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Glossary 
ADE 				Australian Disability Enterprise (closed employment) 
Award wages		Award wages refer to the legal minimum pay entitlements, called awards. The awards are the minimum wages and conditions for employees in each industry or occupation. 
Closed employment 	Sheltered workshops, segregated employment services where most people have disability, few people transition to other forms of employment (integrated or open) or to meaningful community activities (non-work) 
CRP		USA community rehabilitation providers, usually deliver employment and day services, some in congregate facilities and some in the community
Disability income support	Income support payment for individuals unable to work due to a physical, intellectual, or psychiatric impairment expected to persist for at least two years.
Discrimination		Stigma, negative attitudes, prejudice, unfairness, inequity, intolerance.
Employment First 	Employment First is an evidence-based practice and US policy systems-change framework[footnoteRef:2]. It emphasises ‘Work first, then train’ approaches to achieving employment inclusion for people with the most profound disability. A person is first placed in the community job/or industry that matches their interests, then they receive ‘on the job’ training at the workplace. [2:  https://www.dol.gov/agencies/odep/initiatives/employment-first U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Disability Employment Policy, Employment First.
] 

Economic participation rights	Human rights to work, earn income, access education and training and contribute in ways that are meaningful to them. Integral to other rights like social inclusion.
Integrated employment services 	Services to people with disability seeking to enter a job (job development) or receiving long-term support to maintain a job in open employment
Mainstream employer 	Open employment in the community with mainstream employers (for profit business), government, not-for-profit or social profit employers 	
Non-work activities	Activities such as volunteering, skill development, recreation and community engagement, rather than paid employment 
Open employment (OE)	Open or competitive employment in the mainstream labour market with award wages
Pathway services	Services for pathways to open or integrated employment, beyond just training or work preparation 
People with disability 	People with intellectual, developmental, cognitive and/or other disability with high support needs
Policy conditions	Current policy, context (time, place), history (policy)
Reasonable accommodation 	Job Access, reasonable adjustment. Support, assistive technology, needs-based arrangements and conditions
Social enterprise	Employment-focused social enterprises in open or integrated employment (not closed employment) are sustainable businesses focused on creating employment pathways and/or outcomes for disadvantaged groups[footnoteRef:3] [3:  https://assets.csi.edu.au/assets/research/Social-Enterprise-A-People-Centred-Approach-to-Employment-Services-Report.pdf] 

