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Alaska Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR) Case Review Guide

The DVR’s case review promotes quality assurance as well as ensuring compliance with the program’s funding requirements. The questions comprising the review form are based in Federal/State regulation and DVR’s policies. This guide is intended, to the greatest extent possible, to provide case file reviewers with the information necessary to uniformly and consistently respond to the case review questions.

Comments  

The comments section of the case review form is an important section.  This section is where the reviewer should clarify “no” responses to individual questions and to provide technical assistance and/or suggestions to the counselor.  It is also the place to provide overall or general comments, including positive comments.  

The reviewer should annotate if this was a transfer case, including the date of transfer.

Application

1. Prior to eligibility was the individual’s social, personal and vocational background assessed?
Assessment is the means by which the VR counselor works with the individual to determine eligibility and plans for vocational rehabilitation needs. The assessment is the counselor's integration of all information.  

Yes:  The case record documents a review and assessment of existing data, counselor observations, and information provided by the individual or to the extent data was not sufficient for the VRC to determine eligibility, further appropriate assessments were conducted to obtain the required information.  

No:  The case record does not reflect the counselor's assessment and decision-making process for eligibility.

NA:  Is not an appropriate response.

Reference:
ADVR CSPM 6.0 - Eligibility
34 CFR § 361.5(b)(6)

34 CFR § 361.42

Eligibility Determination
2. Did a qualified VR professional document that the individual has a physical or mental impairment which results in a substantial impediment to employment and requires VR services to prepare for, secure, retain or regain employment?

The eligibility determination as completed in AWARE is a standalone document detailing the disabilities; the impediments to employment resulting from the disabilities; and the anticipated services required to reduce, eliminate or accommodate the impediments to employment. 

Yes: The eligibility determination establishes that the individual has a physical or mental impairment. All the identified disabilities that significantly impact the eligibility decision are listed and the functional limitations for each identified impairment are described.
The VRC linked the specific functional limitations presented by the disabilities and the impact of these limitations on the individual’s ability to get, keep or prepare for a job consistent with their capacities and abilities. What is keeping the individual from getting and keeping a job as a result of their disabilities was identified.

For individuals who are Social Security recipients, the VRC may assume an impediment to employment exists. 

The focus of the VR services is on the attainment of an employment objective and how VR services are required to meet the objective. Evidence is presented that the individual requires VR assistance to obtain, maintain and/or prepare for employment and will benefit from services.  The services identified are essential and necessary to overcome the impediments to employment that are a result of the person’s disability.
No: Indicates the impairments and the corresponding limitations are not fully addressed.

For non-Social Security cases, the disability information is missing or the functional limitations are listed but are not related to impediments to employment.

There is no demonstrated requirement for VR services or if services are available through another source.

NA: Is appropriate only for cases in applicant status.
References: 
ADVR CSPM 6.0 - Eligibility




34 CFR § 361.42(a)
34 CFR Appendixes

3. If available, was existing information used to determine eligibility?

The use of existing information to document the disability is mandated by federal regulation, saves staff time, VR financial resources and hopefully streamlines and expedites the eligibility process for VR program participants. 
Examples of sources of existing information include records from: qualified medical personnel, mental health or developmental disability programs, substance abuse treatment clinics, individually licensed practitioners operating within their legal scopes of practice, schools, Workers Compensation and Social Security. Also included are counselor observations of behavioral or functional limitations and information from the individual and/or their representative.
Yes: The case record documents the use of the information as described above.  

No: The case record does not document the use of existing information or shows the VR counselor obtained examinations that were not necessary or obtained extraneous information that was not used in the eligibility decision making process.

NA: No existing information was available.

Reference:
ADVR CSPM 6.0 - Eligibility

34 CFR § 361.5(b)(6)

34 CFR § 361.42
4. If trial work experience (TWE) or extended evaluation (EE) was used, was it used appropriately?

TWEs and EEs are methods of assessment used to determine eligibility when a VR counselor cannot presume that VR services will enable the individual to work because of the severity of their disability.  These assessments explore the individual’s ability, capability and capacity to work in order to provide clear and convincing evidence to support the VR counselor’s decision. 

