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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Youth Transition Demonstration (YTD) is a large-scale demonstration and evaluation
sponsored by the Social Security Administration (SSA) to improve understanding of how to help
youth with disabilities reach their full economic potential. In particular, SSA is interested in testing
promising approaches for helping young people with disabilities become more self-sufficient and
less reliant on disability benefits. The YTD conceptual framework, which was based on best
practices in facilitating youth transition, specified that the six projects that participated in the
evaluation provide employment services (emphasizing paid competitive employment), benefits
counseling, links to services available in the community, and other assistance to youth with
disabilities and their families. Additionally, the youth who received those services were eligible for
SSA waivers of certain benefit program rules, which allowed them to retain more of their disability
benefits and health insurance while they worked for pay. Using a rigorous random assignment
methodology, the YTD evaluation team is assessing whether these services and incentives were
effective in helping youth with disabilities achieve greater independence and economic self-
sufficiency.' The earliest of the evaluation projects began operations in 2006 and ended in 2009. The
latest started in 2008 and ended in 2012.

In this report, we present first-year evaluation findings for the Career Transition Program
(CTP), which served high school juniors and seniors, and youth who had recently exited school, in
Montgomery County, Maryland. While it will take several more years before we fully observe the
transitions that the participants in this study make to adult life, early data from the evaluation
provide rich information on how CTP operated and the differences it made in key outcomes for
youth. Specifically, the report includes findings from our process analysis of CTP, including a
description of the program model, and documentation of how the program was implemented and
services were delivered. The report also includes impact findings, based on data collected 12 months
after youth entered the evaluation, on the use of services, paid employment, educational progress,
income from earnings and benefits, and expectations for the future.

CTP was well implemented, conformed to the YTD conceptual framework, and provided youth
with services to help them graduate from high school, obtain employment, and matriculate into
postsecondary education programs. The process analysis showed that CTP enrolled 89 percent of
eligible youth in the program and provided services to virtually all of the enrollees. On average,
enrollees received 28 hours of services, 36 percent of which were directly related to employment,
such as job development. Another 42 percent of service hours were for case management to resolve
barriers to employment and education. The impact analysis showed that youth who had been given
the opportunity to participate in CTP were more likely to have used employment-promoting services
than youth in a randomly selected control group. Nevertheless, we found no impacts of the program
on employment during the year following the entry of youth into the evaluation. Neither did we find
impacts on income, expectations, or a composite measure of school enrollment or high school
completion. We conclude that CTP was no more or less effective than the programs and services
available to control group members at improving these outcomes during the follow-up year.

U'In 2005, under SSA contract #SS00-05-60084, Mathematica Policy Research, a nonpartisan firm that conducts
policy research and surveys, and its partner organizations, MDRC and TransCen, Inc., were awarded a contract to design
and conduct the YTD evaluation and provide technical assistance to projects as they developed and implemented their
interventions. The evaluation is advised by a technical working group consisting of young adults with disabilities,
providers of services to teenagers and young adults with disabilities, policy researchers, academics, and representatives of
federal agencies other than SSA.
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The Youth Transition Demonstration Evaluation

The target population for the YTD evaluation was youth ages 14 through 25 who either were
receiving SSA disability benefits or at risk of receiving them in the future.” The evaluation is based
on a rigorous random assignment design. Youth who agreed to participate in the evaluation were
assigned at random to a treatment or control group. Youth in the treatment group were eligible to
receive YTD services in addition to the SSA waivers, while those in the control group could receive
only those services available in their communities, independent of the YTD initiative. The evaluation
sought to enroll between 800 and 900 youth in each of the six research sites.

We gathered information from a variety of sources to inform the findings in this report. We
obtained information about program operations and the service environment through reviews of
program documents, site visits, interviews with managers and staff, and focus group discussions with
participating youth. We also examined data on enrollment of youth and service provision in CTP’s
management information system, Efforts-to-Outcomes (ETO). Data for the impact analysis came
from a 12-month follow-up survey and SSA administrative records. The survey focused on
outcomes such as service use, employment, education, and attitudes and expectations. SSA
administrative records provided data on benefits and the use of SSA work incentives and waivers.
We also collected baseline data on the period immediately prior to random assignment through a
survey and SSA administrative records. The comprehensive final report on the YTD evaluation,
scheduled for 2014, will use data from a survey conducted 36 months after random assighment and
SSA administrative records to assess more completely the transition process and the extent to which
CTP and the other five random assignment YTD projects improved transition outcomes.

The Career Transition Program

CTP began providing employment and education services to youth with severe emotional
disturbances (SED) in 1993. During the period of its involvement in the YTD evaluation, from
April 2008 through March 2012, CTP was administered by St. Luke’s House, Inc. (SLH), a
comprehensive community mental health services provider in Montgomery County.” The program
continued to operate subsequent to its involvement in the YTD evaluation and it remains active as
of the writing of this report. SED encompasses conditions such as schizophrenia; personality, mood,
conduct, and anxiety disorders; attention deficit disorder; attention deficit hyperactivity disorder; and
depression. The program also served youth who had not been formally diagnosed with SED but
who had been diagnosed with significant mental illnesses, such as depression, bipolar disorder, and
dissociative identity disorder. In contrast to the other five random assignment YTD projects, CTP
did not restrict enrollment to SSA disability beneficiaries. Approximately one-fifth of the program’s
enrollees during the evaluation period had received benefits in the year before they entered the
program and many of the other enrollees were at risk of receiving benefits in the future.

CTP sought to increase self-sufficiency by providing enrollees with counseling, linkages to
available services, and individualized work experiences. The program had formal partnerships with
Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS), non-public high schools in Montgomery County, and

2 The YTD projects could opt to serve a segment of the full YTD target age range. CTP exercised this option,
choosing to serve high school juniors and seniors, and youth who had exited high school within the last year. This
translated into a target age range of 16 to 21 years.

3 On July 1, 2012, SLH merged with Threshold Services to form St. Luke’s House & Threshold Services United,
Inc..
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the Maryland Division of Rehabilitation Services (DORS). In addition, the CTP staff had informal
relationships with a number of agencies that served youth with disabilities, including the local One-
Stop Workforce Center, community college, and mental health services agency. To participate in the
YTD evaluation, CTP scaled up from serving 50 students per year to serving roughly three times
that many. In addition to scaling up, CTP restructured and expanded its management team,
fundamentally altered its approach to recruitment, systematized its approach to job development,
and increased its capacity to provide benefits planning services.

The vocational director at SLH had ultimate administrative responsibility for CTP as the
program director during its involvement in the YTD evaluation. A full-time program manager was
responsible for the day-to-day operations of CTP, assisted by two management-level staff, each of
whom supervised a team of up to seven career transition specialists (CTSs). The CTSs were the
program’s principal front-line staff. They enrolled youth who had been randomly assigned to the
treatment group in CTP and delivered most program services, including initial assessments, job
development, job placement, and job coaching. Additional program staff had more specialized
responsibilities. These included a workforce development specialist who was the program’s chief
liaison to the local business community and a resource to the CTSs on job development, an ETO
administrator who coordinated the entry of data on recruitment and services into CTP’s
management information system, a benefits specialist at SLH who devoted one-fourth of her time to
counseling CTP participants on disability and other benefits, and a recruitment specialist who
coordinated the community outreach efforts of management-level staff for the purpose of recruiting
youth into the evaluation.

