Making Work Pay PowerPoint – 29 slides

Slide # 1 Video description  

Header: "Making Work Pay: Eliminating Financial Disincentives to Employment for People with Disabilities

Visual:   A number of Silver U.S. Coins 

Acknowledgements: 

State of Wisconsin

Department of Workforce Development (DWD)

Division of Vocational Rehabilitation

Speaker's Notes:
"Making Work Pay" is a totally  new work incentive paradigm and program for eliminating financial disincentives to employment for people with disabilities who rely on a public benefit safety net to maintain their ability to live in the community.

The "Making Work Pay" work incentive paradigm was conceptualized and the program designed by people with significant disabilities who presented the program to the State of Wisconsin.

The Department of Workforce Development and Division of Vocational Rehabilitation is interested in advancing "Making Work Pay" in collaboration with our federal partner agencies and people with disabilities who experience the most significant economic disincentives to full employment.   

Slide 2 video description 

There is a picture of Bruce Borden, one of the key visionary  pioneers to conceptualize a Making Work Pay cost share approach.  

There is a quote from Bruce under his picture “With Making Work Pay, I can be a taxpayer and pay my fair share towards the cost of my care.”

There is also  statement about Bruce’s personal experience with disability and disincentives to employment which caused him to design a “cost share” approach as an alternative work incentives and promote it since 1996 with policymakers in Washington DC and Wisconsin. 

Speaker Notes:  Read slide content and add that  in 2002 Bruce was the first individual to receive the DOL “New Freedom Initiative” Award, recognizing his efforts in developing programs and services that increase opportunities for employment and economic self-sufficiency for people with disabilities. Wisconsin’s Governor Doyle and the Department of Workforce Development/Division of Vocational Rehabilitation heard and acted on Bruce Borden’s message and ideas for work incentive reform for persons with the most significant disabilities. 
Charlene Dwyer, Wisconsin VR Administrator says of Bruce:  “Just as Ed Roberts was the visionary and voice needed to advance Independent Living, Bruce Borden is the visionary and voice needed to advance Work Incentive Reform for persons with the most significant disabilities”

Slide # 3 Video description  

Header: Making Work Pay: Economic advancement

Visual:   A word-based economic formula is expressed. 

There are four graphic representations that accompanying key aspects of the MWP impact on economic advancement.

1. Stacks of dollar bills with the message “Full earning and economic potential.  No income or asset caps

2. Federal benefit program logos for HUD, SSA and CMS/Medicare/Medicaid with the message:  “Continued eligibility in public benefit programs”

3. A man’s hand offering a cash contribution with the message “From earnings, MWP enrollee buys into benefits maintenance on a cost-share basis”   

4. A graphic of a tall building with a figure safely jumping out of a top floor with a parachute and jumping into a fire safety net held by others with the message:  Making Work Pay: a safety net for persons with disabilities who seek to advance economically.     

  Making Work Pay is designed to completely eliminate the “Fear Factor” caused by the impact of earned income on an individual’s benefit safety net.   


Slide # 4 Video description  a line graph  of the 2003 national VR program rehabilitation outcomes depicting a sharp decline in weekly earnings (under $200 per week) for SSI/DI beneficiaries compared to all other VR program participants who averaged $342/week in earnings.   Several graphic cars arrive and “park” under the SGA earnings trend line. 

Header: National VR employment reality FFY ’03 outcomes data – mean weekly earnings

Speaker's Notes: Across the nation, there is a startling difference of more than $150.00 a week in weekly earnings between successfully employed VR participants who did not receive an SSA cash benefit and those who do. 

 If you do the math, you will see that the average weekly earnings of the SSA VR beneficiary groups is “under” the Substantial Gainful Activity (SGA) level.  

It is clear that SSA cash beneficiaries are using work to supplement their cash benefits not to replace them, but it is still dismaying to see it so graphically depicted in national outcomes data. 

The “parking under SGA” phenomenon is well recognized among policy makers and beneficiaries alike, but it is still dismaying to see it so graphically depicted in national outcomes data. 

Data Source: CSAVR Response to the Government Accountability Office (GAO) Audit of the Vocational Rehabilitation Program 

Slide # 5 Video description  a line graph  of the 2003 national VR program rehabilitation outcomes depicting a sharp decline in weekly hours worked (21-22 hours/week) for SSI/DI beneficiaries compared to all other VR program participants who averaged 34/ hours of work per week.   