TWE will include a variety of realistic integrated employment settings over a sufficient period of time for ADVR to assess the individual’s performance. DVR typically expects no more than 3 trial work sites lasting no more than 3 weeks each. 
EE will be used when an individual is unable to participate in trial work or if the information gathered from the trial work is insufficient to support the VR counselor’s decision and will last no more than 18 months.

Yes: The case record supports the counselor’s concern that the individual is too significantly disabled to benefit from VR services and the counselor utilized a TWE or EE according to DVR policy as summarized above.

No: (1) There is evidence to question the presumption of benefit but a TWE or EE was not used or (2) the case record does not support the use of either the TWE or EE based upon the individual’s disabling conditions as they relate to an employment outcome.

NA: Indicates there is no evidence to question the presumption of benefit.

Reference:
ADVR CSPM 7.0 – Trial Work and Extended Evaluation

34 CFR §361.42(e) 






34 CFR §361.42(f)
Assessment
5. Is the vocational goal consistent with the individual's capabilities, strengths, priorities, concerns, abilities, interests and informed choice?

Documentation by the counselor during IPE development should demonstrate the VR counselor’s use of information gathered during the assessment process leading to the identification of an employment goal that is consistent with the above factors including the analysis of transferable skills.
Review documentation collected by the counselor during the assessment process to determine whether or not the assessment process led to the identification of an employment goal that is consistent with the above.  Transferable skills and employment outcomes should also be considered.
Yes: The above items have been considered and the employment goal is consistent with such.  An individual's interest alone is not sufficient to answer ‘yes’.  All factors must be considered.

No: There is not sufficient assessment of all factors.  If, for example, the goal was based entirely on the individual’s interest and choice, but other issues such as their capabilities were ignored, the answer would be ‘no’.

NA: Is not an appropriate response.

Reference:
 ADVR CSPM 10.0 – IPE; 3.0 – Informed Choice

34 CFR § 361.45

34 CFR § 361.46

6. Does the plan justification describe the assessment activities as they relate to the vocational goal?

Yes: The plan justification records the analytical process the VRC employed to synthesize the information obtained in the assessment process and the collaboration with the individual in the decision making process.  The plan justification directly links the information gathered from the assessment process to the vocational goal.  The counselor and individual also identify the necessary services that will be outlined in the plan and the consideration of similar benefits.    The reviewer may also answer “yes” if casenotes prior to plan document the process the counselor used to support the vocational goal, identified services and similar benefits.  The reviewer will annotate in the comments section the need for a plan justification casenote if there is not one. 
No: There is no plan justification or it does not reflect use of the information gathered during the assessment process in the IPE development.
NA: Is not an appropriate response for those cases that have received services under an IPE.

References:
ADVR CSPM 10.0 – IPE, Section 3.9 – Plan Justification





34 CFR §361.45(b)

Individualized Plan for Employment (IPE)
7. Were the disability related impairments/impediments identified in the eligibility determination addressed in the IPE?

Yes: Services identified in the IPE directly relate to the impairments caused by the disabilities as identified in the eligibility determination. All disabilities identified in the eligibility determination should be addressed. If there are extraneous items listed as disabilities that are truly more a medical condition rather than a disability, this should be mentioned in the comments section of the review form rather than answering No to this question.

No: Services to address all disability related impairments as identified in the eligibility determination are not identified on the IPE.

NA: Is not an appropriate response for those cases that have received services under an IPE.

References:
ADVR CSPM 10.0 - IPE

34 FR §361.45(b)(2)
8. Was the time spent in plan development reasonable?
Nationwide, many of the complaints filed with the client assistance program by individuals with disabilities concern the lack of timeliness of VR services. The timeliness with which individuals with disabilities access the VR program and the needed services is critical in determining the quality of the VR program.  It is important that State VR agencies respond to individuals in a timely way at each stage of the VR process--expediting the application of an individual referred to the program, determining the eligibility of the individual once an application is made, developing the individualized plan for employment (IPE), and delivering services as expeditiously as possible. 



Source:  FY2004 RSA Monitoring and Technical Assistance Guide
Timeliness speaks to good customer service and also helps to prevent people from losing interest in the program.  ADVR research indicates that the average number of days for plan development for most of the successful plans is 180 days.  A target that 85% of plans will be developed within 180 days is a strategy in the State’s Missions and Measures system.    