CTP was unique among the projects that participated in the YTD random assignment
evaluation in that it was directly responsible for identifying eligible youth and recruiting them into
the evaluation. This distinction arose from the fact that the other projects served only youth who
were current or recent disability beneficiaries, whereas CTP served youth who had been diagnosed
with SED or other mental illnesses without regard for their beneficiary status. Its principal means of
recruitment was presentations to special education students in public and private high schools, the
parents and teachers of such students, and various providers of youth services. Those presentations
highlighted CTP’s employment services. After a youth provided CTP with signed consent to
participate in the evaluation, Mathematica attempted to conduct a baseline interview with him or her
and, upon successful completion of the interview, randomly assigned the youth to the evaluation’s
treatment or control group at approximately an 11-to-10 ratio, resulting in 422 treatment cases and
383 control cases.

At the time of random assignment, the average age of the youth in the sample that was the basis
for our analysis of the impacts of CTP was 17.7 years; 98 percent were between the ages of 16 and
21, inclusive. The analytic sample was 68 percent male, 41 percent black, and 23 percent Hispanic
(of any race). These youth were generally in good health, as just 12 percent reported in the baseline
interview that their health was only fair or poor. Seventy-eight percent of the youth were enrolled in
secondary or postsecondary education programs at the time of random assignment. Nearly three-
quarters of them had worked for pay at some point in their lives, with 55 percent having done so
during the 12 months immediately preceding random assignment. Only 22 percent of the youth in
the analytic sample had received SSA benefits during that time period.

The CTSs reached out to members of the treatment group and sought to enroll them in CTP.
They obtained signed application forms for 374 of the treatment group members, which meant that
they were formally enrolled in the program. The initial enrollment was in April 2008 and the final in
early January 2011. CTP’s involvement in the YTD evaluation ended in March 2012.
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Implementation Findings for CTP

CTP delivered at least some services to virtually every youth who enrolled in the program
during the evaluation period, and the intensity of the services was high. Our analysis of data from
ETO revealed that at least 98 percent of participating youth received each of the following four
types of services: employment-related, education-related, benefits planning, and case management.
CTP delivered these services quickly: almost all participants received their first dosage of services on
the day of their enrollment in the program and the average elapsed time between enrollment and the
second service contact was 19 days. During the initial 15 months following random assighment, the
average CTP participant received a total of 72 service contacts from program staff. The average
cumulative duration of those contacts was 28 hours, of which 12 hours were for case management,
10 hours were for employment-related services, 5 hours were for education-related services, and one
hour was for benefits planning services.

Competitive paid employment for its participants was CTP’s primary objective, with a
secondary objective of promoting their educational progress. Each participant was matched with a
CTS to develop an individualized plan specifying his or her transition goals for employment and
education and the services that would promote the attainment of those goals. Work-based
experiences, such as informational interviews and visits to job sites, were used both to refine those
goals and as stepping stones to competitive paid employment. The program supported the
development and attainment of education goals that were well integrated with employment
objectives. Once a participant obtained competitive employment, often through the job
development and placement efforts of CTP staff, the program provided employment supports, such
as job coaching. At virtually any time during their involvement in CTP, participants could receive
counseling on Social Security and other benefits and be linked to other resources in the community.
The program used its extensive relationships with other service providers in Montgomery County to
ensure that participants had access to the supports and services they needed to be successful, but
which the program itself may not have been well situated to deliver directly. CTP staff provided
follow-along services to youth as needed for up to two years after the youth successfully achieved
their transition goals.

The implementation analysis identified two notable challenges for CTP during the evaluation
period. First, turnover among CTSs was high and, given that there were as many as 14 CTS
positions, this meant that vacancies and recruitment for these key front-line staff were an ongoing
reality for the program. This turnover had the potential to weaken the CTS-participant relationships
central to the CTP program model. CTP management anticipated the high turnover and filled vacant
CTS positions quickly. Our discussions with participants and staff did not reveal obvious negative
ramifications of the turnover; however, it may have subtly constrained the effectiveness of the CTSs.
The second challenge had to do with the transition from a small program that relied on the guiding
hand of an active program manager and several seasoned front-line staff to ensure consistency in
program services, to a much larger program that was more reliant on formal written procedures. The
development of those written procedures was staff driven. It is possible that a management-driven
process might have yielded more comprehensive results on a shorter schedule, thus providing the
CTSs with more timely guidance on the performance of their duties.

As noted, CTP collaborated extensively with other service providers in Montgomery County to
provide a comprehensive set of services to program participants. This can be viewed as an
acknowledgment of the value of the services offered by those other organizations. Youth not
participating in CTP, including members of the evaluation’s control group, could access those
services. Most notably, MCPS provided a transition support teacher to every public high school in
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the county. Furthermore, during the course of the evaluation, the school district added five new staff
members who served as vocational rehabilitation counselors for students with disabilities. During
the evaluation, both of these categories of school staff tended to focus their efforts on students who
did not have access to CTP. Additionally, DORS had dedicated youth counselors, and young adults
accounted for a third of the agency’s cases and successful job placements. While no other agency or
program in Montgomery County provided SED youth with the same range of services as CTP, a
resource-rich environment meant that there were many available service options for youth with
disabilities in the county, as well as many partnership opportunities for CTP.

First- Year Impact Findings for CTP

We estimated the impacts of CTP on outcomes in five domains: (1) employment-promoting
services, (2) paid employment, (3) educational progress, (4) youth income, and (5) attitudes and
expectations. Within each domain, we analyzed one primary outcome and a number of secondary
outcomes. The results for the primary outcomes are the basis for our principal conclusions regarding
the program’s impacts in the year following random assignment.

Impacts on the Use of Services

Consistent with the YTD conceptual framework, CTP increased the use of employment-promoting
services by youth with disabilities. Seventy-six percent of treatment group youth reported having used
any employment-promoting service in the year following random assignment (Table ES.1). We
estimated that, in the absence of the program, 54 percent of these youth would have used any such
service. Thus, the impact of CTP was a 22 percentage point increase in the use of employment-
promoting services. This overall impact was a product of impacts on the use of a number of specific
types of employment services. The largest of these impacts were on support for resume writing and
job search activities (31 percentage points), career counseling (12 percentage points), and benefits
counseling (10 percentage points).

CTP also increased participation in non-employment services, such as help getting into an
education or training program, by 12 percentage points (Table ES.1). Considering all types of
services, 90 percent of treatment group members reported having used any employment or non-
employment service. In the absence of CTP, we estimated that 77 percent of them would have used
any service. CTP thus increased the share of youth using any service by 13 percentage points.

Impacts on Paid Employment and Other Key Outcomes

Although CTP led to increased participation in employment-promoting services and services
more broadly defined, we did not find any significant impacts on the primary outcomes in the
domains of paid employment, educational progress, youth income, and attitudes and expectations
(Table ES.2).

Our primary outcome in the domain of paid employment was whether a youth was ever employed
in a paid job during the year following random assignment. We found that 53 percent of treatment
group youth worked for pay at some time during the year, but we estimated that this outcome would
have been essentially the same in the absence of CTP. We also found no impact of the program on
total earnings during the year. In summary, although CTP increased the receipt of employment-
promoting services, that did not translate into impacts on paid employment within the first year of
program expetrience.
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Table ES.1. Estimated Impacts of CTP on the Use of Services (percentages)

Treatment Group

Observed Est. Mean
Mean w/o CTP Impact P-Value

Domain: Employment- Promoting Services

Primary outcome: used any employment-
promoting service 76.0 54.0 22.0 ***  0.00

Used employment-promoting services:

Career counseling 48.5 36.3 12.2 ***  0.00
Support for resume writing and job search 65.3 34.1 31.2 *** 0.00
Job shadowing, apprenticeships/internships 11.8 10.4 1.4 0.59

Other employment-focused services (basic skills
training, computer classes, problem solving,

and social skills training) 2.8 2.0 0.9 0.52

Counseling on SSA benefits and work incentives 19.2 9.7 9.5 **  0.00
Additional Service- Use Outcomes

Used any non-employment service 84.4 72.9 11.5 ** 0.00

Used any service (employment or non-employment) 89.5 76.6 12.8 *** 0.00

Source: YTD 12-month follow-up survey.