Header: National VR employment reality FFY ’03 outcomes data – mean hours worked. 

Speaker's Notes: Again the suppressed work effort among the SSI/DI beneficiary group is evident in not only the weekly average wage, but the level of work effort for this group as measured in hours worked.  

It becomes obvious that the national VR program cannot fulfill it’s charge to maximize employability and economic self sufficiency when the benefit rules of other federal agencies work against the charge.

Making Work Pay is designed to “unpark” SSI/DI beneficiaries who have suppressed their work capacity and earnings to retain access to their benefits.

Data Source: CSAVR Response to the Government Accountability Office (GAO) Audit of the Vocational Rehabilitation Program 

Slide 6 Video Description: A bar graph showing that 75% of the MA buy-in enrollees at the time of the study earned under $740/month the SGA level in 2002. 

Header:  MA-Buy in programs (19 states) Distribution of Earnings Buy-In Enrollees, 2002 4th quarter

Speaker’s notes:

What about the impact of Medicaid Buy-in Programs? In Wisconsin, our MA buy-in program allows an individual to earn more than $42,000 a year in 2006 and still retain access to their Medicaid benefit.   

The TWWIIA Advisory Panel commissioned Cornell University Institute for Policy Research to conduct an analysis of the various MA buy-in program and prepare a briefing paper entitled: The Effectiveness of Medicaid Buy-in Programs in Promoting the Employment of People with Disabilities

The earnings impact of the MA buy-in program are an important focus for our discussion today. Here are a few quotes from the briefing paper which presented data for the 4th quarter of 2002:

“In the 19 states that have reported enrollee earnings data, 52% of Buy-in participants had earnings (Ireys et al. 2003) (p.30). . . . even among Buy-in enrollees with some reported earnings, the earnings tend to be low. Over three-quarters in the 19 states reporting earnings had earnings of less than $800 per month.  Many MIG directors attributed this to the DI “cash cliff.” (p.31)
In Wisconsin, we were one of the first states to implement an MA buy-in program. We have been enrolling individuals since March 2000 – Six full years.   In the most recent evaluation of the Wisconsin program, after 4.5 years of enrollee experience in October 2004, we had 7,327 active enrollees and 95% of those enrolled were earning under $810/month  - the 2004 SGA earnings level.

Data Sources: 

The Effectiveness of Medicaid Buy-in Programs in Promoting the Employment of People with Disabilities Briefing Paper Prepared for the:Ticket to Work and Work Incentives Advisory Panel
Medicaid Purchase Plan Annual Evaluation Report, Center for Delivery Systems Development and the Division of Health Care Financing, Department of Health and Family Services, January 2005. 
Slide 7 - no graphics 

Header: Making Work Pay:  Wisconsin’s “:Next Generation” Answer to Work Incentive Reform for People with Disabilities

Speaker’s Notes: For more than 3 decades, driven by the need to reduce dependency upon the SSA Trust Fund among persons with significant disabilities of working age, the SSA has initiated national programs aimed at expanding employment for SSI/DI beneficiaries.

When they are a "fit" for a beneficiary, these programs allow individuals to increase their economic self-sufficiency while reducing costs to the SSA trust fund.

Making Work Pay is a "next generation" work incentive concept being proposed to  SSA.

MWP is designed to "fit" the needs of individuals who are highly dependent upon public support systems and who are not incented to work by existing SSA programs.  

MWP targets beneficiaries who limit their earnings capacity (i.e., those who “park”) in order to retain benefit eligibility. MWP eliminates the “fear factor” associated with losing continued access to public supports and benefits.  

MWP does not change the “front door” eligibility criteria for any program. MWP is simple in that there are no earned income disregards or expense deductions. MWP increases the payback to the public systems with the first dollar earned.  

MWP is premised on the MA buy-in program paradigm.  Rather than achieving public system cost savings through benefit reduction for an essential service, the savings accrue from a combination of cost-share contributions paid by the PWD and taxes on earned income. 

Slide 8 video description
Header:  Current Silo Structure vs. One-Stop Portal Structure of Public Benefit Support

· This a graphic rich representation of the current vs. proposed system of public benefits as impacted by an earned income dollar generated by work.

· On the left side are multiple "silos" representing the many public benefit programs that form the community integration safety net for people with significant disabilities.