Yes:  The plan was developed within 180 days or the case record documents the need for additional comprehensive assessment information to fully assess the individual’s rehabilitation needs to determine an employment outcome.
If additional time was necessary, a casenote or a Plan Development Extension describing what information was needed to develop the plan along with agreement by the client should be documented.  Consideration should be given to any unique circumstances to the 
particular plan development that would cause the time frame to exceed the 180 day goal (client’s unique life circumstances).  A "yes" would be appropriate for those plans that required more than 180 days but the time for development is reasonable for the specific plan being reviewed.
Effective 1/2014, the Plan Development Extension datapage rather than a casenote is used to document the IPE development exceeding 180 days. The VRC may extend the IPE development up to 60 days. Beyond the 60 days, a VR manager’s approval is required. 
No: The case record shows that the development of the IPE is not timely.

NA:  Is not an appropriate response.

Reference: 34 CFR § 361.45




  ADVR CSPM 10.0 - IPE
9. Was objective criteria established for evaluating the progress towards achieving the employment outcome?
Federal regulation requires each IPE include a description of the criteria used to evaluate progress toward achievement of the employment outcome and the responsibilities of both DVR and the individual. The use of on-going progress measures is important to ensure that the individual is moving forward toward the employment goal.

Yes: Objective criteria are included on the IPE.

No: Indicates a lack of clearly defined criteria for the evaluation of progress and the responsibilities of both the individual and DVR.

NA: Is not an appropriate response.

Reference:
ADVR CSPM 10.0 – IPE





34 CFR § 361.46

10. Are all services on the IPE essential to achieving the vocational goal?

Services needed for the achievement of an employment outcome should be provided based on the unique needs of each individual and are specified on the IPE.  Information collected during the assessment process should identify the individual’s rehabilitation needs regardless of the funding source.

This question addresses the issue of ‘need versus want’ and is further complicated by informed choice and the non-employment needs of the individual.  Only services that are essential for the attainment of the employment goal should be included on the IPE. 

Informed choice becomes an issue when counselors mistakenly think that an individual’s want is informed choice. 

Yes: The services included in the IPE are required and reasonable to address the barriers to employment as identified in the assessment process.   

No: The services on the IPE are not essential to achieving the employment goal or are unreasonable in regard to the scope of services.
NA: Is not an appropriate response.

Reference:
ADVR CSPM 10.0 - IPE

34 CFR § 361.45

34 CFR § 361.46

11. Were similar benefits identified and utilized as available?
Similar or comparable benefits from a source other than DVR that will meet, in whole or part, the cost of vocational rehabilitation services to be provided under the IPE should be explored. If such benefits are available, they should be used before DVR funds are 
expended unless it would interrupt or delay the individual’s progress towards the employment outcome on the IPE, immediate job placement or extreme medical risk. 

Yes: Indicates that comparable benefits were identified and use or lack of, documented in the case file. 

No: Comparable benefits were not discussed, appropriately pursued or the documentation is inadequate as to why comparable benefits were not used.

NA: Is not an appropriate response.

References: 
ADVR CSPM 11.0 – VR Services

34 CFR § 361.5(10)
34 CFR § 361.53 Comparable services and benefits
12. Has the annual review adequately documented the individual’s progress towards reaching their employment goal?
Federal regulation requires that the IPE is reviewed by the VRC and individual at least annually.
Yes: An annual review has been completed within the last year. The annual review is a comprehensive evaluation of the individual’s progress including problem areas and the corresponding corrective actions.  It documents the discussion between the VR counselor and the individual regarding the progress towards meeting his/her employment goal.  All primary services on the IPE should be addressed as well as the individual’s ability to meet the expectations, responsibilities or other conditions outlined on the IPE. 
No: The annual review of the IPE was not completed within the past year or does not adequately address the IPE services or individual’s progress.