Notes: The table reports observed means or percentages for the treatment group, estimates of what the treatment
group means or percentages would have been in the absence of CTP, and regression-adjusted impact
estimates. We measured explanatory variables in the regression model prior to random assignment using data
from the study’s baseline survey and SSA administrative records. The sample consists of all youth who
enrolled in the evaluation and completed the study’s 12-month follow-up survey, of whom 344 were
members of the treatment group and 295 were members of the control group. We calculated all statistics
using sample weights to account for interview non-response. Survey item non-response may have resulted in
smaller sample sizes for specific outcomes. See Appendix A, Table A.5, for the sample sizes for all outcomes.

*/**[***|mpact estimate is significantly different from zero at the .10/.05/.01 level using a two-tailed t-test.

As discussed above, CTP provided substantial education-related services to virtually all of the
youth who participated in the program. However, those services did not translate into an impact on
the primary outcome in the domain of educational progress. We estimated that 91 percent of the
treatment group members either had completed high school by the time of the survey or been
enrolled in school during the previous year, but that CTP was not a significant determinant of that
percentage. Because most evaluation enrollees were engaged in education programs at the time of
random assignment, this outcome measure may have been defined too broadly to capture an impact
of the program on this population. When we analyzed a more narrowly defined supplementary
outcome, enrollment in a postsecondary education program during the year following random
assignment, we found a positive impact of eight percentage points.

In the domain of youth income, we found that CTP had no impact on the primary outcome: total
youth income from earnings and SSA benefits (combined) during the year following random
assignment. We also found no impacts on two supplementary outcomes in this domain: whether a
youth received any SSA benefits during the year following random assignment and the total amount
of benefits received during that year.
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Table ES.2. Estimated Impacts of CTP on Employment and Other Key Outcomes in the Year
Following Random Assignment (percentages, unless otherwise noted)

Treatment Group

Observed Est. Mean
Mean w/0 CTP  Impact P-Value

Domain: Paid Employment
Primary outcome: ever employed in paid job 53.4 57.5 -4.2 0.29
Total earnings®® $2,591 $2,938 -$346 0.33
Domain: Educational Progress

Primary outcome: ever enrolled in school, or
completed high school by the end of the year 91.3 90.1 1.2 0.60

Enrollment in postsecondary education 28.6 20.7 7.9 ** 0.02
Domain: Youth Income

Primary outcome: total income (earnings and SSA

benefits)* ¢ $4,239 $4,625 -$386 0.31
Any SSA benefit receipt 25.5 24.9 0.6 0.72
Total SSA benefit amount® $1,627 $1,696 -$68 0.65

Domain: Attitudes and Expectations

Primary outcome: youth agrees that personal goals
include working and earning enough to stop
receiving Social Security benefits 81.6 83.9 -2.3 0.49

Sources: YTD 12-month follow-up survey and SSA administrative records.

Notes: The table reports observed means or percentages for the treatment group, estimates of what the treatment
group means or percentages would have been in the absence of CTP, and regression-adjusted impact
estimates. We measured explanatory variables in the regression model prior to random assignment using data
from the study’s baseline survey and SSA administrative records. For the two outcomes specific to SSA
benefits (benefit receipt and benefit amount), the sample consists of all youth who enrolled in the evaluation
(less 4 who died during the year following random assignment), of whom 419 were members of the treatment
group and 382 were members of the control group. For all other outcomes, the sample consists of all youth
who enrolled in the evaluation and completed the study’s 12-month follow-up survey, of whom 344 were
members of the treatment group and 295 were members of the control group. We calculated statistics for the
survey-based outcomes using sample weights to account for interview non-response. Survey item non-
response may have resulted in smaller sample sizes for specific outcomes. See Appendix A, Table A.5, for the
sample sizes for all outcomes.

®For these outcomes, item non-response occurred conditionally, depending on the values of other measures in the
follow-up survey. The rate of missing data is 9.4 percent for both earnings and income. We used a multiple imputation
procedure to assign values when they were missing. See Appendix A, Section E, for more information on this procedure.

"The average includes youth who were not employed during the year following random assignment.
‘The average includes youth who received no SSA benefits during the year following random assignment.

*/**/***Impact estimate is significantly different from zero at the .10/.05/.01 level using a two-tailed t-test.

Finally, we found that CTP had no impact on the primary outcome in the domain of afitudes
and expectations. Table ES.2 shows that 82 percent of treatment group youth agreed that their
personal goals included working and earning enough to stop receiving disability benefits. However,
we estimated that this proportion essentially would have been the same in the absence of the
program. When we expanded the analysis in this domain to include supplementary measures, such as
expectations for future education and independent living, we again found no impacts of the
program.

X1



Interim Report on the Career Transition Program Executive Summary

Conclusion

CTP significantly increased the receipt of employment-promoting services by treatment group
members relative to what they would have experienced in the absence of the program. However,
those services were no more or less effective than the non-CTP services available to control group
members at improving employment and most other evaluation outcomes during the year following
random assignment. We speculate that two factors may have contributed to this result. First, the
youth recruited into the evaluation may not have had consistently large barriers to employment.
Second, the services available to control group youth in Montgomery County during the period of
the evaluation were relatively strong, such that they may have rivaled CTP services in effectiveness,
at least for the evaluation enrollees.

CTP did not target Social Security disability beneficiaries, as reflected in the fact that only one-
fifth of the evaluation enrollees had received benefits in the year prior to random assignment. While
some of the non-beneficiaries may have been sufficiently disabled to qualify for benefits if their
family resources had not exceeded allowable limits, others probably would have been found
ineligible due to the insufficient severity of their disabilities. Thus, it may be that the evaluation
enrollees in Montgomery County had less severe disabilities on average than their counterparts in
the other YTD evaluation sites, where the interventions did target beneficiaries. Furthermore, while
recruiting youth into the evaluation, CTP staff stressed that those who did enroll would have a
chance to participate in a program that would help them obtain jobs. Given this recruiting pitch, it is
likely that youth who already were motivated to work enrolled in the evaluation. Baseline statistics
support this explanation, as 55 percent of the youth in the analytic sample had worked for pay in the
year prior to random assignment.

Significant rehabilitation and employment services were available to youth with disabilities in
Montgomery County through agencies and programs other than CTP. As noted above, MCPS
maintained a transition support teacher in each of the county’s public high schools. The existence of
CTP and its expansion during the evaluation period may have allowed those teachers to focus their
efforts and provide more services to CTP non-participants than would have been possible in the
absence of the program. Also, during the period of the evaluation, MCPS hired employment
specialists who intentionally focused their efforts on non-CTP youth. In addition, DORS provided
relatively robust services to Maryland youth with disabilities.

