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National Survey of Day and Employment Programs 

for Persons with Developmental Disabilities: 

Results from State MR/DD Agencies 

Executive Summary 

The National Study of Day and Employment programs was conducted in order to collect 
national information regarding the full range of day and employment settings currently utilized by 
persons with mental retardation and other developmental disabilities. Previous studies typically 
have analyzed one or two options within the day and employment service system or they have 
focused on a single service agency. Several complementary activities were undertaken as part of 
this study: 1) a national survey of state Mental Retardation/Developmental Disabilities (MR/DD) 
agencies, 2) a national survey of state Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) agencies, 3) supplementary 
analyses of federal Rehabilitation Services Administration data, and 4) a survey of state 
information systems developed and operated by MR/DD and VR agencies. This report summarizes 
the findings from the survey of state MR/DD agencies regarding day and employment services 
provided during fiscal year 1988. 

Survey responses were received from the 50 state MR/DD agencies and Washington D.C. 
The completeness of data received varied according to each state's data collection capacities. 
Information was collected on both integrated employment (competitive, time-limited training, and 
supported employment) and segregated day or employment programs(sheltered employment/work 
activity and day activity/day habilitation). The primary distinction between the two settings is that 
integrated employment occurs in an environment where most workers do not have disabilities, 
whereas segregated day and employment settings include all workers with disabilities. 

Utilization of Federal Definition of Developmental Disabilities 

Each of the state MR/DD agencies was asked whether they evaluate consumers according to 
the federal definition of developmental disabilities, and if so, what types of assessment instrument 
are used. Twenty state MR/DD agencies (39%) reportedly evaluate consumers according to this 
definition. A wide range of assessment procedures were used to evaluate functional abilities by 
these states. 

Persons Served 

A total of 281,339 individuals were reported served in community-based day and 
employment settings by state MR/DD agencies during FY 1988. The distribution of persons 
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served by level of retardation was relatively balanced for the 31 MR/DD agencies providing this 
information. Twenty-eight percent of the individuals served (N= 154,260) had severe or profound 
retardation, 29% had moderate retardation, and 31% had mild retardation. The remaining 12% had 
a primary disability other than mental retardation. For this group, the largest percentage had a 
primary disability of a sensory-neurological nature (51%), followed by individuals with a 
psychiatric disability (38%) and persons with a physical disability (11%). This represents a larger 
percentage of individuals with emotional diagnoses and a smaller percentage with physical or 
sensory diagnoses than is estimated for the general population with developmental disabilities. 

Funding 

State MR/DD line item allocations were the primary source of funding (54%) for day and 
employment programs, compared with 34% provided by federal sources (Title XIX, Title XIX . 
Waiver, and Title XX). Of the federal funds, 76% was provided by Title XIX (Medicaid). Only 
12% of the state resources came from other sources, such as self pay, local aid, county funds, or 
special state or federal accounts. Almost all (95%) of the non-state funds (primarily comprised of 
federal dollars) were used to fund segregated day or employment programs. The complete report 
analyzes current disincentives toward utilization of integrated employment that are embedded in the 
federal Title XIX program. Similarly, the vast majority (80%) of all state resources were allocated 
to support segregated day and employment programs. 

Each state agency was asked to provide information on the number served in the various 
employment options. For the 50 agencies that provided these data, 86% of the individuals served 
were in segregated employment models (sheltered employment, day activity or day habilitation). 
Conversely the integrated employment rate of 14% compares favorably with those reported in other 
research (Braddock, Hemp, Fujiura, Bachelder, & Mitchell, 1990; Kiernan, McGaughey & 
Schalock, 1988; Wehman, Kregal, & Shafer, 1989). 

The distribution by level of retardation and employment environment confirms other 
research findings showing that integrated employment currently is used less frequently for persons 
with more severe disabilities (Kiernan et al., 1988; Wehman et al., 1990). Three-fourths of all 
individuals in competitive, supported, or time-limited training employment have mild or moderate 
mental retardation. The percentage of persons with severe or profound retardation in supported 
employment (13%) was twice as large as the percentage served in competitive and time-limited 
training combined (6%). By far the largest percentage of persons served in day habilitation (non 
vocational services) had severe or profound mental retardation; however 13% of those served in 
day habilitation programs had mild retardation and 25% had moderate retardation. Moreover, 52% 
of those served in day activity programs had mild or moderate mental retardation; 66% of those in 
sheltered employment/work activity programs had mild or moderate retardation (66%), followed 
by 18% with severe/profound retardation, and 16% with other primary disabilities. 