NA: Is appropriate only for those individuals who have had an IPE for less than one year or if the case is closed.
Reference: ADVR CSPM 10.0 - IPE

  34 CFR § 361.45(5)

Employment Outcome
13. Is employment consistent with the individual's capabilities, strengths, priorities, concerns, abilities, interests and informed choice?
This item relates directly to CRS Item 5 on the suitability of the vocational goal.  There is an assumption that the vocational goal on the IPE and the employment outcome are one in the same or very similar.  If this is not true, the reviewer should note the discrepancy in the comments.  If the case is open, the counselor should revise the employment goal on the IPE.
Yes: The above criteria are met for the employment outcome.  While the regulations do not weigh any one of the criteria more important than another, obviously there will be times when the individual puts emphasis on one over the others.  In these cases, this may raise concerns for the counselor as to the choices an individual is making.  “Yes” could still be appropriate if in the reviewer’s judgment, guidance and counseling around the concerns is provided along with other significant services.  The issue is one of balancing all the criteria.

No: The employment is not consistent with the above criteria and obvious issues as a result of these inconsistencies have not been addressed.

NA: The individual is not closed employed.


References:
ADVR CSPM 10.0 - IPE





34 CFR § 361.56 (a)(1)

34 CFR Part 361 - Appendix 

14. Did VR services contribute significantly to achieving the employment outcome?
“Substantial” vocational rehabilitation services are those services, which, provided in the context of the counseling relationship, collectively and significantly contribute to the achievement of an employment outcome with the informed choice of the individual.



Source: FY 2004 Monitoring and Technical Assistance Guide

Yes: The record of service clearly demonstrates that ADVR services substantially contributed to the achievement of the employment outcome.  

No: The services provided did not contribute substantially to the individual’s achievement of an employment outcome.

 NA: The case was not a successful closure.


Reference: 34 CFR § 361.47(a)(14) 

Record of Service
15. Is the financial participation assessment completed per division policy? 
DVR policy specifies a financial need assessment applies uniformly to all individuals, assuring that the level of an individual’s participation in the cost of VR services is reasonable.  Evaluating an individual’s (or families) financial resources represents their 
commitment to the employment outcome and enables ADVR to maximize its resources.  Financial participation is to be done prior to IPE development for all clients, even for those who receive SSI, SSDI or PA (including food stamps or Medicaid).  The individual’s financial situation must also be reviewed annually and be completed appropriately.  If there have been no significant changes in the financial situation since the last assessment, a statement to that effect should be included in the IPE annual review ‘Other Comments’ section at the time of  the IPE annual review.  A new financial need assessment is required if significant changes in the individual’s financial situation have occurred since the last assessment.
Yes: The individual meets financial participation, according to policy.  A financial participation assessment form is considered current if:

· the IPE is less than one year old and the form is in the case file and was  completed prior to the IPE signature start date;
· the IPE is over one year old and the IPE annual review documents that the counselor and the participant addressed financial participation in the annual review process; or
· if a new financial form was completed within the last year due to a change in the participant’s financial situation.

No: The financial participation assessment form is not current if:

· the IPE is less than one year old and the financial assessment form has not been completed;

· the IPE is over one year old and this item was not documented in the annual review; or

· the annual review is past due or
· the form is completed significantly inaccurate or proof of benefits are not in the case record.
NA: Is not appropriate response.

References:
ADVR CSPM 9.0 – Financial Participation 

34 CFR § 361.54

16. If the individual is a SSI/SSDI recipient, is there verification?
SSI/SSDI recipients are presumed eligible for the VR program, considered to have a significant disability and are also excluded from a financial needs assessment. These are major advantages for participation in the VR program. Thus, an individual who reports to receive SSI/SSDI must have their benefit status verified.

Verification may include a copy of an award letter from SSA, a check stub for a SSI or SSDI payment, a Ticket-to-Work issued by SSA or verification from the SVES system which can be furnished by either DPA or DVR’s SSA claims processing staff. Information included in a benefits analysis (BA) report could also provide verification of the individual receiving SSI/SSDI. Even so, a VR counselor would typically have proof of SSI/SSDI benefits or a very strong assurance from the individual that he/she is receiving SSI/SSDI prior to purchasing a BA as obviously a BA would never be purchased solely for the purpose of SSI/SSDI verification.
Yes: If the individual is coded as receiving SSI/SSDI, appropriate verification is included in the case file. Indicate what type documentation was used for verification.
No: The individual is coded as receiving SSI/SSDI and there is no verification in the case file.