· $$$$ signs sit atop the silos to represent the heavy public investment in community living.  The four silos in the front are labeled SSI, SSDI, HUD and Medical Benefits. Running across the 4 silos is the highlighted wording  "Lacks loss of benefits coordination and integrated reporting"

· Within each of the 4 front line silos is a simple line graphic of a landscape terrain representing "work" and stick figure individuals, (some with backpacks to represent heavy reporting requirements). The individuals are attempting to traverse the terrain.

· In the SSI and SSDI waiver silo, the terrain is a fairly steep mountain slope with a drop off.  There are two individuals with backpacks, one laying across the approach portion at the top of the slope attempting to hold onto a second individual who has just slipped over the steep side. The individual who has stepped over the steep side is attempting to get a foothold and reaching up for a hand back over to the "safe flat side" of SSI and SSDI entitlement benefit.

· The caption below the SSI silo is "steep reduction in cash slope" representing the $2 for $1 benefit reduction impact of an earned dollar.

· The SSDI silo has one individual with a backpack falling down an almost vertical slope from a sharply pinnacled cliff.

· The caption below the SSDI silo reads "all or nothing cliff impact" representing the "$1 over" trigger for loss of SSDI cash benefits that follows the trial work period.

· The HUD silo has a figure without a backpack (minimal wage reporting) running with a slight sweat across a hilly terrain.    

· The caption below the HUD silo reads "soft reduction in cash slope" representing the softer impact of a 30% housing cost contribution from an earned dollar after a two-year grace period for earned income.

· The fourth silo is labeled Medical benefits and shows a very discouraged (shoulders slumped in despair) figure looking over the edge of a steep incline - obviously not inclined to take another step.  

· The caption reads “Varied Impacts for T-18 and T-19"

· A vertical line divides the slide with the current system silos shown on the left side.  On the right side is one fat silo with $$$ signs on top (representing again the public benefit dollars within the slide).  

· Inside the slide is a perfectly flat terrain showing an individual without a back pack running with ease and speed across it.

· Within the flat terrain is the  acronym " DVR" (Division of Vocational Rehabilitation) atop the terms SSI, SSDI, HUD, Medicaid and Medicare + cost share percentage.  

· The fat silo and flat terrain represents all of the largest public benefit programs being brought together into a one-stop portal program for the purposes of employment. 

· Underneath the "Making Work Pay" silo are the highlighted words "benefit coordination and integrated reporting" and "flat cost share = no slope"   

Slide # 9 video description:  The Question “Will it Pay to Work?” is in bold in the center of the slide.  Above the question is a graphic depicting a woman climbing a ladder placed against a skyscraper building.  She is climbing towards a man “Mike Median”who stands on the roof of the building surrounded by $$$ signs.  Mike has an annual earned income of $38,530 the 2004 annual average wage in the Milwaukee-Waukesha metropolitan statistical area (source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics occupational employment statistics, May 2005.)
Mike is waving encouragingly at her.  The graphic represents “climbing the economic ladder”. Below the “Will it Pay to Work?” question is another graphic showing two men across from each other at a desk in discussion over papers they each hold.  One man is Tom Beneficiary and the other is identified as the CWIC (Community Work Incentive Coordinator).  Tom is depicted with a large ? mark over his head reflecting the question posed.   Brief identifying information for Tom is given on the slide   
Speaker Notes:

Tom Beneficiary is 42 years old, Single with No Children and he lives in Milwaukee, WI.  Tom has a monthly SSDI benefit of $939, Medicare coverage, and a monthly Section 8 housing voucher subsidy of $251 for 1 bedroom apartment including heat.  

DVR has assisted Tom with training and he is currently work 34 hours a week at $9.15/hour  -- the non-SSI/DI beneficiary national average hours for recipients of DVR services in 2003.  He has no Individual Work Related Expenses (IWREs).  

He rides the bus and purchases a monthly bus pass for general transportation.  

Tom's disability and health are stable at this time and he does not have significant monthly medical costs. 
Other Background Information influencing Tom’s decisions about  work:
Tom has been on SSDI benefits for 6 years.  

Tom has a subsidized 1-bedroom apartment in Milwaukee at the HUD 2006 Fair Market Rate of $591/mo rent. He was on a PHA wait list for 3 years to get the housing subsidy. The wait list is now up to 4 years. 