Current Unmet Service Needs 

MR/DD agencies in 27 states (53% reported that they maintain state-level information 
reffecting the number of individuals who currently need day and/or employment services but are 
not receiving these services. Nine states (18%) reported state-level information according to the 
type of day or employment service for which individuals are waiting. The waiting list distribution 
varied considerably from the current service distribution described earlier. Fifty percent were 
waiting for day activity or day habilitation services (compared with 41% currently receiving those 
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services). Only 16% were waiting for sheltered employment (versus the 45% currently employed 
in sheltered employment or work activity settings). Thirty-two percent were waiting for supported 
employment. The most significant difference between the waiting list distribution and the current 
service distribution is the larger percentage waiting for supported employment and the smaller 
percentage waiting for sheltered employment. 

The existence of supported employment services appears to have reduced the demand for 
sheltered employment. However, it is not known whether all individuals currently waiting for 
supported employment actually will receive this service or whether they will be placed into 
sheltered employment due to a lack of supported employment opportunities. 

In general, state MR/DD resources are still targeted toward segregated employment options. 
Eighty-six percent of the persons served by these agencies were in segregated day or employment 
settings. Clearly the demand for integrated employment settings has grown as evidenced by the 
large number of persons waiting for supported employment. The availability of resources to meet 
this growing demand is a critical planning issue for the 1990's, which must be addressed in order 
to improve the quality of work life for individuals with developmental disabilities. 
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NATIONAL SURVEY OF DAY AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS 

Introduction 

The 1980's witnessed a national shift toward integrated, supported employment for 

individuals with severe disabilities. The refinement of service technologies related to the 

provision of supported employment and the shift in the economy from manufacturing to 

services provided an impetus for moving from non-work, segregated day and employment 

settings to integrated, real-work settings for persons with disabilities. The advantages of 

integrated employment over segregated day and employment programs for persons with 

disabilities, families, employers, and society in general have been well documented 

(Bellamy, Rhodes, Bourbeau, & Mank, 1986; Kiernan & Stark, 1986; Rusch, Mithaug, & 

Flexer, 1986). 

Recent national studies have documented the utilization of integrated and segregated 

employment for persons with mental retardation and other developmental disabilities 

through surveys of rehabilitation facilities (Kiernan, McGaughey, & Schalock, 1986; 

1988) and state human service agencies (Buckley & Bellamy, 1984; Wehman, Kregel, & 

Shafer; 1989). Although three of these studies generated critical information related to the 

development of integrated employment and one examined segregated, non-vocational day 

programs, none have provided a comprehensive picture of both day and employment 

services for individuals with mental retardation and other developmental disabilities. 

Instead, previous studies traditionally have analyzed one or two options within the day and 

employment service system. One exception is the work conducted by Braddock, Hemp, 

Fujiura, Bachelder, and Mitchell (1990) in which segregated, as well as integrated, day and 

employment services were documented for persons with mental retardation. This study 

focused exclusively on services provided by state Mental Retardation/ Developmental 
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Disability agencies and did not examine services provided by state Vocational Rehabilitation 

agencies. 

Concern about the absence of comprehensive, national data for planning and 

evaluation purposes was highlighted by Congress during the hearings for the 

reauthorization of the Developmental Disabilities legislation (P. L. 100-146). Congress 

mandated that the Administration on Developmental Disabilities survey consumers 

regarding their satisfaction with the current service system and document service provision 

at the national level. In addition to the collection of consumer satisfaction data, the 

Administration on Developmental Disabilities awarded three grants of national significance 

to document activities in the following areas: day and employment services, residential 

services, and the allocation of public resources. These national studies were undertaken in 

order to generate data that would assist policy makers and service providers in developing 

and evaluating community-based services to adults with mental retardation and other 

developmental disabilities. 

National studies regarding residential services and the allocation of public resources 

had been undertaken previously. However, there was yet to be a national study of the full 

range of day and employment services utilized by individuals with mental retardation and 

other developmental disabilities. The present study was undertaken to address this gap by 

collecting information across the full range of day and employment services from several 

state agencies. 

