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ABSTRACT

This report provides statistics on employment and benefit outcomes for Ticket to Work (TTW)
participants since the inception of the program in 2002 and compares them to outcomes for other
Social Security Disability (SSD) and Supplemental Security Income (SSI) beneficiaries
(nonparticipants). It also provides statistics on payments to Employment Networks (EN) under the
payment systems introduced under TTW and how beneficiary employment outcomes and related
provider payments vary by the nature of the EN business model.

Our analysis builds upon and extends the analysis documented in Stapleton et al. (2010). For
the first time, we are able in this report to produce statistics on changes in work activity and
payments to ENs following substantial revisions to the TTW program regulations in July 2008. We
analyze two measures of beneficiary work activity available in the Social Security Administration’s
2010 Ticket Research File (TRF10): a monthly indicator of whether the beneficiary was in non-
payment status following suspense or termination for work (NSTW); and, for SSD beneficiaries, the
dollar amount of benefits forgone for work (BFWDI). We also provide statistics on payments to
ENs under the TTW payment systems before and after they were modified in 2008.

One intent of our analysis was designed to provide information about how the revised
regulations affected NSTW and BFWDI. Because any effects of those regulatory changes are
confounded by the large recession that was essentially contemporaneous with the implementation of
the new regulations, we are unable to fully achieve that goal. Nonetheless it is clear that after the
implementation of the revised regulations, there was renewed interest in the TTW program, with a
doubling of EN providers from 2007 to 2010 and a quadrupling of participant assignments during
that time in the payment systems established by TTW. Reflecting the growth in participants, the
number of participants experiencing NSTW months increased, as did total BEWDI. Per participant,
however, both outcomes declined over this time period.

One notable change since 2008 appears to reflect the fact that regulatory changes increased the
attractiveness to providers of the milestone-outcome (MO) payment system relative to the outcome-
only (OO) system: the already low percentage of assignments under the OO system dropped sharply
after the change. By 2010, virtually all OO assignments were made to consumer-directed ENs, in
which participants receive compensation from the EN whenever the EN receives payments from
SSA for beneficiary work activity.

Our work also investigated participant outcomes by the business model of the EN providing
services, assessing implications for the financial viability of TTW providers. Our analysis showed
that more ENs may be financially viable than had been suggested in earlier work (Thornton et al.
2007, Stapleton et al. 2008)—both because of an increase in payments per participant under the
revised payment systems and because more ENs with other primary activities and sources of
revenue appear to have found that serving beneficiaries under TTW is an economically viable
addition to their primary activities.

Although TTW seems to have been invigorated by the regulatory changes, as intended, we are
not able to determine whether the program pays for itself by increasing the number of months that
beneficiaries are in NSTW status. It might be that most participant NSTW months would have
occurred in the absence of TTW; most beneficiaries with NSTW months are nonparticipants, and
the change in the regulations likely attracted more participants who would have had NSTW months

x1
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anyway. It might also be, however, that many participant NSTW months would not have been
NSTW months in the absence of TTW.

xii



I. INTRODUCTION

The Social Security Disability Insurance (SSD)' and Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
programs, administered by the Social Security Administration (SSA), provide income support to
individuals with long-lasting medical impairments who are unable to work at a substantial level. In
April 2013, more than 14 million individuals under age 65 received benefits from one or both of
these programs.”

Many SSD and SSI beneficiaries are able and willing to work, even if not at a significant level.
Because eligibility for these programs is based on inability to engage in substantial gainful activity
(SGA),” however, beneficiaries often are afraid of losing their disability benefits once they become
employed. Recognizing this, the Ticket to Work and Work Improvement Incentives Act of 1999
(Ticket Act) put into place a number of new policies and programs designed to support the return-
to-work efforts of beneficiaries, with a strong focus on increasing the extent to which beneficiaries
forego benefits, in whole or in part, because of work. These policies and programs include initiatives
that provide beneficiaries with information about how work affects their benefits, offer them more
options for accessing employment services, allow them to return more easily to the disability rolls

following unsuccessful work attempts, and facilitate the processing of earnings information by SSA
staff.