SPRC				Social Policy Research Centre 
Supported employment	Internationally contrasting meanings that include support in closed employment and support in open employment. Term not used in this report to avoid confusion
Support to work in OE	Support as reasonable accommodation to work in open employment. Time limited or continuing. Called integrated employment services in USA
Supported wages closed work 	ADE Supported Employment Services Award, below award wages
UNSW		University of New South Wales 
WISE		Work Integration Social Enterprise 
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Transformation of closed employment rapid evidence review 
WIOA		Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (USA legislation) designed to minimise people with disability in segregated settings, emphasising Employment First and customised employment support[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  https://leadcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/E1st-State-Transformation-Guide.pdf Department of Labor, Office of Disability Employment Policy, Employment First.] 
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[bookmark: _Toc205804199]Short summary
Up to 20,000 people with disability, mainly people with intellectual disability, continue to work in Australian Disability Enterprises (ADE – sheltered workshops, closed employment, facility-based work). Few people in ADEs transition to open employment (mainstream workforce). In contrast, other forms of disability employment support focus on the needs and interests of the person with the aim to generate meaningful participation and economic security in open employment. 
The purpose of the rapid evidence review was to understand the role of ADEs to support people into open or integrated employment and whether the Australian system of ADE services can transform to this primary function. The review focused on international literature about the transformation of ADE systems to achieve the economic participation rights of people with intellectual disability. Most of the literature focused on transformation in USA and Canada. Only limited evidence from Europe was found because transition occurred earlier in many countries.
Evidence about transition of sheltered workshop systems 
Q1. What is the evidence about transition of sheltered workshop systems to achieve economic participation rights of people with intellectual disability?
Q1a. Where has a system of sheltered workshops fully or partially transitioned away from a segregated, destination employer (paying non-award wages) into an integrated model (paying award wages) in other jurisdictions? 
The policy trend is towards conditions that require or emphasise economic participation rights in open employment in most countries and states. Despite this trend, closed employment remains a destination of some school leavers and is an employment option even where the policy requirement is to change. 
The review found limited evidence of systems of closed employment fully transitioned to employment support services for open employment. Some USA states have transitioned to more integrated models, where they are achieving higher open employment participation rates. Most people with intellectual disability in USA (close to 80%) remain excluded from paid employment in the community. Instead, they remain engaged in a range of non-work activities, either segregated (facility-based) or community-based programs (where activities align with the person’s interests).
Two approaches used in closure and transition of sheltered workshops that successfully achieved economic participation were(John Butterworth & Fesko, 1998, 1999; John  Butterworth, Fesko, & Ma, 2000; Fesko & Butterworth, 1999)
· employment first – a person starts a mainstream job and receives on the job training in the position 
· customised employment processes – a job and support are built around the person’s interests, preferences and support needs. 
Q1b. Where are successful examples of sheltered workshop system transition to integrated models: throughput/pathways models and social enterprises with employment in an integrated setting?
Successful examples of transition to integrated models were to throughput and pathway models, other integrated models and social enterprises. The main strategy was to commit to ceasing the sheltered workshops gradually but with a firm time limit. Lessons were to use an employment first model, avoid a transition site and aim for full wages in open employment. Time limited support and training were offered on the job. Integrated employment through social enterprises was a transition model and a model for new organisations. A risk of social enterprises was small segregated sites.
Perspectives of closed employment transformation
Q2. What was the employment impact on (former and new) participants of transitions of sheltered workshop systems: where sheltered workshops transitioned; and where sheltered workshops closed, rather than transitioned?
People with disability who left closed employment said they generally preferred their new jobs and employment in the community. Factors contributing to people’s satisfaction included choice about work tasks or non-work activities (like volunteering and interests in community settings), greater income, learning new skills and expanding (tasks, work hours and responsibilities) gradually, receiving job coaching and other support (transportation) and maintaining social connections.
The change process was experienced as stressful and uncertain for participants with disability and their families. Families were identified as a key stakeholder in the transition, with implementation including ways to inform and address families concerns about change. 
Drivers of system transformation 
Q3. What were the policy conditions important to (former and new) participants for the transition of a sheltered workshop system (from perspective from participants)?
· Government leadership about open employment for people with disability as the primary and expected outcome of government funded services. Leadership included phasing out of all sub-minimum wage arrangements, policy directives defining open employment and quality indicators for support, and implementation of policies aligning with evidence-based practice
· Shifts in funding involved attaching the support funding to the person instead of the provider so funding moved with the person into open employment 
· Innovation in transition support to people from school to work and to develop career prospects for older adults with disability
· Person-centred programs for school leavers with disability to support, set and refine career expectations and tailored interventions for work experience and job seeking
· Provider capacity for change to implement best practice and problem solve 
· Interagency collaboration to advance the objective of economic employment rights
· Addressing equity and inclusion needs of the person and working with family supporters and local community.
Lessons for the Australian context
1. Transformation requires a commitment to cease closed employment at a fixed date, often triggered by a policy imperative.
2. Transformation takes time and occurs gradually. Some organisations moved directly to employment first or customised employment models or training by mainstream providers to avoid a second transition. Some organisations initially used group work models. Over time such transitional approaches were reduced and replaced with personalised job placements based on the persons strengths and interests. 
3. Transformation often relied on partnerships with other organisations and employers to access other forms of support funding, including employment support, schools and vocational training.
[bookmark: _Toc205804200]Rationale and method 
[bookmark: _Toc205804201]Study rationale 
Approximately 15-20,000 people with disability, mainly people with intellectual disability continue to work in Australian Disability Enterprises (ADE – sheltered workshops, closed employment). Their work conditions are poor compared to other forms of economic and social participation. Few people in ADEs transition to open employment (mainstream workforce). 
In contrast, other forms of disability employment support directly focus on the needs and interests of the person, with the aim to generate meaningful participation and economic security in open employment. 
The purpose of the rapid evidence review is to understand the role of ADEs in supporting people into open or integrated employment and whether the Australian system of ADE services can transform to this primary function.
The UN Human Rights Committee’s report on Australia’s review of the CRPD raised concerns about the ‘narrow and incomplete review of the National Employment for People with Disability’, lack of clear measures of reform for the Disability Employment Services and ongoing practice of segregated employment in ADEs (UN Committe on the Rights of Persons with Disability, 2019, p.13-14). The committee recommended that the Australian government undertake
· measures to reform Disability Employment Services and develop a national disability employment strategy, incorporating “Willing to Work Inquiry”,
· review of ADEs to adhere to Article 27 of the Convention and provide services to transition of persons with disabilities from sheltered employment into open inclusive employment, with equal remuneration for work equal value,
· address systemic and structural barriers experienced by persons with disability, particularly by women, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander persons, CALD and other excluded groups. 
[bookmark: _Toc205804202]Review method
The review was conducted as a rapid evidence assessment. This approach offered a compromise between the rigor of a systematic review and the timely provision of evidence to inform policy. The review focused on international and national academic and grey literature about the transformation of ADE systems to achieve the economic participation rights of people with intellectual disability. The review project was carried out collaboratively with the funders to ensure the research met the policy and evidence needs. 
The rapid evidence review was designed to answer the following questions. 
Primary question 
1. What is the evidence about transition of sheltered workshop systems to achieve economic participation rights of people with intellectual disability.
a. Where has a system of sheltered workshops fully or partially transitioned away from a segregated, destination employer (paying non-award wages) into an integrated model (paying award wages) in other jurisdictions? 
b. Where are successful examples of sheltered workshop system transition to integrated models 
· examples and attributes of a throughput/pathways model
· examples and attributes of social enterprises with employment in an integrated setting
· examples and attributes of other models?
Secondary questions 
2. What was the employment impact on (former and new) participants of transitions of sheltered workshop systems 
a. Where sheltered workshops transitioned
b. Where sheltered workshops closed, rather than transitioned 
3. What were the policy conditions important to (former and new) participants for the transition of a sheltered workshop system (from perspective from participants)?
Scope and databases
The review was conducted using a rapid evidence assessment methodology (Devane et al., 2024; Varker et al., 2015). It focused on identifying international literature, mainly from North America, UK and Europe, New Zealand and Australia. 
The review was conducted using the Web of Science database. A multidisciplinary citation database (Science, Social sciences and the Arts and humanities index expanded). In addition, we used Google Scholar to extend the searches to grey literature and not-for-profit reports and government reports. The search terms are listed in Table 1 and 2.
[bookmark: _Toc205804114]Table 1: Web of Science search terms
	