It is important to recognize that this report has presented interim impact estimates based on
just one of the six random assignment Y'TD projects and data pertaining only to the first year in the
evaluation’s multiyear follow-up period. Many of the youth who participated in CTP still were
receiving program services when they completed the evaluation’s 12-month follow-up survey.
Interim evaluation findings from the other five random assignment YTD projects will enable us to
extend the initial assessments presented in this report. Interim reports on three of those projects
were completed in 2011, while the interim reports on the remaining two projects, along with this
report on CTP, will be completed in 2012. As planned, the projects vary in the mix and intensity of
services while broadly adhering to the YTD program model. We thus expect that the full set of six
interim evaluation reports will provide SSA with a better understanding of the challenges that youth
with disabilities face in transitioning to employment and independence and the specific types of
interventions that might assist more of them to succeed. Furthermore, the YTD evaluation’s
comprehensive final report will present impact estimates based on 36 months of follow-up data
from all six of the random assignment projects. Our analyses of those data may reveal longer-term
impacts of CTP in addition to the short-term impacts reported here.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Youth with disabilities often face a particularly difficult transition to adulthood. In addition to
the host of issues facing all transition-age youth, those with disabilities face special challenges related
to health, social isolation, service needs, and lack of access to supports. These challenges complicate
their planning for education, work, and adult life in general. Many of these youth experience poor
educational and employment outcomes, high risk of dependency on public benefits, and a lifetime of
poverty. Despite broad recognition of these challenges and poor outcomes (Loprest and Wittenburg
2005, 2007), little is known about how best to help transitioning youth with disabilities improve their
employment and earnings opportunities in adulthood.

To understand more fully how to help youth with disabilities reach their economic potential,
the Social Security Administration (SSA) initiated the Youth Transition Demonstration (YTD)
evaluation. The purpose of the evaluation is to find and test the most promising service strategies
for helping youth with disabilities maximize their economic self-sufficiency as they transition from
school to work. SSA also is interested in testing the effectiveness of altering certain benefit program
rules as an incentive to encourage youth with disabilities to initiate work or increase their work
activity to increase earnings. The target population for YTD is youth ages 14 to 25 who currently
receive SSA disability benefits or are at risk of receiving such benefits.*

Using a rigorous random assignment methodology, the YTD evaluation examines the extent to
which the various work-promoting services and incentives help youth with disabilities achieve
greater economic self-sufficiency as they transition to adulthood.” Under YTD, SSA (with input
from the evaluation contractor) selected six project sites for evaluation based on their adoption of
promising strategies to support youth with disabilities. The earliest of these projects began
operations in 2006 and ended in 2009. The latest started in 2008 and ended in 2012. The YTD
projects focused on youth empowerment, self-sufficiency, employment, and earnings, and provided
employment services, benefits counseling, links to services in the broader community, and other
family and youth supports. In addition, SSA provided special waivers for YID to improve work
incentives by allowing participating youth to retain more of their disability benefits and health
insurance in the short term while they worked or engaged in work-based experiences.

As part of the YITD evaluation, Mathematica Policy Research and its subcontractors are
conducting site-specific interim studies to examine implementation of the intervention and assess
the short-term impacts during the year after youth were offered demonstration services. In this

# In all sites other than Montgomery County, Maryland, the SSA disability population eligible for YTD included
beneficiaries of the following programs: child and adult Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Social Security Disability
Insurance (DI), and Childhood Disability Benefits (CDB). SSI is a means-tested program in which eligibility is based on
severe functional limitations (for child SSI benefits) or a medically determined disability that prevents substantial gainful
employment (for adult SSI benefits). DI beneficiaries are individuals with an earnings history and a disability that
prevents substantial gainful employment. CDB beneficiaries must be age 18 or older, have a disabling condition with an
onset before age 22, and a parent receiving Social Security benefits (see Rangarajan et al. 2009a, pp. 18-19). As discussed
below, the YTD project in Montgomery County did not target SSA disability beneficiaries exclusively.

5 Under SSA contract #5S00-05-60084, Mathematica Policy Research, a nonpartisan firm that conducts policy
research and surveys, assembled a multidisciplinary team, including key partner organizations MDRC and TransCen,
Inc., to design and conduct the YTD evaluation and provide technical assistance to the projects as they developed and
implemented their YTD interventions. The YTD project is advised by a technical working group that has reviewed the
evaluation design (Rangarajan et al. 2009a).
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report, we present the first set of findings for the Career Transition Program (CTP) YTD project in
Montgomery County, Maryland. We provide both a detailed explanation of the CTP intervention
and an in-depth discussion of how this program was implemented, including its fidelity to the
intended demonstration model. We also provide estimates of the impacts of the program on the
receipt of services by youth and short-term outcomes, such as increased participation in paid
employment, advancement in education, higher income from earnings and benefits, and a stronger
sense of self-efficacy. In this evaluation’s comprehensive final report, we will assess longer-term
effects of this and the other five random assignment YTD projects on the transition to adult life,
particulatly in terms of improved employment and income.

We begin the report with an introduction to the YTD initiative, the YTD evaluation, and CTP.
In Chapter II, we describe our approach to conducting the process and impact analyses, including
data sources, samples, key measures, and our analytic methodology. In Chapter III, we present the
analysis of program implementation. In Chapters IV through IX, we present the short-term impacts
on outcomes such as service use, employment, educational experiences, income, and youths’
expectations about the future. We present our conclusions from this interim research in Chapter X.
In Appendix A, we present supplementary analyses and technical discussion. In Appendix B, we
provide descriptions of the SSA waivers for YTD.

A. The YTD Conceptual Framework

The YTD evaluation is testing whether the provision of services and new work incentives to
youth with disabilities can help young people overcome the barriers they face during their transition
to adulthood. Many youth with disabilities, particularly those whose impairments are sufficiently
severe to qualify them for SSA disability benefits, do not reach their full potential and instead
experience high rates of unemployment, poverty, and incarceration (Loprest and Wittenburg 2007).
Youth with disabilities may benefit from interventions designed to reduce the barriers they face in
transitioning to adulthood.

In designing the YTD intervention, we identified several barriers to successful transitions and
then drew on the existing evidence to determine promising means of addressing those barriers. In
particular, earlier demonstration projects provided evidence about what has worked for serving
people similar to YTD youth.® We also drew on the Guideposts for Success, developed by the
National Collaborative on Workforce and Disability for Youth (2005). In the YTD evaluation design
report (Rangarajan et al. 20092), we summarize the research evidence that forms the basis of the
demonstration.

The YTD intervention design was informed by a conceptual framework (Figure 1.1) based on
the research evidence and informed by SSA’s goals for the intervention. The transitions to
adulthood made by youth with disabilities are shaped by the youths’ characteristics and their social,
educational, and employment environments. However, several barriers may inhibit those transitions.
The YTD intervention is intended to address the barriers and work within the environment of each
demonstration site to facilitate better transitions.

¢ The U.S. Department of Labor’s Structured Training and Employment Transitional Services demonstration and
SSA’s Transitional Employment Training Demonstration provided valuable evidence for the design of the YTD
intervention (Rangarajan et al. 2009a).
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Figure L.1.

Conceptual Framework for SSA’s YTD Projects
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Youth with disabilities face many barriers that can affect the success of their transition to
adulthood. Some of these are the product of youths’ perceptions of their impairments and
opportunities, which can lead to low expectations about working and self-sufficiency. Low
expectations can, in turn, lead to marginalization, isolation, and diminished expectations about a
youth’s abilities among family members, teachers, and employers. Other barriers arise because youth
do not identify or obtain appropriate support services, and a lack of high-quality employment
services and opportunities for work-based experiences can create barriers to successful entry into the
adult labor market (Mank et al. 2003; Wehman 2006). Furthermore, youth with disabilities may have
to deal with school support systems that have significant gaps in both student services and critical
linkages to adult services. The latter can lead to an uncoordinated handoff to adult services. Program
rules that often reduce cash benefits with a rise in earnings or result in possible redetermination of a
youth’s status as disabled may create financial disincentives to work. Finally, lack of knowledge
about work incentives in SSA benefit programs and the interaction of work experiences, benefits,
and SSA incentives can inhibit beneficiaries’ interest in pursuing employment. Together, these
barriers can lead to significant challenges in navigating the transition to adulthood successfully.