Tom is near the end of his SSDI trial work and HUD disregard periods.

Tom has experienced several intermittent disability-related work disruptions in the past.  While his condition is currently stable, he worries about his ability to maintain employment until he is retirement eligible.  He has decided that even if he replaces the cash value of his benefits with earned income, he wants to maintain eligibility for both his SSDI and HUD benefits in the event of a work disruption.  

Because he is within a few weeks of ending his trial work period, he is also worried about the impact of continuing to work 34 hours a week.  Tom wonders whether he should either reduce his hours or stop working altogether.  

Tom is meeting with a Community Work Incentives Coordinator (CWIC) to assess his situation and make an informed decision.          
Header: 2006 Comparative Work Effort Gains; calculations from WI CHEQ calculator (Wisconsin’s Comprehensive Health and Earnings Query calculator @  www.wicheq.com).

On the left hand side is a list of Tom’s benefit income and his economic position if he does not work.    

On the right hand side is the graphic.  The background is the faded  "silos“ and individuals traversing the various program terrains from the previous slide.  

The foreground is another comparative list of economic gain calculations for Tom if he continues at 34 hours of work at his current wage of $9.15/hour once his trial work period and HUD earned income disregard grace periods are exhausted.  

The economic outcome is shown for each set of calculations.  There is also a % of economic gain at 34 hours a week over no work.

Speaker's notes:
The CWIC now provides a comparative scenario for Tom under the standard Substantial Gainful Activity (SGA) continued benefit limit. 

At 34 hours of work a week, Tom’s monthly earnings exceed the SGA limit of $860. Tom immediately loses all of his SSDI cash benefit but is able to retain a portion of his HUD benefit.  The CWIC explains the SSDI 60 month “easy back on” provision to Tom.   

However, even though he is encouraged by the SSDI easy back on provision in the event of a work disruption, Tom realizes that he has “0” economic gain by continuing to work 34 hours a week. He actually loses about $20 in net cash benefit each month.       

Tom does not like this scenario and realizes he would be financially better off working 20 hours a week with a 34% net gain of $442/mo.

Slide 11 video description:

Header: 2006 Comparative Work Effort Gains; calculations from WI CHEQ calculator (Wisconsin’s Comprehensive Health and Earnings Query calculator @  www.wicheq.com).

On the left hand side is a list of Tom’s benefit income and his economic position if he does not work.    

On the right hand side is the graphic. The background is the faded  "silos" and individuals traversing the various program terrains from the previous slide.  

The foreground is a another comparative list of economic gain calculations for reducing his 34 hours of work to 20 hours week at his current wage of $9.15/hour.  

The economic outcome is shown for each set of calculations.  There is also a % of economic gain at 20 hours a week over no work.

Speaker's notes:
Using Tom’s situation, the CWIC can provide comparative scenarios for Tom. 

In this scenario, Tom sees that it does pay to work at least 20 hours a week over not working because he retains all of his SSDI cash benefit and a reduced amount of his HUD benefit in addition to his earned income.  

He meets his goals of retaining access to his SSDI and HUD benefits and has a monthly net cash gain of $442 or a 34% economic gain over not working.

Tom likes this scenario, but wants to continue working 34 hours a week if it pays to do so. 

Slide 12 video description:

Header: 2006 Comparative Work Effort Gains; calculations from WI CHEQ calculator (Wisconsin’s Comprehensive Health and Earnings Query calculator @  www.wicheq.com).

On the left hand side is a list of Tom’s benefit income and his economic position if he does not work.    

On the right hand side is the graphic. The background is the faded  "silos“ and individuals traversing the various program terrains from the previous slide.  

The foreground is another comparative list of economic gain calculations for Tom if he continues at 34 hours of work at his current wage of $9.15/hour as a participant in Wisconsin’s SSDI $1/$2 waiver program.   

The economic outcome is shown for each set of calculations.  There is also a % of economic gain at 34 hours a week under the new SSDI waiver program over no work effort.

Speaker's notes:
The CWIC now tells Tom about the Wisconsin SSDI SGA plus $1/$2 waiver program and suggests he apply for the program. Tom is interested and the CWIC provides a comparative scenario for Tom under the SGA plus $1/$2 waiver program. . 