One of the most prominent initiatives established by the Ticket Act is the Ticket to Work
(TTW) program. Implemented beginning in February 2002, TTW greatly expanded the ways in
which service providers could be paid to support beneficiaries in their employment efforts. Before
TTW, state vocational rehabilitation agencies (SVRAs) were virtually the only providers eligible to
receive payments from SSA for serving beneficiaries. Under that “traditional” system, SSA
reimbursed SVRAs for the costs of serving a beneficiary client when such a client became employed
for at least nine months with earnings above the SGA level. Under TTW, beneficiaries are eligible
for a “Ticket” that they can assign either to an SVRA under the traditional payment system or to
another pre-qualified public or private provider, called an employment network (EN), in exchange
for employment placement, job training, and other services.* ENs receive specific payment amounts
from SSA when their beneficiary clients achieve specific earnings objectives, described in detail
below, and an SVRA may choose to act as an EN by using an EN payment system on a case-by-case
basis. The design of these systems was intended to increase the extent to which beneficiaries forego
benefits because of work and create strong incentives for providers to help beneficiaries do so.

I'In this report, we use the acronym SSD to indicate that our population of SSDI disability benefits includes
worker beneficiaries as well as disabled adult children and disabled widow(er)s receiving disability benefits under the
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund (OASI).

2 In April 2013, there were 7.9 million SSD-only, 4.6 million SSI-only, and 1.6 million concutrent beneficiaries for a
total of 142 million beneficiaries, according to SSA’s Monthly Statistical Snapshot, accessed at
[http:/ /www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/quickfacts/stat_snapshot/] on June 10, 2013.

31n 2012, the SGA level was $1,010 for a non-blind beneficiary and $1,690 for a blind beneficiary. Since July 1999,
the SGA level is adjusted each year based on the average wage index (AWI).

* During the time period of our analysis, SSA mailed a Ticket to each beneficiary eligible to participate in the
program. Starting in June 2011, universal mailings were suspended and replaced by targeted mailings to subgroups of
beneficiaries. No other programmatic changes were implemented at that time.
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The initial response to TTW was quite limited in terms of the number of Tickets assigned, the
number of providers, changes in the services offered, and the extent to which beneficiaries earned
enough to forego benefits (Stapleton et al. 2008). It also became clear that very few providers were
likely to find TTW attractive from an economic perspective (Thornton et al. 2007; Stapleton et al.
2008). At the same time, however, new evidence emerged on the extent to which beneficiaries would
like to earn enough to forego benefits. Many such beneficiaries do in fact work, but only a minority
earn enough to leave the rolls (Liu and Stapleton 2010; Schimmel and Stapleton 2012; Ben-Shalom
and Stapleton 2012).

In light of this body of evidence, SSA responded in July 2008 by making significant changes to
the TTW regulations with the intent of boosting interest by beneficiaries and providers and
increasing the extent to which beneficiaries forego benefits for work. Earlier work explored provider
experiences with implementing these new regulations and changes in the program from the provider
perspective (Altshuler et al. 2011); this report is the first to systematically assess changes in
beneficiary work activity before and after 2008.

A. Report Objectives

In this report, we present new statistics on the extent to which SSD and SSI beneficiaries have
forgone benefits for work from the inception of TTW through 2010, the latest year for which data
were available when our analysis was conducted. Because of the nature of the TTW program and
regulatory changes, our analysis is only descriptive; we are not able to attribute observed changes in
beneficiary work activity around 2008 to the regulation changes alone. We primarily focus on two
measures: one is a monthly indicator on “nonpayment of cash benefits due to suspensions or
terminations for work” (NSTW); the other is a measure of the dollar value of SSD benefits forgone
because of work (BFWDI).” These statistics are updated and improved from those previously
presented in earlier work (Stapleton et al. 2010; Schimmel et al. 2011).°

Our analysis also explores how NSTW and BFWDI changed in the time immediately
surrounding the 2008 regulatory changes. We use the findings to assess the extent to which the
observed changes might be attributable to the regulatory changes versus contemporaneous changes
in other factors—most notably the economic recession from 2007 to 2009.

We also examine the evolution of EN business models under TTW. For the first time, we
present statistics on Ticket assighments to, and beneficiary work activity among, five EN subtypes:
ST'RAs operating under an EN payment system; consumer-directed service ENs, which share a portion
of the TTW payments they receive with their clients; ezzployer ENs receiving TTW payments based
on work activity of their TTW participant employees; state workforce agency ENs comprising local
workforce investment boards and One-Stop Career Centers; and fraditional ENs, which include
various community rehabilitation providers and other non-SVRA organizations that have

5> As described later, our analysis includes only a measure of benefits forgone in SSD. To be consistent with data
contained in SSA’s Disability Analysis File (DAF) and used in our analysis, we refer to this as BEWDI, despite our use of
the SSD terminology.

