveys
	
Yes   No




	(63.33% - Staff; 55.41% - PP’s;  in 2009.)

	15
	Satisfaction
	Communicate obscured ISE efforts and accomplishments.
	ISE Stakeholders
	ISE Newsletters
	Create an ISE news-letter for stakeholders.
	
Yes   No




	New for 2010!








� 4 people participated in two programs – each becoming one additional entry in the recording system.
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