As shown in Figure 1.1, the YTD projects were designed to address each of these barriers by
providing services and financial incentives directly to youth with disabilities and their families. As
described in the conceptual model, the key components of the projects—services and incentives—
included work experiences, youth empowerment, family support, system linkages, social and health
services, SSA waivers to encourage work, and benefits counseling. Although the YTD projects were
not intended to bring about systems change, they may have improved the transition environment

3
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indirectly. For example, the YTD project in Colorado was based in One-Stop Workforce Centers,
where through their daily activities the project staff demonstrated strategies for delivering
employment services to youth with disabilities for the broader staff of the Workforce Centers
(Martinez et al. 2008). The YTD evaluation does not test this potential indirect effect (shown by the
dashed arrow in the conceptual framework).

YTD was intended to help youth become as economically self-sufficient as possible as they
transitioned to adulthood. Work-based experiences were a core component of the YTD
intervention, and the YTD model stressed the importance of paid employment experiences. The
projects offered a range of work-based service options, including career exploration, job shadowing,
volunteer work, internships, apprenticeships, and paid employment. These experiences helped youth
learn workplace skills and identify the career preferences, workplace supports, and accommodations
that may be essential to employment success. The YTD intervention’s various options were
designed to address the lack of access to employment services and paid work experiences faced by
youth with disabilities. In addition, recognizing that education is an important determinant of future
work success, some YTD projects, including CTP, supported educational goals, such as completing
high school, obtaining a General Educational Development (GED) credential, and enrolling in
postsecondary education.

By emphasizing youth empowerment—the acquisition of skills and knowledge that enable
youth to control their life choices—the YTD intervention addressed youths’ low expectations
associated with working and self-sufficiency. Empowerment is critical to choices about participation
in services that will influence youths’ education, employment, and career directions. The YTD
projects facilitated empowerment by involving youth in developing person-centered plans for
services that promote success in future goals. Through this process, the YTD projects identified the
key barriers relevant to each youth and specified steps for addressing them.

Another important component of the YTD intervention was the provision of support to
families so that they would be better able to encourage and guide their youth in making appropriate
choices about work, education, and services. Such support helped families address the barriers of
low expectations and inadequate access to social and health services. In addition, to address the
barriers resulting from uncoordinated service environments and inadequate access to services, the
intervention emphasized linkages between systems, particularly those between academic coursework
and work-based experiences, and effective coordination of social and health services after school
exit.

To enhance work incentives, the YTD projects also provided SSA waivers of disability program
regulations.” One barrier faced by youth is the disincentive to work due to SSA program rules that
reduce benefits as earnings rise, effectively reducing the extent to which employment financially
benefits youth with disabilities. In response, the waivers for YTD encouraged paid employment by
allowing youth to keep more of their benefits while working and earning.

e Under the earned income exclusion (EIE), SSI benefits are reduced by $1 for every $2
earned above a base amount. An important SSA waiver for YTD made the EIE more

7 Youth who enrolled in YTD project services are eligible for the SSA waivers for four years past random
assignment or until they reach age 22, whichever comes later. All waiver eligibility ceases after September 2013.
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generous, so that benefits were reduced by only $1 for every $4 earned above a base
amount.

e For the student earned income exclusion (SEIE), which disregards up to $1,700 per
month (in 2012) of a student’s earnings for those age 21 and younger, a waiver extended
the earnings exclusion to all youth participating in YTD who attended school, regardless
of age.

e For youth who were determined ineligible for disability insurance for medical reasons
based on a continuing disability review (CDR) or age-18 medical redetermination, a
waiver delayed the cessation of benefits for the duration of the other waivers.

In addition to the above waivers, SSA provided YTD participants with enhanced incentives for
investing in self-sufficiency goals and accumulating savings. For youth with approved plans for
achieving self-sufficiency goals (known as the “plan for achieving self-support,” or PASS), SSA
disregarded the funds used for the PASS activities from eligibility determination and adjusted
benefits to compensate partially for these expenses. The YTD waiver expanded eligible PASS
activities to include postsecondary education and career exploration. Finally, SSA encouraged asset
accumulation in federally funded individual development accounts (IDAs) by not including any
beneficiary deposits in the calculation of earned income that would reduce benefits and disregarding
matching deposits, account balances, and interest earned from eligibility determinations. For YTD
participants, these exclusions were extended to IDAs that are not federally funded. In Appendix B,
we provide more complete descriptions of the five SSA waivers for YTD.

Finally, the YTD intervention provided benefits counseling to compensate for the lack of
information about benefits and clarify the relationship between benefits and work. YTD benefits
counseling assisted youth and their families in understanding the complexity of work incentives
under SSA program rules and informed them about SSA’s waivers for YTD.

The YTD evaluation team identified the key intervention components deemed best practices
and required all projects to consider these components as part of their service models. TransCen,
Inc. provided the projects with training and technical assistance on the implementation of the
components. However, each project enjoyed the flexibility to customize its approach to service
delivery in the manner determined to be most effective in improving outcomes for youth. It also
should be noted that the components were delivered within the existing transition environment, and
the projects, to varying degrees, leveraged services available in their communities. For these reasons,
the projects differed in their service models and implementation, which in turn may have led to
differential impacts on youth outcomes.

B. The YTD Evaluation

In addition to informing the interventions, the conceptual framework for YTD (Figure I1.1)
guides the evaluation. The evaluation assesses whether eligible youth offered YTD services achieve
improved short- and longer-term outcomes relative to eligible youth not offered the services. In the
short term, as examined in this and other interim reports on the YTD projects, we assess whether
the planned intervention was delivered; the impact of YTD on service use; and short-term impacts
on employment, earnings, education, income, and expectations. In the longer term, we will examine
whether YTD affected key markers of a successful transition to adult life: employment, earnings,
income, engagement in productive activities, reduced contact with the justice system, and self-
determination.
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The YTD evaluation design called for six projects to be selected for participation in the national
impact evaluation. The projects were required to meet four key criteria. First, they had to offer high-
quality intervention services expected to improve self-sufficiency. Second, as a group, the sites had
to reflect a mix of service strategies and target populations. Third, they had to demonstrate their
ability and willingness to participate in a random assignment evaluation. Finally, they had to be
sufficiently large to serve 400 youth over a two- to three-year period because the evaluation required
that this many youth be served to have sufficient statistical power to assess whether the intervention
was effective.

In 2003, SSA entered into cooperative agreements with seven organizations to implement YTD
projects that emphasized employment and youth empowerment. In 2006, SSA selected three of the
seven projects for the random assignment evaluation.® The choice of projects, based on
recommendations from the evaluation team, included those with the capacity to serve the large
number of youth required by the evaluation and a willingness to use a random assignment design.
The projects were the Youth WINS project in Colorado; the Transition WORKS project in Erie
County, New York; and the City University of New York Youth Transition Demonstration Project
in Bronx County, New York.