In this scenario, his monthly earnings exceed the SGA limit of $860 but the new waiver program allows him to keep most of his SSDI benefit. Tom is encouraged! However, Tom’s combined earned and unearned income are now high enough to cause him to become ineligible for a continued HUD Section 8 benefit.      

Tom sees that his bottom line is a monthly net cash gain of $366 or a 28% economic gain over not working which is still less than his net monthly gain of $422 or 34% under the 20 hour a week work scenario.

Most importantly, Tom decides that while he could live with the difference in monthly income, this scenario will not work for him because he loses his HUD Section 8 eligibility.  He knows that it would take him at least 4 years on the PHA wait list to regain eligibility status should he experience a work disruption.  It is the loss of his HUD eligibility that causes Tom to decline participating in the SSDI waiver option.       

Slide 13 video description:

Header: 2006 Comparative Work Effort Gains; calculations from WI CHEQ calculator (Wisconsin’s Comprehensive Health and Earnings Query calculator @  www.wicheq.com).

On the left hand side is a list of Tom’s benefit income and his economic position if he does not work.    

On the right hand side is the graphic. The background is the one-portal single silo with the individual running across the top. The foreground is another comparative list of economic gain calculations for Tom if he continues at 34 hours of work at his current wage of $9.15/hour as a participant in Wisconsin’s Making Work Pay (MWP) cost-share program.   

The economic outcome is shown for each set of calculations.  There is also a % of economic gain at 34 hours a week under the MWP cost share program.

Speaker's notes:
The CWIC now tells Tom about the Wisconsin Making Work Pay cost-share program and suggests he apply for the program. Tom is interested, but a bit skeptical about paying 15% of his gross earned income back to the state of Wisconsin to participate in the program. Tom’s first reaction is that is a lot of money from his work effort to be paying back to the state in addition to the other federal and state taxes he will be paying.  The CWIC provides a comparative scenario for Tom under the MWP cost share program.  

In this scenario, his monthly earnings exceed the SGA limit of $860 but the MWP program allows him to retain all of his SSDI cash benefit as well as his current HUD subsidy. 

Even with his 15% cost share on his gross earned income, Tom sees that his bottom line is a monthly net cash gain of $608 or a 47% economic gain over not working and 13% monthly gain over working 20 hours a week.  

Most importantly, Tom realizes that in the event of a work disruption, his worst case economic scenario is his benefit safety net which has remained intact in the MWP cost share program.    Tom agrees that under the cost share program it makes sense to continue his 34 hour a week work effort for as long as he can. He agrees to pay the 15% cost share.  

Slide 14 video description:

Header: 2006 Comparative Work Effort Gains; calculations from WI CHEQ calculator (Wisconsin’s Comprehensive Health and Earnings Query calculator @  www.wicheq.com).

On the left hand side is a list of Tom’s benefit income and his economic position if he does not work.    

On the right hand side is the graphic. The background is the one-portal single silo with the individual running across the top. The foreground is another comparative list of economic gain calculations for Tom if he continues at 34 hours of work at a wage of $18.30/hour as a participant in Wisconsin’s Making Work Pay (MWP) cost-share program.   

The economic outcome is shown for each set of calculations.  There is also a % of economic gain at 34 hours a week under the MWP cost share program.

Speaker's notes:

In this scenario we look at the impact for Tom if he had income (earned and unearned in this case) that would advance him to the 2005 Milwaukee “median” income of $47,000 for a single wage earner. 

We simply double Tom’s wage to $18.30/hour and add in the combined cash value of his retained SSDI and HUD benefits brings.  The earned and unearned income bring Tom to the area median income. 

Even as Tom attains median income status in his community, his payback contributions in taxes and cost share, exceed his monthly public benefit level!

Making Work Pay is an Public Benefit Safety net “assurance” program until the individual paybacks of taxes and cost share exceed the public benefit cash value at which MWP becomes an public benefit safety net “insurance” program.  

Making Work Pay has the capacity to completely eliminate BOTH the “fear factor” and the “financial dependency” of a employed individual with a disability.

If they believe they don’t need the “insurance”, it is possible that more individuals will “opt out” of their public benefits under the MWP program than under any other work incentive program.  

Slide 15 video description:
Header: "Why people with disabilities want, a new kind of public support, a cost-share approach"

Followed by three bulleted reasons why MWP is a "new" paradigm for public support.