Method 

The research agenda was addressed through utilization of two data sources: 1) a 

national survey of state Mental Retardation/Developmental Disabilities (MR/DD) and 

Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) agencies, and 2) secondary analyses of federal data from the 

Rehabilitation Services Administration. A secondary objective was added to collect 
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information related to the structure and comprehensiveness of state MR/DD and VR 

agencies' data collection systems. 

The initial research plan also included surveying state Mental Health agencies. 

However, during field tests of the original survey instrument, state Mental Health agency 

staff reported that it would be extremely difficult to identify consumers who meet the 

criteria specified in the developmental disabilities definition, primarily due to the need to 

establish age of onset of disability. The authors acknowledge that some persons who 

would be classified as having a developmental disability are likely to be included in the 

service population of state Mental Health agencies. However, the number of persons with 

developmental disabilities served by Mental Health agencies is estimated to be considerably 

smaller than the number served by the other two state agencies. Given this factor and the 

problems with identifying these individuals in the mental health system, state Mental Health 

agencies were excluded from subsequent research activities. 

Due to differences in the information requested from state MR/DD and VR 

agencies, the results are presented separately. This will enable the respective agencies to 

compare their agency's data with those of similar state agencies across the country. This 

report describes results from the MR/DD agency survey. Other reports describe findings 

from the state VR agency survey, secondary analyses of RSA data for FY 1985 and FY 

1988, and results from a survey of state MR/DD agencies' data collection systems. 

Instrumentation 

A survey instrument was developed and field tested with MR/DD agency staff in 

Massachusetts, Nebraska, and Missouri. The instrument was revised considerably based 

on feedback from the field tests. Because a secondary purpose of the study was to 

determine the extensiveness of day and employment information across states, the final 

questionnaire included variables that the authors assumed some agencies would be unable 

to provide. 
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The final survey instrument requested the variables listed below for fiscal year 

1988. Definitions of the day and employment service options noted below were included 

with the survey packet (See Appendix B for the survey instrument.). As noted by 

Braddock, Hemp, and Fijiura (1986), all but five states used the time period of July 1, 

1987 through June 30, 1988 as fiscal year 1988. For those five states, agency staff were 

asked to provide data according to the twelve month fiscal period used by their state. 

Variables requested on the survey instrument 

• Type of funding, by employment and day service categories; 

• Number of individuals in day and employment services, by level of 
retardation; 

• Disability categories of individuals who do not have mental retardation; 

• Wages and hours worked, by employment setting; 

• Number of individuals working in more than one day or employment 
setting, by type of setting; 

• Movement from one day or employment setting to a different setting 
during the fiscal year, 

• Number of new referrals who received day or employment services; 

• Number of individuals receiving community-based day and 
employment services who live in residential programs with 16 or more 
individuals; 

• Number of unserved individuals waiting for day and employment 
services. 

Day and employment service definitions 

Competitive employment: 

• Environment where most workers do not have disabilities; 
• Job-related supports are not provided to the worker with a disability in 

order to maintain employment 
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Time-limited training for competitive employment: 

• Environment where most workers do not have disabilities; 
• Time-limited job-related supports are provided to the worker with a 

disability in order to maintain employment 

Supported employment with ongoing support: 

• Environment where most workers do not have disabilities; 
• Ongoing job-related supports are provided to the worker with a 

disability in order to maintain employment. 

Sheltered employment/work activity: 

• Environment where all workers have disabilities; 
• Continuous job-related supports and supervision are provided to all 

workers with disabilities. 

Day activity: 

• Environment where all participants have disabilities; 
• Primary program focus: psycho/social skills, activities of daily living, 

and recreation, although some vocational services may be provided; 
• Continuous supports and supervision are provided to all participants 

with disabilities. 

Day habilitation: 

• Environment where all participants have disabilities; 
• Primary program focus: professional therapies (e.g., O.T., P.T., 

Speech) and activities of daily living; 
• Continuous supports and supervision are provided to all participants 

with disabilities; 
• Funded by Title XIX. 

Policy and procedural information also requested in order to analyze service 

delivery issues as well as potential strategies used to address these issues. The following 

information was requested: 

•utilization of the federal definition of developmental disabilities for 
assessment purposes; 

•duplication of count across the MR/DD and VR agencies; 

•categories included in state level waiting lists; 

•procedures used to identify individuals transitioning from school into adult 
services; 

•procedures for determining service priority; and 
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•utilization of the RSA definition of supported employment for programs 
operated by the MR/DD agency. 