Also in 20006, the evaluation team conducted a nationwide search for potential new YTD
projects by reaching out to organizations that either were operating strong transition programs or
had the capacity to do so and met the evaluation requirements of an adequately sized target
population and a willingness to implement random assignment. That search resulted in the selection
of five organizations in fall 2006 to run pilot programs in 2007. Based on recommendations from
the evaluation team, in November 2007 SSA selected three of the five organizations to implement
their interventions fully and participate in the national impact study: these were the Florida regional
office of Service Source; St. Luke’s House, Inc. in Montgomery County, Maryland; and the Human
Resources Development Foundation, Inc. in West Virginia.9 Descriptions of all six random
assignhment Y'TD projects can be found in Martinez et al. (2008).

The YTD evaluation is based on a multicomponent design, to provide strong evidence on the
extent to which the intervention led to intended changes in the transition outcomes of youth. The
process analysis examines the implementation of YTD in the six projects and considers how well the
intended intervention was delivered. The impact analysis is based on a rigorous random assignment
design. The target number of voluntarily enrolled youth for each site was between 840 and 880, with
approximately 55 percent randomly assigned to a treatment group and the remainder assigned to the
control group. Youth in the treatment group could receive YTD services as well as the SSA waivers,
while those in the control group could receive only those services available in their communities,
independent of the YTD initiative. Finally, the pending cost analysis of the evaluation will examine
the costs of the intervention components so as to assess the potential benefits and costs of scaling
up implementation of the intervention.

8 Among the four original YTD projects that did not participate in the random assignment evaluation, two (located
in Jowa and Maryland) ceased operations in 2007 and two others (in California and Mississippi) continued providing
services through 2009. Descriptions of the seven original YID projects can be found in Martinez et al. (2010).

9 SSA funding for the two pilot projects (located in Vermont and Washington) not selected into the random
assignment evaluation ceased on December 31, 2007.
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Information for the evaluation comes from a wide range of data sources. We rely on program
documents, site visits, interviews with managers and staff, and focus groups with youth and parents
to examine the program service model, implementation, and participation. We also examine service
provision data from the evaluation’s management information system, which was used by each
project. Data for the impact analysis come from baseline and follow-up surveys and SSA
administrative records. The follow-up surveys gather information on youth and family
characteristics, as well as outcome measures, such as service use, employment, earnings, and
attitudes and expectations. We are conducting the follow-up surveys at one year and three years
following random assignment. The administrative records provide information on earnings and
benefits and a small number of individual characteristics, covering a period ranging from one year
before to three to four years after random assignment.

C. The Career Transition Program

CTP, which began in 1993, is administered by St. Luke’s House, Inc. (SLH), a comprehensive
community mental health services provider in Montgomery County, Maryland. CTP works with
youth who have been diagnosed with severe emotional disturbance (SED). SED is an umbrella term
that includes conditions such as schizophrenia; personality, mood, conduct, and anxiety disorders;
attention deficit disorder; attention deficit hyperactivity disorder; and depression. SED can result in
an inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers and teachers, and
inappropriate types of behaviors or feelings, thereby adversely affecting a student’s educational
performance." CTP also works with youth who have not been formally diagnosed with SED but
who have been diagnosed with significant mental illnesses, such as depression, bipolar disorder, and
dissociative identity disorder. While it was participating in the YTD evaluation, CTP’s target
population was youth in Montgomery County, ages 16 through 21, who were high school juniors
and seniors or had exited school in the last 12 months. In contrast to the other five random
assignment Y'TD projects, CTP did not restrict enrollment to disability beneficiaries; however, many
of its enrollees were at risk of receiving benefits in the future.''

CTP’s mission is to enable its participants to graduate from high school, provide them with
competitive employment experiences, and help them matriculate into postsecondary education
programs if they are interested in doing so. CTP seeks to increase self-sufficiency by providing
participants with counseling, linkages to available services, and individualized work experiences. CTP
has formal partnerships with Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS), non-public high schools
in Montgomery County, and the Maryland Division of Rehabilitation Services (DORS). In addition,
the CTP staff have informal relationships with a number of agencies that serve youth with
disabilities, including the local One-Stop Workforce Center, community college, and mental health
services agency. To participate in the YTD evaluation, CTP scaled up from serving 50 students per

10 As defined in federal regulations, youth with emotional disturbance may exhibit one or more of the following
conditions: an inability to learn that cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory, or health factors; an inability to build or
maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers and teachers; inappropriate types of behavior or feelings
under normal circumstances; a general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression; or a tendency to develop physical
symptoms or fears associated with personal or school problems (Federal Register 1999).

11 Prior to CTP’s selection into the YTD random assignment evaluation, Dr. Ellen Fabian, an Associate Professor
and Director of Rehabilitation Counseling Program in the Department of Counseling & Personnel Services, College of
Education, University of Maryland at College Park, conducted a case file review of CTP participants on behalf of the
evaluation team. Dr. Fabian determined that it was likely that, absent CTP services, many of the youth would end up on
the Social Security disability rolls at some point in the future.
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year to serving roughly three times that many. In addition to scaling up, CTP restructured and
expanded its management team, fundamentally altered its approach to recruitment, systematized its
approach to job development, and increased its capacity to provide benefits planning services.
Throughout its participation in the evaluation, the program retained its long-standing commitment
to helping its participants rapidly obtain paid competitive employment.

The process for recruiting youth into the YTD evaluation in Montgomery County was different
from that used in the other five random assignment evaluation sites, in that CTP, rather than
Mathematica, was responsible for recruitment. CTP’s recruitment effort for YTD began in April
2008 and ended in January 2011. The program worked with referral sources, primarily MCPS, to
schedule and conduct group and individual presentations on the YTD evaluation and CTP services
to youth and/or their families. CTP also educated potential referral sources about the study
eligibility requirements so they would know which of their clients to refer. CTP’s recruitment effort
ended with the signing of an evaluation consent form by a youth or, if the youth was a minor, by the
youth’s parent or guardian. The program forwarded contact information on the individual to
Mathematica, which then conducted the evaluation’s baseline survey with the youth and randomly
assigned him or her to the evaluation’s treatment and control groups. Mathematica informed CTP of
each assighment to the treatment group, providing updated contact information on the youth and
selected information from the baseline survey.

Following a youth’s random assignment to the treatment group, career transition specialists
(CTSs) at CTP reached out to conduct initial interviews with the youth and important adults in the
youth’s life. These interviews assessed the youth’s goals, strengths, and needed supports. A youth
interview was a requirement for enrollment in CTP (for minors, a parent or guardian interview also
was required). Upon completion of the interview(s), a treatment group youth officially became a
CTP enrollee (also referred to as a CTP participant). The first step after enrollment was to assign a
CTS based on interests and compatibilities. The CTS then worked to build rapport and gain the
youth’s trust. CTP services began with a process that included several formal assessments and goal
setting to develop a person-centered plan (an individualized plan for achieving self-identified goals;
see Chapter III for a description of the person-centered planning process). Once an employment
goal was identified, the CTS and the participant began to pursue either competitive paid
employment or work-based experiences, such as job site visits and work trials. For participants who
became employed, the CTSs provided ongoing supportts, such as job coaching. They also provided
education supports, information about public benefits, and comprehensive case management,
including referrals for additional services that CTP could not provide directly. A benefits specialist at
SLH provided benefits planning services to CTP participants who were disability beneficiaries and
other participants in need of more intensive assistance with their benefits than the CTSs could
provide. Participants who achieved their transition goals (which often included enrollment in
postsecondary education in addition to attainment of paid employment) and graduated from high
school were placed in “follow along” services for up to two years. CTP expected most of its
participants to make this transition after receiving core services for about one year. During the
follow-along period, participants were eligible for all CTP services, but their contact with the CTSs
was typically less frequent than it had been when they were receiving core services.