Graphic:  two men in formal business attire standing with brief cases and shaking hands against a background of government-type marble flooring and monument-type columns.  Perhaps the Lincoln or Jefferson Memorials.

Speaker's notes:
Making Work Pay is truly a "new" kind of public support for people with significant disabilities who are public program beneficiaries.

For those who choose to go to work, the public support paradigm is changed from one of "income and asset caps" and "reduced and lost entitlement benefits" to one of no income or asset caps, consideration for the cost of living in the community with a significant chronic disability and maintaining an uninterrupted benefit safety net while working.   

Slide 16 video description – no graphics
Header: Wisconsin’s MWP demonstration

Speaker’s notes: Here are the highlights of the demonstration as prepared for submission by the Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development to the Social Security Administration under their “unsolicited proposal” authority. 

We need demonstration authority and we need $3.1 million in funding for the research portion of the demonstration.  Without both, we will not be able to test the Making Work Pay reforms.  

The demonstration research design is experimental with random assignment of enrollees into participant and control groups.  It is among the strongest designs available to compare the viability of the proposed cost-share reform against the current system of work incentives.    

 There is a very strong and broad base of demonstration project support and commitment  among Wisconsin State Agencies and the two University Partners who will operate the demonstration project and conduct the research and evaluation.    

Slide 17 video description – no graphics
Header: MWP Demonstration Partners

Speaker’s notes: Making Work Pay is an important initiative in Governor Jim Doyle’s “Grow Wisconsin” plan because it promotes employment and promises to positively impact the economic health of our state.  Making Work Pay is a “win-win-win” for persons with severe disabilities who want to work , our employers, our economy and out taxpayers.  

The Department of Workforce Development (DWD) is the lead agency for the demonstration.  Interagency agreements will be created among the DWD Divisions of  Employment and Training, Vocational Rehabilitation and Unemployment Insurance and the Department of Health and Family Services.  

There are two respected University Partners, Cornell University, Institute for Policy Research, and the University of Madison, Institute for Poverty Research who will collaborate and conduct the MWP demonstration research and evaluation.    

Slide 18 video description – no graphics
Header: What do we want to learn?

Speaker’s notes: The answer is simply to find out whether a cost share approach to work incentive reform will produce enough work increase among persons with significant disabilities to warrant changing public policy. 

As Education Secretary Margaret Spellings recently said:

I hear over and over from leaders in the business sector that staying competitive in a world that is smaller, yet more complex, requires the contributions of all citizens. We don't have a person to waste, and as we work to harness the talents of all Americans around the country, we must not overlook the contributions of people with disabilities. 

Source: Disability 101 Employment letter from Secretary Spellings, June 2006
Slide 19 video description – no graphics
Header: Will there be woodwork impacts?

Speakers notes: We agree with national policy experts on that the Social Security eligibility standards are strict/stringent, thereby limiting benefits to only those with the most severe disabilities … less that 55% of those who apply for disability benefits under the Social Security Act were allowed in FFY 2002. (Jensen &  Silverstein, 2005) 

Making Work Pay maintains the current eligibility standards for SSI/DI and does not impact medical review schedules for those who become eligible.  If your disability does not qualify you for SSI or SSDI, you will not be qualified for the Making Work Pay program either.  

Slide 20 video description – no graphics
Header: Will there be woodwork impacts?

Speakers notes:
We also agree with SSA experts that the vast majority of persons who currently qualify for SSI and SSDI are persons with significant disabilities and barriers to employment posed by the disability. 

. . . there is no doubt that all, or at least nearly all, Social Security disability beneficiaries have serious impairments. (Social Security Advisory Board, 2003). 

In reference to SSDI beneficiaries, Stephen Goss, SSA Chief Actuary says ...In general, provisions intended to promote return to work for disabled workers are somewhat limited in achieving substantial results by the severity of the disabling condition required to qualify for benefits under the current program.  Many beneficiaries have little or no prospect for recovery from their disabling condition... ( Stephen C. Goss, SSA Chief Actuary,  The Financial Outlook for the Social Security Disability Insurance Program, www.socialsecurity.gov/policy/docs/ssb/v66n3/v66n3pr7.html) 

In sum, we need to recognize and accept that those on SSI and SSDI who are accepted onto the programs are qualified for the benefit because of the significance of their disability, and that they are unlikely to be weaned from the program as a result of work effort.