NA: Is an appropriate response only when the individual is coded as not receiving SSI/SSDI.

References:
ADVR CSPM 5.0 - Application
34CFR § 361.42(3)

17. Was the essential service of vocational counseling and guidance provided throughout the process?
Vocational rehabilitation counseling and guidance are essential rehabilitation services directed toward the achievement of an employment outcome and provided by the counselor throughout the course of the individual’s vocational rehabilitation. This service is distinct from services provided by general employment/vocational counselors. The uniqueness of vocational rehabilitation counseling and guidance is the discussion around the disability related implications to employment as well as counseling focusing on personal adjustment, medical, family, social issues and vocational counseling.
Yes: The case record documents the service of vocational counseling and guidance.

No: There is no documentation in the case record to support the provision of vocational counseling and guidance.

NA: Is not an appropriate response.

References:
ADVR CSPM 11.0 – VR Services

RSA-PD-04-04 

18. Was appropriate contact maintained? 
While the federal regulations are not prescriptive regarding client contact, the expectation is that appropriate client contact is an essential component of timely service delivery.

Appropriate individual contact varies depending upon where an individual is in the VR process. For example, monthly contact may not be frequent enough during the application and plan development phases while it may be more than is required once an IPE is in place such as with someone going to school.  
Yes:  The record of services documents appropriate contact has been maintained with the individual.  This means that contact was made with the individual when events occurred that could jeopardize the completion of the plan; or adequate contact was maintained during application and plan development to keep the process moving forward.  Also answer “yes” when the case record shows the counselor has made good faith efforts to contact the individual and there was no response.
No: The case file does not indicate contact with the individual meets the above standard.

NA: Is not an appropriate response.

19. Were documents signed in accordance with delegated signatory authority?
Appropriate signatory authority falls into two broad categories: delegated procurement authority and professional vocational rehabilitation issues.  The fiscal portion of the case review focuses on issues related to procurement. Therefore the focus of this item will be on who has the authority to make professional rehabilitation decisions in regards to the critical areas of eligibility and IPEs.

The regulations speak in several places about ‘a qualified vocational rehabilitation counselor’ as the person who is the one to make certain decisions or commitments as does our own policies.  The Comprehensive System for Personnel Development section of the state plan states that ADVR supports the Commission on Rehabilitation Counselor Certification standard for qualified vocational rehabilitation counselors.  

The following are the primary areas which require a qualified vocational rehabilitation counselor:

· eligibility determination

· severity of disability determination

· IPE and amendments

· IPE annual review and

· Closures with employment outcomes.

In addition, DVR requires that an IPE including a service generating an AFP over the counselor’s procurement authority will require the Regional Manager’s signature on the IPE prior to the plan being approved.  This approval is required for IPEs written after September 1, 2004.

Yes: The case file demonstrates appropriate signatory authority at the above decision points.

No: Lacks appropriate signatures.

NA: Is not an appropriate response.

References: 
Alaska DVR State Plan Attachment 4.10





ADVR CSPM 6.0 - Eligibility

ADVR CSPM 10.0 – IPE






ADVR CSPM 8.0 – Severity of Disability

34 CFR § 361.42(a)(1)(iii)
34 CFR § 361.45(3), (5) and (7)

34 CFR § 361.56(c)

20. Was the individual given the opportunity to actively participate in their VR decisions following the principles of informed choice?

Informed choice is the active and knowledgeable involvement of consumers contributing to the success of and satisfaction with their employment outcomes. This includes participation 
in the selection of long-term vocational goal, rehabilitation objectives, vocational rehabilitation services including assessment services, service providers that contribute to the success of and satisfaction with their employment outcomes.  While individuals are encouraged and expected to actively participate and make meaningful choices in conjunction with their vocational rehabilitation counselor, consumer choice does not mean they have complete control over their programs.  In the collaborative decision-making process, vocational rehabilitation counselors apply their professional judgment; applicable laws, regulations, and policies; and sound planning considerations to the individual’s circumstances.  

“Informed Choice is the process by which individuals participating in the vocational rehabilitation program make meaningful decisions about their vocational goals, the services and service providers needed to reach those goals and how these services will be procured.  The individual’s skills and abilities to exercise informed choice can be developed through use of self-assessment techniques, training and experience in goal setting and decision-making, and consumer education.” 