¢ As described in what follows, the measures of benefit suspensions and terminations for work have been revised
substantially since the earlier work. As a result, while the analysis contained in this report is conceptually similar, statistics
between the two reports are not exactly comparable.
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traditionally provided services to people with disabilities.” For this analysis, we limit our assessment
to the top 100 ENs by revenue in 2010; these ENs comprised nearly half of all new Ticket
assignments in that year, but less than 10 percent of the total number of ENs.

Finally, the report provides an updated assessment of the economic viability of ENs, reflecting
the post-2008 TTW regulations and new information on the extent to which ENs receive payments
from SSA.

B. Organization

In Chapter II, we provide important background information on the TTW payment systems
and historical growth in TTW at both the participant and provider levels, highlight previous findings
regarding the employment and disability benefit suspension experiences of TTW participants, and
discuss the employment patterns of TTW participants over time and potential effects of the 2007—
2009 recession. In Chapter 111, we describe the data and methods used in the study. We present new
findings in the following chapters:

e In Chapter IV, we document the extent to which TTW participants work and earn
enough to become ineligible for cash disability benefits, thus attaining NSTW. For each
year from 2002 onward, we generate NSTW statistics for participants and compare these
outcomes to those for beneficiaries not participating in TTW (nonparticipants). We
consider similar measures for BFWDI and also present longitudinal statistics on the
likelihood of remaining in NSTW after the first such occurrence.

e In Chapter V, we follow cohorts of TTW participants from the year they assign their
Ticket onward, presenting annual snapshots of subsequent work activity. We present
statistics on earnings, NSTW, and BFWDI in the SSD program by Ticket assignment
cohort from 2002 through the end of our observation period in 2010.

e In Chapter VI, we assess whether there are systematic differences in NSTW and BFWDI
outcomes for TTW participants who assigned their Ticket immediately before and after
the 2008 regulatory changes. For this analysis, we examine outcomes for three successive
12-month assignment cohorts, following each cohort’s activity for the same length of
time (18 months after assignment).

e In Chapter VII, we examine differences in NSTW and BFWDI by EN business model
and how this changed from the last cohort before to the first cohort after the regulatory
changes. We consider total annual payments to ENs and assess the economic viability of
each of the five EN types.

We conclude in Chapter VIII with a summary of the findings and a discussion of their
implications for the success of the TTW program.

7'To the extent that SVRAs providing services under the traditional payment model are also among the top 100
ENs under the new TTW payment systems, they are included in this analysis. However, the focus of our analysis is on
participants in ENs under the new TTW payment systems only.
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C. Preview of Findings

In this report, we build on the work of Stapleton et al. (2010) in several ways. First and
foremost, we extend the analysis period by four years, from 2006 to 2010, allowing us to provide
more recent comparisons of the work activity of TTW participants and nonparticipants and to
follow beneficiaries for a longer period after their first NSTW month. Second, we exploit a refined
NSTW measure that better captures benefit suspensions and terminations due to work and then
incorporate a measure of benefits forgone for work. Finally, our expanded time horizon allows for a
comparison of beneficiary work activity and consideration of the implications for EN viability after
the 2008 regulatory changes, which substantially altered provider incentives to provide TTW
services.

After the rollout ended in 2004, the TTW program expanded slowly until the 2008 regulations
took effect but increased rapidly after that time. The pace of growth in the annual number of ENs
accepting at least one Ticket was slow before the regulatory changes, increasing from 714 in 2005
(the year after completion of rollout) to 818 in 2007 and then to 1,600 in 2010. The number of new
assignments increased from just over 61,000 in 2005 to just over 66,000 in 2007 and then to nearly
94,000 in 2010, and the number of assignments under the new EN payment systems grew fourfold
from 2005 to 2010. By 2010, 4.1 percent of all beneficiaries in current-payment status or in NSTW
had ever participated in the TTW program.

TTW participants were more likely than comparable nonparticipants to experience NSTW,
reflecting the selection into the program of those interested in work and the possible, but unknown,
impact of the services received on work activity. In 2010, 5.1 percent of participants experienced at
least one NSTW month, compared with 2.7 percent of nonparticipants. Despite the relative high
proportion of participants with an NSTW month, only 4.5 percent of those with an NSTW month
in 2010 were participants; that is, a large majority of those with an NSTW month were not
participants, because the program remains small overall. In the same year, the number of NSTW
months accumulated per 1,000 participants was equivalent to 32 years without benefits (zero-benefit
years). That figure is 46 percent higher than the 22 zero-benefit years accumulated per 1,000
nonparticipants.