Slide 21 video description – no graphics
Header: Will there be woodwork impacts?

Speakers notes:
It is difficult to gauge whether a cost share program would increase the SSI/DI rolls because the programs would be more attractive to eligible disabled individuals who had not previously pursued benefit eligibility.

However, if there is a woodwork effect, the costs of the impact need to be evaluated against the first dollar cost share offsets and anticipated increases in tax returns across all MWP participants.  

This is a research question that can be addressed in the demonstration. 

Slide 22 video description – no graphics
Header: What about HUD supports?

Speakers notes: Is it fair to allow a working beneficiary to retain a HUD benefit when there is a wait list for this benefit in almost every community?

It is important to realize that Making Work Pay does not require an individual to receive a HUD housing support, but does include the support if it is in place or if the individual is on a wait list at enrollment into the cost share program.  

The vast majority of SSI/DI beneficiaries who work retain access to their SSI/DI benefit, an unknown number do so by suppressing their earnings. 

In the case of suppressed earnings, the beneficiary will likely retain both benefits while working and the HUD wait list is negatively impacted. A cost share approach will therefore not make the wait lists longer for those who have already elected to maintain access to their benefits.  

However, it is possible that individuals who make sufficient economic gains through a cost share approach may be less likely to apply for, wait for, or utilize a HUD benefit.  This will be a research question that will be examined during the demonstration. 

Slide 23 video description – no graphics
Header: How will the public react?  

Speakers notes: Will the public support a system of partial payback for those who retain their benefits?

Whether they intend to or not, the public is already supporting a system of partial paybacks under the current system of work incentives for the vast majority of those SSDI beneficiaries who work under substantial gainful activity. If the answer is “yes” to the demonstration question posed by the cost share study, we believe the public will support this type of reform even if there is only a partial gain on the taxpayer side of the equation. 

We believe this because the public currently supports investing tax dollars into numerous beneficiary supports among the non-SSI/DI population that encourage work effort.  For example persons who reach the age of full retirement within the Social Security system have the ability to maximize their earnings and retain access to their full Social Security retirement benefit. The Social Security Administration promotes and supports work effort for this group in their informational materials (e.g., Starting with the month you reach full retirement age, you can get your benefits with no limit on your earnings. http://www.ssa.gov/retire2/whileworking.htm). 
The public also supports a high level of public expenditures for work supports provided to low-income families. The expansions in the entitlement work support system (e.g. child care, EITC, Medicaid and the child tax credit) after 1984 resulted in working families receiving $46 billion more in cash and other benefits in 1999 than if Congress and a series of presidents had not expanded the work support programs (Brookings Institution testimony to Committee on Ways and Means, July 2006).  

The case was successfully made for the elderly.  It is time to make the case for reforming how we invest in and support increased work effort among persons with disabilities.  

Congress, federal agencies and the public have a solid track record of creating and supporting national policy that encourages beneficiaries of public supports to increase their work effort. Even when the work effort of the beneficiary group produces no direct tax savings. This is true because the population growth trends indicate an ever growing shortage of workers, as the need for them, particularly in the service arena with our growing elderly population, increases. 

Slide 24 video description – no graphics

Header:  Q: How does the public benefit? A: Economic Returns on Investment

Speaker’s notes:

The Cost Share is a reasonable and feasible cost-recovery approach for the public benefit safety net of the individual.

The previous public system “gain” calculations don’t include all of the economic benefits of the MWP program, only those directly attributed to the beneficiary.  The additional payback considerations that economists and labor market analysts would say are important are shown in bold Italics here. 

The Cost Share approach also acts as an economic stimulus resulting in many other sources of economic benefit to the tax paying public.  Federal, State, Social Security Taxes on earned income as well as MA premiums paid for the enrollee in a state’s  MA buy-in program all increase with increased earned income potential.  

Wages earned and spent by the earner with a disability have a positive impact on the GNP.  

The Cost Share approach “saves” the public system money in its administratively streamlined efficiencies.

As the population in Wisconsin and across our country ages and we experience more acute labor shortages, the “you will come out financially ahead” aspects of the cost-share approach to work and earned income promise to stimulate the untapped work potential of every SSI/DI beneficiary.

Slide 25 video description: a table of comparative data  

Header: Benefit Safety Net and Economic Impacts, SSDI, HUD beneficiary

Speaker’s notes: Let’s take one more quick comparative look at the options just presented to Tom.  