In Chapter I1I, we provide a fuller description of CTP, including the intended sequence of
services for a participant, the roles of the CTP staff members and their partners, and the services
that participants actually received from CTP.
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D. Research Objectives for this Report

In this interim report, we examine the services that CTP provided as a YTD project, assess how
they were delivered and their fidelity to the proposed service model, and identify the successes and
challenges associated with implementation. This analysis, known as process analysis, provides critical
information for future replication or adoption of promising practices and informs policy by
providing evidence of what is needed to implement programs similar to CTP. The process analysis
also improves our understanding of major impacts (or the lack thereof) by examining factors such as
the fidelity of implementation to the proposed design, who participated in program activities, the
intensity of services received, and challenges faced by the program.

Building on the process analysis, we examine whether CTP improved short-run outcomes for
youth 12 months after random assignment. If the program succeeded in engaging youth in services,
we would expect that youth randomly selected to have the opportunity to participate in CTP
(treatment group members) would have higher levels of service use than youth ineligible for CTP
(control group members). Engaging youth in work-related activities through employment services is
of particular importance for YTD, and we would expect to find an impact of CTP on receipt of
such services. We also would expect some of the CTP participants who were disability beneficiaries
to take advantage of the SSA waivers within the first year. Furthermore, all YTD sites emphasized
youth empowerment and individual goal setting; thus, we would expect some measures of youth
empowerment, such as future expectations, to improve within the first year.

Given that the YTD program model emphasized paid employment and that all YTD projects
were required to adopt an employment focus, it is important to examine short-term impacts on paid
employment, earnings, and benefits. All YTD projects made some effort to place youth in
employment. In light of this, the short-run impacts on employment-related measures reflect both
participation in the YTD projects and the outcomes resulting from that participation. Indeed, more
substantial employment impacts beyond project placements may not be subject to immediate
influence, especially for youth who are under age 18 or in school. Hence, while we examine
employment outcomes as part of this interim report, we will focus more attention on them in
subsequent reports.

CTP was among a subset of YTD projects that also provided education services, including
support for completing high school, such as coordinating meetings between families and educators
for youth who were struggling with academics. For participants who identified an interest in
postsecondary education, the CTSs helped them navigate college and financial aid applications and
study for standardized tests required for college enrollment. For youth enrolled in college, CTP
helped arrange for transportation, tutoring, and support services. Since education services were an
important component of the CTP service model, we examine the short-term impact on youths’
educational progress.

Before turning to the process and impact analyses, we describe our evaluation approach in
Chapter 1I, including key outcome measures, data sources and analysis samples, and our approaches
to conducting the process and impact analyses.






Il. STUDY DESIGN, METHODS, AND DATA SOURCES

Rigorous assessment of the impacts of the YTD projects is a central component of the YTD
evaluation. An experimental design, often considered the gold standard for evaluations, allows us to
infer with a high degree of certainty whether the projects had any impacts on youth. As important as
it is to estimate project impacts, it is also critical to describe the process by which YTD services were
delivered so that others considering the development of similar interventions will benefit from an
understanding of both the context for interpreting project impacts and the information on project
implementation successes and challenges. In this chapter, we describe our approach to conducting
the impact and process analyses.

A. Impact Analysis

One of the hallmarks of the YTD evaluation is that it is based on a rigorous random assignment
design. Youth identified as eligible for the evaluation are randomly assigned either to the treatment
or the control group; the treatment group is eligible to receive YTD services and the SSA waivers
for YTD, while the control group has no access to YTD services or waivers but may use other
services available in the community. Random assignment should lead to the creation of two groups
with virtually identical pre-intervention experiences and characteristics. As a result, any observed
differences in outcomes for the two groups over time may be attributed with a known degree of
certainty to the effects of the program.

It should be noted that participation by youth in the evaluation was voluntary. Therefore, we
expect that youth particularly interested in receiving employment-related services were more likely to
have volunteered to participate. As a result, youth assigned to the control group and not eligible for
Y'TD services might have been likely to seek similar types of services elsewhere in the community.
Hence, the impacts of interest to the evaluation are the effects of the YTD interventions relative to
other services in the community that youth may have used, rather than a counterfactual environment
of “no services.” The impact analysis in this interim report examines whether CTP was effective in
improving the short-term outcomes of those youth offered program services and the SSA waivers
for YTD, covering the period up to one year following random assignment.

1. Outcome Measures

As detailed in the conceptual framework for the YTD intervention and evaluation in Chapter 1
(Figure 1.1), by providing expanded services and waiving certain disability program rules, CTP was
expected to promote work and improve other outcomes for youth. If CTP succeeded in
implementing YTD services and waivers, the most immediate impacts of the intervention should be
reflected by youth randomly assigned to the treatment group showing increased use of employment-
promoting services, more work-related experiences, and more paid employment. We would also
expect to observe treatment group youth having greater income resulting from increased
employment, more use of SSA work incentives as a consequence of the waivers, greater educational
progtess, and more positive attitudes and expectations about the future.

12 In the intermediate and longer terms, we would expect treatment group youth to increase their employment and
earnings, have higher income, reduce risky behaviors, demonstrate greater self-determination and self-efficacy, and move
toward independent living. The longer-term outcomes will cover a period from three to four years following random
assignment for youth in the study and will be based on data from the 36-month follow-up survey and administrative
records.

11
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Information on these short-term impacts is based on data from the YTD evaluation’s 12-month
follow-up survey as well as administrative data on benefit receipt and use of SSA work incentives. In
the 12-month survey, we gathered a large volume of information on outcomes for different aspects
of youths’ lives, particularly participation in a variety of services, educational progress, work-related
experiences, understanding of work incentives, and expectations about the future.

While all of the above outcomes are important, and it is useful to assess the intervention’s
impacts on each one, we must be mindful of the statistical problem of “multiple comparisons.”"
This problem arises when we estimate impacts on a large number of outcomes such that at least a
few of the estimates likely will be statistically significant by chance, even if no true impacts occurred.
For example, if we were to examine 50 independent outcomes, we would expect to find statistically
significant impacts (at the ten percent level of statistical significance) for five outcomes simply by
chance, even in the absence of any true impacts. We addressed the problem by specifying, a priori, a
small number of primary outcomes. We chose five domains or areas in which we expected to see
program impacts and identified a primary outcome to be tested in each domain."* Our goal was to
be as parsimonious as possible in defining the domains and primary outcomes while capturing the
major areas in which the intervention might produce impacts. The primary outcomes were the basis
for the tests of our main hypotheses. In addition, we examined a number of supplementary
outcomes to help explain impacts on the primary outcomes. Even if we did not find a statistically
significant impact on a primary outcome, we examined the related supplementary outcomes to
enhance our understanding of the lack of impact on the primary outcome. In addition, we
considered whether there was a pattern of impacts on the supplementary outcomes that suggested
the project may have had an impact that our primary outcome measure did not capture. We
highlighted the findings for the supplementary outcomes only if we found statistically significant
impacts on the primary outcomes.

Guided by the YTD conceptual framework, our evaluation design report identified the primary
domains and outcomes to be examined in our impact analyses (Rangarajan et al. 2009a). In
Table I1.1, we show the domains for which we expected CTP to have short-term impacts and
describe the primary outcomes examined as part of each domain. In this table, we also describe the
supplementary outcomes related to these domains.

e Employment-promoting services. Through individualized employment-related
services and case management support, CTP was expected to improve youths’
employability. The primary outcome measure in the domain of employment-promoting
services is whether a youth received any such services. This composite measure indicates
whether the youth received career counseling, support for resume writing and job search
activities, job shadowing and apprenticeships, other employment services, and
counseling on SSA benefits and work incentives during the year following random
assighment.