Survey Procedures 

In late May 1989, 52 surveys requesting day and employment information for FY 1988 

were mailed to the state MR/DD agency directors in the 50 states, Washington D.C., and Puerto 

Rico. The state directors were asked to appoint an individual to complete the survey and to return a 

postcard specifying that individual's name and title. Subsequent follow-up and data clarification 

activities were conducted with that individual. Telephone contact was established with all agencies 

to inquire about non-response, to clarify the data received, and/or to request supplementary 

information. These activities were conducted through March 1990. 

In order to verify the data reported, several variables were compared with day and 

employment information reported by Braddock et al. (1990). For states that provided information 

for both studies the following variables were compared: the total number served in day and 

employment programs, the total number in supported employment, the total number in sheltered 

employment, and the total number in day habilitation programs. In cases where the data differed 

by more than five percent, state agency staff were recontacted for clarification. Revisions were 

made in the data from a few state agencies. In other cases, the original data were confirmed. 

Definition of Disability 

An issue which confounds the collection of service data for individuals with developmental 

disabilities across states is the disparity in eligibility criteria and definitions used (Kiernan & 

Bruininks, 1986). The federal definition of developmental disabilities (P. L. 95-602) focuses on 

functional skills and service needs as opposed to categories of disability. According to this 

definition, a developmental disability is: 

a severe, chronic disability which: 

a. is attributed to a mental and physical impairment or a 
combination of mental and physical impairments; 
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b. is manifested before the person attains the age of 
twenty-two; 

c. is likely to continue indefinitely; 

d. results in substantial functional limitations in three or 
more of the following areas of major life activity: 

(1) self care 
(2) receptive and expressive language 
(3) learning 
(4) mobility 
(5) self-direction 
(6) capacity for independence, and 
(7) economic self -sufficiency; and 

e. reflects the person's need for a combination and 
sequence of special and interdisciplinary or generic care, 
treatment, or other services which are of lifelong or 
extended duration and are individually planned and 
coordinated. 

Because most state Mental Retardation/Developmental Disabilities agencies do not utilize 

these criteria to determine service eligibility or to document consumer characteristics, the following 

disability information was requested from respondents: 1) level of mental retardation; and 2) for 

persons who do not have mental retardation, classification of the primary disability according to 

sensory-neurological, physical, and psychiatric categories. (See Appendix A for a description of 

these categories.) These categories were selected based on a special report from the Administration 

on Developmental Disabilities (1981), which outlined the categories likely to include persons with 

developmental disabilities: mental retardation, serious emotional disturbance, sensory impairments 

and physical impairments. Most likely, some individuals served by state MR/DD agencies will not 

meet the criteria stipulated in the federal definition of developmental disabilities. However, because 

the individuals reported in this study currently need and receive day or employment services from 

the state agency, it is presumed that the majority will meet the criteria. 

As mentioned, some individuals served exclusively by state Mental Health agencies could 

have a developmental disability but will not be reflected in this study. There may be other 

individuals with developmental disabilities who are not receiving formal MR/DD or VR services, 

for whom documentation of a day or employment setting, or lack of services, is not possible. This 
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could include persons who are privately sponsored in a day or employment setting, individuals 

who are in the process of relocating and have yet to enter or reenter the service delivery system, 

persons who participate in day and employment programs through extended family resources (i.e. 

family-run businesses, etc.), and persons who either refused services or are yet to be identified as 

needing services. There also may be individuals who received day and employment services from 

both the MR/DD agency and the VR agency during FY 1988 (particularly for supported 

employment). In these cases, there may be duplication across the data sets provided by both 

agencies, making it difficult to identify an exact, unduplicated count of individuals with mental 

retardation and other developmental disabilities served. 

Results 

Survey Response 

Except for Puerto Rico, information was received from each of the 52 state agencies 

contacted. The completeness of data received varied according to each state's data collection 

capacities. For example, all responding agencies were able to provide the total number of 

individuals served in day and employment programs. Fifty agencies provided day and 

employment data broken out across some categories of day or employment settings. Thirty-one 

agencies provided data across disability categories, whereas only 24 agencies could provide the 

number of individuals served by level of mental retardation or other disability and. type of day or 

employment program setting. Only a few state MR/DD agencies were able to provide specific 

information regarding: 1) the number of individuals currently served in more than one day or 

employment setting, 2) where these individuals were prior to their current placement, and 3) wages 

and hours across the types of settings. As a result of the extensive amount of missing data for 

these variables, they were excluded from subsequent analyses. 