We know that for Tom, there are three key factors in his decision about the level of his work effort.

1.  
Economic advancement from earned income even though none of the options take him out of the “very low income” strata of his Milwaukee Community, he is financially better off.

2. Continued access to his public benefit safety net in the event of a work disruption.

3.  
Tom likes working and wants to feel that he is contributing his fair share as an employee and a taxpaying citizen. 

Tom accomplishes all of his goals under the Making Work Pay option and his “individual” taxpayer and cost share payback contributions clearly make a difference. Public gain = benefit reduction + taxes + MA and MWP cost share   

There are more public system “paybacks” beyond Tom’s individual contributions which have already been pointed out.  

While the highest level of beneficiary public system payback is clearly under the SGA benefit reduction scenario, Tom and almost everyone in Tom’s circumstance are not interested in this option as demonstrated by the “parking under SGA” mass phenomenon.    

At the “very low income” level, the public system payback under Making Work Pay is less than the SSDI waiver payback but more than the working part time with earnings under SGA payback. Once the individual moves closer to median area wage, the paybacks begin to exceed the public benefit level for the SSDI and HUD benefits. At this point MWP moves towards covering the costs of health care.  It is possible that at high levels of earnings, the  MWP cost share transitions from a public benefit safety net “assurance program” to an “insurance program”  

For significantly disabled individuals who fear loss of more than an SSI/DI cash benefit, Making Work Pay is a viable work incentive option for both the individual and the public systems that support them.        

Slide 26 video description – a smiling man in a wheelchair typing at his computer while talking on the phone.  
Header:  Benefit Buy-In Percentage: How it is determined

Followed by 3 explanatory bulleted statements for how the buy-in assurance is determined and applied 

 1) Easy to understand cost share percentage of 15% of gross earned income based on quarterly wage data.

2)  Only one buy-in assurance payment across all benefit systems

3) Cost share is adjusted for Medicaid Purchase Plan premiums. 

Slide 27 video description – a tiered graphic depicting how the MA insurance can be tiered to support ever increasing employment and earnings capacity.  The first tear is the standard Medicaid program under the SSI income and asset rules, the second tier is the Wisconsin MA buy-in program made available to both SSI and SSDI beneficiaries with expanded income and asset limits. The third tier lists the elements of a new Wisconsin public/private health care option  envisioned for MWP participants who have earnings exceeding the Wisconsin MA buy-in limits.

Header:  MWP Health Care options – Private-Public health care model

Speaker’s notes:  The earnings and asset incentives in the MWP demonstration and the premise that as long as the 15% cost-share premium is paid, key benefits are retained mean that Wisconsin needs also create and test a no income/no asset MA buy-in program.  

The new private/public model is what Wisconsin’s Medicaid state agency leadership envision for the demonstration and the MWP participants who exceed the income/asset caps within the standard MA buy-in program.  

The new  private/public MA option will be tested as part of the demonstration if Wisconsin is authorized and funded to conduct the MWP demonstration.          

Slide 28 video description:

Header:  Making Work Pay for Taxpayers: Why we need this system Option

Followed by 5 key phrases with the introductory words all beginning with an "S" that is also shown as a $ (dollar) sign.

Simple, Streamlined, Saves, Shared, Stimulating

A graphic that shows a cluster of adults in business attire standing in a circle and engrossed in conversation is shown next to the statements.

Speaker's notes: 

To wrap up and review why we need to consider  Making Work Pay as a major "systems change" initiative at the highest levels of public benefit support systems.

If we accomplish this system change, there are immediate programmatic and  financial benefits to the public system and the nation as well as to the individual with a disability who uses the Making Work Pay program to become gainfully employed   

Slide 29 video description – An outline of the state of Wisconsin with a quote from Governor Jim Doyle contained within reading “Our challenges are great, but so is our ability to meet them”.

Header: Why Wisconsin?

Speaker’s notes: Wisconsin has a long and progressive history in supporting employment efforts among persons with disabilities.

Wisconsin also has a strong reputation as an SSA systems change “incubator” and “pilot demonstrations” state as evidenced by several recent SSA funded demonstrations and research projects.

Other proven attributes make Wisconsin the ideal environment in which to conduct a systems change demonstration of the scope and magnitude of MWP. 