Focusing on those who first experienced an NSTW month in 2002, we compared the likelihood
of their remaining in NSTW over the next eight years. We found that eight years after their first
NSTW month, the percentages of participants and nonparticipants remaining in NSTW were about
the same. However, in the years immediately following assignment, the pattern of remaining in
NSTW depended critically on payment title, with SSI-only and concurrent participants more likely to
be in NSTW than their counterparts among nonparticipants while a lower percentage of SSD-only
participants than nonparticipants remained in NSTW.

One of the intents of this report was to assess the success of the 2008 regulatory changes in
spurring TTW participant work activity. Given the regulatory changes, we would have expected to
see increases in NSTW and BFWDI. From the year before to the year after the regulatory changes
took effect, however, we observed declines in the proportion of TTW participants experiencing
NSTW, along with declines in the duration of NSTW and BFWDI. Unfortunately, the regulatory
changes coincided with the major recession of 2007-2009, which significantly affected the labor
market, and it seems likely that the recession contributed substantially to the decline in the NSTW
and BFWDI statistics. It is unclear, however, how TTW participants would have fared in the
absence of the economic downturn. Although there was a significant increase in the number of
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participants with NSTW, at least under the new payment systems, this reflected rapid growth in the
number of total participants that more than offset the effects of declines in per-participant NSTW
and BFWDI on the number experiencing NSTW as well as on total BEWDI.

The final consideration in our analysis explores changes in work activity based on the business
model used by ENs; each EN faces its own constraints, and some may have been more influenced
than others by the regulatory changes. Drawing on the experience of the 100 ENs with the highest
payment value in 2010, we found that more than 95 percent of Tickets assigned to those ENs in the
years since the 2008 regulatory changes took effect were assigned under the revised “milestone
outcome” (MO) EN payment system, which provides a large share of payments up front for smaller
amounts of work activity and then smaller payments over time when beneficiary earnings exceed
substantial gainful activity (SGA). Even before the regulatory changes, few Tickets were assigned
under the more risky “outcome-only” (OO) EN payment system, which is potentially of larger total
value to providers but makes payments only when monthly earnings exceed SGA. For providers, the
regulatory changes increased the relative attractiveness of the MO payment system such that the
number of assignments under the OO system fell thereafter. Since 2008, virtually all assignments to
the OO system have been in consumer-directed ENs, in which consumers stand to reap financial
rewards from achieving SGA.
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. BACKGROUND

In this chapter, we provide background on the TTW program relevant to the analyses and
findings presented in subsequent chapters. We begin by describing the TTW payment systems and
how they changed with the implementation of the revised regulations in 2008. Next, we provide an
overview of the growth in payments to ENs since 2002, followed by a presentation of statistics on
the overall number of Ticket assignments. We then highlight existing evidence among TTW
participants. In the final section of this chapter, we consider how the recession of 2007-2009 may
have affected beneficiary work activity in a manner that complicates interpretation of the findings in
this report.

A. TTW Payment Systems

Under TTW, non-SVRA ENs are compensated under one of two payment systems: outcome-
only (OO) and milestone-outcome (MO). Under the OO system, ENs are eligible for payments only
in months when the TTW participants they serve do not receive cash disability benefits because of
work. Under the MO system, ENs are paid smaller outcome payments in months when beneficiaries
do not receive cash benefits because of work in exchange for milestone payments available when
beneficiaries achieve intermediate employment outcomes. ENs must decide to serve all beneficiary
clients under either the MO or OO system. SVRAs also must choose one of these payment systems,
but are able to request payment under the traditional cost reimbursement system rather than the
selected EN system on a case-by-case basis.