The research findings are presented according to the major areas of investigation noted 

earlier, including: eligibility determination, individuals served by disability levels, funding 

patterns, persons served by employment models, state-by-state distribution across employment 
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categories, day and employment environments by disability, utilization of the Title XIX waiver, 

new referrals into day and employment programs, current unmet service needs, planning for future 

service needs, prioritization of services, and the use of federal criteria in supported employment 

service delivery. 

Eligibility Determination 

The adoption of the functional definition of developmental disabilities (Rehabilitation, 

Comprehensive Services and Developmental Disabilities Act; P.L. 95-602) in 1978 provided 

legislative endorsement of a more individualized view of persons with disabilities, by shifting from 

diagnostic categories to assessment of individual functional skills and needs (Summers 1981). 

There are complex issues related to implementation of a functional definition, particularly 

regarding uniform measurement of the major life activities. These complexities have contributed to 

delays in the adoption and implementation of the developmental disabilities definition by state 

MR/DD agencies (Kiernan et. al., 1986). 

Each of the state MR/DD agencies was asked whether they evaluate consumers according 

to the federal definition of developmental disabilities and if so, what types of assessment 

instruments are utilized. Twenty state MR/DD agencies (39%) reported that they evaluate 

consumers according to this definition although, for the most part, this information is aggregated 

only at the local service level. State MR/DD agencies reportedly utilize a variety of instruments to 

assess an individual's functional skills, including: the Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale, 

Individual Client Assessment Program (ICAP), American Association on Mental Retardation 

(AAMR) Adaptive Behavior Scale (ABS), and the Minnesota Developmental Programming System 

(MDPS). MR/DD agencies in Maryland, Rhode Island, North Carolina and Hawaii have 

developed their own specialized instruments to assess functional capacities. Decisions regarding 

utilization of specific instruments typically are made at the local level by state agency staff or by 

private contractors hired to conduct evaluations. 
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Individuals Served by Disability Levels 

A total of 281,339 individuals were served in community-based day and employment 

settings by state MR/DD agencies during FY 1988. Of these individuals, at least 6,728 (or 2.4% 

of the sample reported) were living in residential settings with 16 or more persons. However, this 

number is likely to be somewhat larger, given the fact that only 17 of the 51 responding agencies 

were able to identify the number of individuals in community-based day and employment programs 

who also were in large residential programs. 

Figure 1 shows the distribution by level of mental retardation for individuals served in day 

and employment settings. The distribution across level of retardation was relatively balanced for 

the 31 MR/DD agencies providing this information. Twenty-eight percent of the individuals served 

had severe or profound retardation, 29% had moderate retardation, and 31% had mild retardation. 

The remaining 12% had a primary disability other than mental retardation. Although this trend is 

contrary to national prevalence rates, which decrease with the severity of mental retardation, it is 

not surprising because specialized service needs increase with the severity of disability. 

Furthermore, it is likely that a greater percentage of persons with mild mental retardation either 

transition directly from school to work or exit the MR/DD service delivery system via competitive 

employment, thereby achieving a level of independence that precludes the need for additional 

services. The probability of this occurring with persons who have moderate or severe mental 

retardation is less likely. 

Figure 2 reveals the distribution for individuals who do not have a primary disability of 

mental retardation, according to the three categories specified earlier: sensory/neurological (e.g., 

visual impairments, epilepsy, autism), psychiatric, and physical (e.g., cerebral palsy, multiple 

sclerosis). The largest percentage of individuals served in the "other" category had primary 

disabilities of a sensory or neurological nature. A recent survey conducted by Temple University 

(1990) for the National Association of Developmental Disabilities Councils included a 

recommended proportional sampling strategy based on national prevalence studies for individuals 

who do not have mental retardation but are considered to have a developmental disability. The 
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FIGURE 1 

MR/DD AGENCIES: INDIVIDUALS SERVED BY DISABILITY 
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FIGURE 2 
MR/DD AGENCIES: DISTRIBUTION OF OTHER 
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