Source:
Judy Heumann, Under Secretary








   


Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services

Yes: The record of services documents the individual's involvement throughout the rehabilitation process.

Examples:

Intake: choice to participate in a group process versus individual; understanding of eligibility criteria to decide if VR is appropriate 

Assessment: selection of vendors; possibly type of assessment, i.e. situational vs. paper and pencil; providing assessment information to the extent possible

Eligibility: helping identify impediments to employment

Plan development: choosing vocational goal; helping to identify services; selecting vendors; identifying comparable benefits

Employment: selecting employer and job

No: The case record does not document the individual's involvement.  

NA: Is not an appropriate response.

Reference:
ADVR CSPM 3.0 – Informed Choice 

34 CFR § 361.52

21. Was there a written referral letter to the CRP which provided detailed information on the purpose of the referral, per policy?

Community Rehabilitation Programs (CRPs) are important to the division in order to provide the level of services to individuals who experience disabilities throughout the state.  CRP’s are an integral part of the rehabilitation program so much so that they are assessed through the CSNA, reported on in the State Plan and are part of the division’s Strategic Plan.  In addition, through the 107 Monitoring Review, RSA evaluated how we work with and monitor CRP performance. The division has developed policy and guidance on CRP expectations and the working relationship between division staff and all CRP vendors.
The following are guidelines for how referrals should be made to CRPs: 

The VR counselor, with the individual’s approval and a signed ROI, will provide in writing to the service provider the following types of information:

Individual contact information; purpose of referral as it relates to the individual’s employment goal; information regarding the individual’s interests, strengths, priorities, resources, and concerns to assist the person achieve his/her employment goal; the vocational goal; individual’s support system; medical or diagnostic information that may be important for the service provider to know prior to providing services. 

Yes: The record of service reflects a written referral letter to the CRP which provided detailed information on the purpose of the referral.
No: The case record does not document the written referral to the CRP.  

NA: Is not an appropriate response.

Reference:
ADVR CSPM 11.0 – VR Services




CRP Application Information 

34 CFR § 361.52

22. Was there documentation in the file (i.e., monthly or period report(s) from the CRP or casenote(s) of phone conversations) that documents the activities the CRP and client engaged in?

DVR expects, at a minimum, that the CRP will provide DVR with a written report on the individual’s progress within 30 days of the CRP initiating services. If the services extend beyond 30 days, progress reports will be submitted on a monthly basis.  Anytime a CRP prepares an invoice for payment, a progress report or comprehensive report should accompany the invoice.  On occasion, the CRP may provide a verbal report to the counselor, to not delay needed services.  If this occurs, the VR counselor should case note the interaction to justify further additional services (issuing an AFP).
The VR counselor will maintain regular contact with the service provider(s) to monitor progress and facilitate ongoing communication. 

Yes: The record of service documents a written report or a casenote of a phone call of the CRP’s progress or activities with the client, per the authorized services.
No: The case record does not document either a written or verbal progress report of the CRP’s involvement with the client.  

NA: Is not an appropriate response.

Reference:

ADVR CSPM 11.0 – VR Services





CRP Application Information 

34 CFR § 361.52

23. Was CRP work with the individual helpful, appropriate and/or valuable in moving the case forward?

This is a qualitative question.  Some CRP services may not directly lead to employment however they are still valuable in moving the case forward, for example; assessment types of 
services such as preliminary assessment or a benefits analysis or vocational exploration.  It is typically more evident that the CRP’s services were valuable when employment is obtained.  But, even if employment was not obtained, in the judgment of the rehabilitation professional, were the services helpful in attempting to move the case forward?  Case notes and progress notes from the CRP will help substantiate this.

Yes: The record of services documents that the CRP’s involvement was helpful in moving the case forward, as described above.  VR counselor case notes and/or CRP reports substantiate that the CRP’s work contributed to, or attempted to contribute to, forward case movement, even if case closure resulted with no successful employment.
No: The case record does not document that the CRP’s involvement was valuable or appropriate with moving the case forward.  

NA: Is not an appropriate response.

Reference:

ADVR CSPM 11.0 – VR Services 

34 CFR § 361.52
1
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