From 2002 through June 2008, the OO and MO payment rules shown in Table II.1 were in
effect. Under the OO system, SSA would make an outcome payment to the EN for each month (up
to 60 total months) in which SSA determined, upon receipt of a propetly filed claim from the EN,
that the beneficiary received no SSD or SSI benefit payments because of work or earnings. The
outcome payments were set at 40 percent of the average monthly SSD benefit for all SSD
beneficiaries and at 40 percent of the average SSI benefit for SSI-only beneficiaries. In 2008, the
maximum payments under the OO system totaled $23,520 for SSD beneficiaries (including
concurrent beneficiaries) and $13,500 for SSI beneficiaries. Under the MO system, SSA would pay
an EN up to four milestone payments when a beneficiary achieved employment milestones, defined
by the number of months working at or above the SGA level during a specified period, again upon
receipt of a propetly filed claim. In addition to the milestone payments, monthly outcome payments
could be paid to the EN if the beneficiary received no SSD or SSI benefit payments due to work,
although these payments were reduced if milestone payments had been made for the beneficiary. In
2008, the maximum total payments under the MO system were $20,040 for an SSD client and
$11,520 for an SSI-only client.

In an effort to strengthen the program, starting July 21, 2008, SSA significantly changed the
regulations governing TTW. The revised regulations were designed to make TTW more financially
attractive to providers and reflect a more flexible return-to-work concept. The regulations
introduced more milestone payments, including payments for clients working at lower levels of
earnings than before, and increased the total value of potential payments.® Specifically, the new

8 The revised regulations also extended benefit eligibility to new beneficiaries designated by SSA as medical
improvement expected (MIE). As the name suggests, MIE beneficiaries are those who qualified for SSI or SSD benefits
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regulations (1) shortened the payment period for SSD clients so that ENs could receive full payment
within as few as 36 months, (2) created two sets of milestone payments (Phase 1 and Phase 2), (3)
increased MO payments so that the maximum payable amount would be closer to the maximum for
OO payments, and (4) brought payment amounts for SSI-only recipients in line with those for SSD
beneficiaries. Under the new regulations, Phase 1 milestone payments are based on the SSA trial
work period (TWP) income amount,” whereas Phase 2 milestone payments are based on the original,
higher SGA amount. A comparison of the top and bottom panels in Table II.1 highlights the
differences in MO and OO payments before and after the regulatory changes. "

Other regulatory and administrative changes implemented by SSA in 2008 sought to reduce the
administrative burden of participating in TTW for ENs, ultimately increasing the financial
attractiveness of the program to providers. The changes removed the requirement that SVRAs
actively assign Tickets to receive payments under the traditional payment system. Rather, SVRAs
now only need to document for SSA that a Ticket is “in-use,” meaning that the beneficiary is
receiving employment services from the SVRA. While this change was implemented in 2008, it was
applied retroactively to earlier years of the program, meaning that SVRAs were asked to provide
information to SSA about beneficiary clients they were serving as early as 2002, and deem those
Tickets to be “in use.” While SSA requested data on all beneficiaries served, many SVRAs did not
provide identifying information for all beneficiary clients from early years of TTW. In addition, an
option called Partnership Plus allows beneficiaries to use SVRA services under the traditional
payment system and subsequently assign their Ticket to an EN. If a Partnership Plus beneficiary
works, both the SVRA and EN are eligible to receive payments, except that the EN is not eligible
for Phase 1 milestone payments if the beneficiary is employed at vocational rehabilitation closure. '’
SSA’s intent was to encourage more providers to become ENs, more ENs to accept Tickets, more
beneficiaries to assign Tickets, more complete and timely records on SVRA delivery of services to
beneficiaries (even if Tickets were not formally assigned), and better employment outcomes.

(continued)

based on health conditions that are expected to improve over time. Under the original regulations, MIE beneficiaries
became eligible for TTW only after SSA had conducted a medical continuing disability review (CDR) and determined
that the beneficiary’s medical condition had not improved enough to terminate eligibility for SSI or SSD benefits.

? The 2012 TWP income amount was gross earnings of more than $720 per month.

10 . ‘ . .

Cases that received payments under the old regulations were switched to the new regulations once the first
payment was made under the new system. At that time, SSA implemented a formula-driven procedure to determine the
payment to be made under the new system. See Altshuler et al. (2011) for more details on this procedure.