13 This discussion, and our approach to addressing the multiple comparisons problem, are summarized from
Schochet (2008).

4 We specified all outcomes a priori in an analysis plan (Rangarajan et al. 2009b). However, we determined the
specific measures for some outcomes after examining distributions in the data and the extent of missing information
(with treatment and control groups combined). For example, we specified in the analysis plan that we would examine the
degree of employment. Subsequently, based on preliminary data analysis of the full sample (treatment and control cases
combined), we determined that “ever employed on a paid job in the year following random assignment” was the best
measure of the degree of employment.

12
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Table II.1. Primary and Supplementary Outcomes

Outcome Measure

Description of Measure

Primary outcome

Supplementary outcomes

Primary outcome

Supplementary outcomes

Primary outcome

Supplementary outcomes

Primary outcome

Supplementary outcomes

Primary outcome

Supplementary outcomes

Employment- Promoting Services

Receipt of any employment-promoting services (including career
counseling, support for resume writing and job search activities, job
shadowing and apprenticeships, benefits and waivers counseling, and
other employment services)

Receipt of individual employment-promoting and non-employment
services; knowledge of SSA work incentives; type of service provider;
amount of service utilization (number of months of services received,
total number of contacts, total hours of services, number of providers);
and unmet service needs

Paid Employment
Ever employed in a paid job in the year following random assignment

Employment status at the time of the 12-month survey, ever employed in
a paid or unpaid job in the year following random assignment, percent of
weeks employed, number of jobs held, time pattern of employment by
month after random assignment, hours worked per week, total hours
worked, annual earnings, earnings per month, and job characteristics

Educational Progress

Ever enrolled in school in the first year following random assignment or
completed high school by the time of the 12-month survey

Enrolled in school in the first year following random assignment,
completed high school by the time of the 12-month survey, type of
school attended, number of months in school

Youth Income

Total income from earnings and benefits during the first year following
random assignment

Fraction of annual income from earnings, number of months of benefit
receipt in the year following random assignment, amount of SSA benefits,
use of SSA work incentives, health insurance coverage, and receipt of
public assistance

Attitudes and Expectations

Youth agrees that personal goals include working and earning enough to
stop receipt of SSA benefits

Independent living expectations, educational expectations, employment
expectations, internal and external locus of control, independent
activities, decision making, and social interactions

Exploratory Analysis: Training and Productive Activity

Primary outcome

Supplementary outcomes

None

Ever enrolled in a training program in the first year following random
assignment, number of months in a training program, and participation
in any productive activity in the year after random assignment

13



Interim Report on the Career Transition Program Chapter I1: Study Design

e Paid employment. One of the core service components of the YTD initiative was to
help youth find paid employment in the short term and put them on a path to consistent
paid employment in the longer term. Hence, paid employment was an important domain
for the evaluation. The primary outcome in the domain is whether a youth was ever
employed in a paid job in the year following random assignment. Paid employment in
the year following random assignment is, in part, a measure of receipt of services, as the
YTD interventions are intended to emphasize experiences in paid employment.

e Educational progress. CTP had a secondary goal of improving educational outcomes.
Furthermore, education is a key short-term outcome in the YTD conceptual framework.
Thus, one of the important outcomes for examination is a composite measure of
enrollment in school at any time during the year following random assignment or
completion of high school by the time of the 12-month survey."

¢ Youth income. The YTD initiative was expected to improve the income of participants
by increasing earnings and offering work incentives that permitted youth to retain more
of their benefits as their earnings increased. Thus, one of the important outcomes for
examination is total income received by youth from earnings and SSA disability benefits
in the first year following random assignment.

e Attitudes and expectations. CTP sought to promote independence and self-sufficiency
among participants through identification of goals and person-centered planning. Thus,
CTP was expected to improve outcomes related to youths’ attitudes and beliefs about
themselves. For consistency with the other YTD sites, the primary outcome for the
attitudes and expectations domain was whether youth agreed with the statement that
their “personal goals include working and earning enough to stop receiving SSA
benefits.” For CTP, the relevance of this primary outcome is low relative to the other
YTD projects because many of the youth in the CTP evaluation did not receive SSA
benefits. Supplementary outcomes in this domain may provide more useful information
about CTP’s impacts on attitudes and expectations.

e Exploratory analysis: training and productive activity. As a supplementary analysis,
we explored whether CTP had an impact on job training activities. We also estimated its
impact on a composite measure of productive activities, including enrollment in school,
job training, paid employment, and unpaid employment.

2. Sample Selection and Recruitment

CTP targeted youth in Montgomery County diagnosed with SED or similar disabilities who
were high school juniors and seniors, as well as those who recently had exited school. Unlike the
other YTD projects, CTP directly recruited youth into the evaluation, in partnership with MCPS and
other sources of youth referrals. Chapter III provides a description of the recruitment process.

As a result of its recruitment effort, CTP received signed evaluation consent forms from 930
eligible youth during the period April 2008 to December 2010 (Figure 11.1). About two-thirds of the
youth were male, almost half were under age 18, and just over 30 percent had earnings in the prior

15 Our measure of enrollment in school includes even brief periods of enrollment to capture partticipation in
education regardless of the duration of participation. As a supplementary measure, we also examine the number of
months of enrollment.

14
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Figure I.1.  Intake Flow Diagram for CTP
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year (Appendix A, Table A.1). Mathematica followed up with those youth to complete the
evaluation’s baseline survey: 840 of them completed the survey and were enrolled in the evaluation. '
There were no statistically significant differences in gender, age, and prior earnings between those
who completed the baseline survey and those who did not. However, it is important to understand
that the youth who enrolled in the evaluation did so through a process of self-selection and thus may
not have been representative of all youth in CTP’s target population. For example, the youth who
enrolled may have been more motivated to work than those who did not. Regardless, the impact
estimates presented in this report could not be biased by baseline differences between evaluation
enrollees and non-enrollees because both the treatment and control groups on which the impact
estimates are based included exclusively youth who had enrolled in the evaluation.

Of the 840 youth enrolled in the evaluation, 805 were randomly assigned: 422 to a treatment
group whose members were eligible to enroll in CTP and 383 to a control group. The remaining 35
youth who provided written consent and completed the baseline survey had siblings who were
already in the evaluation. These youth automatically were assigned to the same groups (27 treatment
and 8 control) as their siblings and were not part of the research sample for the CTP evaluation.
Youth who were assigned to the control group could request individualized counseling sessions (one
per youth) from CTP. During the sessions, the youth were informed of other resources in the
community for which they might be eligible and received a printed resource guide. Approximately
ten percent (37) of the control group members received this counseling.

Following random assignment, CTP was responsible for enrolling treatment group members in
the program and providing them with services. In Chapter III, we provide a detailed description of
the enrollment effort. Program staff ultimately enrolled 374 (89 percent) of the randomly assigned
treatment group members as participants in CTP, completing the final enrollment on January 3,
2011. Throughout this report, we use the term “participants” to refer to these youth in the treatment
group who participated in CTP services.

3. Data Sources and Analytic Sample

Data Sources. The impact analysis relied on both survey and administrative data from SSA
records. We collected survey data at baseline (just before random assignment and after the receipt of
written consent for enro