1 In other cases in which beneficiaries receive services from both an EN and an SVRA, or more than one EN, any
payments may be split between the organizations. This is handled on a case-by-case basis and is not a part of the
Partnership Plus option.
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Table Il.1. EN Payments Under the Original and Revised Regulations

Payment for

Payment for DI SSI-Only
Payment Type Earnings/Benefits Requirements Beneficiary ($) Recipient ($)
Original Regulations
Milestone-Outcome
Milestone payments 1 1 month with SGA-level earnings $365 $210
2 3 of 12 months with SGA-level earnings $730 $419
3 7 of 12 months with SGA-level earnings $1,460 $837
4 12 of 15 months with SGA-level earnings $1,825 $1,046
Outcome payments Each month with SGA-level earnings and $0 $365 $210
cash disability benefits; up to 60 payments
Total potential MO payments $21,900 $12,600
Qutcome-only
Outcome payments Each month with SGA-level earnings and $0 $430 $246
cash benefits; up to 60 payments
Total potential OO payments $25,800 $14,760
Revised Regulations
Milestone-Outcome
Phase 1 milestones® 1 1 month with earnings at 50 percent of the $1,288 $1,288
trial work level
2 3 of 6 months with earnings at trial work level $1,288 $1,288
3 6 of 12 months with earnings at trial work $1,288 $1,288
level
4 9 of 19 months with earnings at trial work $1,288 $1,288
level
Phase 2 milestones Each month with SGA-level earnings; up to 387 $222.
11 payments for SSD and 18 payments for
SSI
Outcome payments Each month with SGA-level earnings and $0 $387 $222.
cash disability benefits; up to 36 payments for
SSD and 60 for SSI
Total potential MO payments $23,341 $22,468
QOutcome-Only
Outcome payments (SSD) Each month with SGA-level earnings $719 $412
and $0 cash benefits; up to 36 payments for
SSD and 60 for SSI
Total potential OO payments $25,884 $24,720

Source:

Note:

Livermore et al 2012 and www.yourtickettowork.com, accessed on July 8, 2013

Payment amounts are calculated at the 2012 levels. The value of outcome payments is adjusted down

in the milestone-outcome system. n.a. indicates that payment amounts were not applicable to the

corresponding group.

To trigger the first Phase 1 milestone payment, beneficiaries must be employed, with earnings that typically would be
equal to at least the TWP level. However, if they start work in the middle of the month, or start off with reduced hours
or pay, a payment can be triggered in the first month that they earn at least 50 percent of the TWP level.
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B. Growth in TTW Participation at the Beneficiary Level

TTW was phased in by groups of states beginning in February 2002. By September 2004, all
eligible beneficiaries in the country had received a Ticket. Beneficiaries who first received benefits
after September 2004 were provided with a Ticket at the time they became eligible for disability
benefits as adults, with the exception of the MIE cases described above.'> From 2002 through the
2008 regulatory changes, TTW led to an increase in the share of beneficiaries receiving employment
services (Stapleton et al. 2008). Participation in TTW during that time, however, was low, at about
2.29 percent in December 2007 (Altshuler et al. 2011). Because relatively few ENs were actively
accepting Tickets, beneficiaries during that time had little or no choice of ENs. Consequently, 95
percent of Ticket holders between 2002 and 2008 assigned their Tickets to SVRAs and received
services in the same places where they would have received them before TTW’s implementation
(Stapleton et al. 2008). ENs responded to the revised regulations by accepting more Tickets,
particularly under the revised MO payment system. Presumably reflecting providers’ anticipation of
increased revenues, new assignments to SVRAs under the MO payment system doubled in the six
months before the regulatory changes, as did new assignments to non-SVRA ENs, and then
doubled again after the revised regulations went into effect (Prenovitz et al. 2012). EN staff reported
that the changes in their Ticket-taking behavior were the result of increased beneficiary awareness of
the TTW program and their own greater interest in it (Altshuler et al. 2011).

C. Improvements in the Payment Process and Payments to ENs

One of the primary goals of the 2008 regulatory changes was to make the TTW program more
financially attractive to ENs so that beneficiaries would have more, and hopefully better quality,
options for employment-related services. When interviewed, staff of four out of seven ENs that
experienced a large increase in the number of Ticket assignments around the time the new
regulations were implemented reported that they were serving those they previously would not have
served as a result of the change in regulations (Altshuler et al. 2011). Although the number of ENs
actively accepting Tickets increased in response to the revised regulations, interviews with EN staff
conducted for a related study suggest that many ENs were still uncertain about whether they would
be able to cover the cost of serving TTW participants with revenue from the program (Altshuler et
al. 2011).

Under the original regulations, ENs did not receive a large proportion of the payments for
which they could have qualified (Stapleton et al. 2010). According to EN staff, once clients are
stabilized in work, they often become uninterested in providing current earnings information to the
EN. This makes it challenging and time consuming 