	Concept 
	OR 
	Links

	CONTEXT
	Sheltered workshop
	Australian Disability Enterprise OR closed employment OR segregated OR closed work OR facility-based OR disability segregated employment
	AND

	PROCESS
	Transformation 
	Transition OR closure OR radical change OR organizational change OR social enterprise OR inclusion OR evaluation OR Pathway* 
	AND

	OUTCOME for the person
	Employment 
	Economic participation OR job ready OR integrated employment OR mainstream employment OR open employment OR competitive employment OR community-based work
	AND

	FOCUS Population
	Intellectual disability 
	Learning disability OR developmental disability OR severe disability OR complex support need OR most significant OR disability
	



[bookmark: _Toc205804115]Table 2: Google Scholar search terms 
	
	Concept 
	OR 
	Links

	CONTEXT
	Sheltered workshop
	Facility-based 
	AND

	PROCESS
	Transformation 
	Closure
	AND

	OUTCOME for the person
	Employment 
	Integrated employment 
	AND

	FOCUS Population
	Intellectual disability
	Disability
	



The searches identified 46 papers and publications, including papers examining wider policy conditions affecting closed employment systems transitions. The retrieved publications and documents were reviewed and scanned for the inclusion and exclusion criteria: 1) title and abstract, 2) country of origin, 3) demographic in focus, 4) scope of the publication (closed employment system transition and/or outcomes from it, or policy conditions underlying or promoting system change). Seven studies were excluded as they did not meet the inclusion criteria. 
[bookmark: _Ref192857229][bookmark: _Toc205804203]Transition of closed employment systems 
Q1. What is the evidence about transition of sheltered workshop systems to achieve economic participation rights of people with intellectual disability?
This introduction summarises the findings to the primary question. The references for the summary are in the detailed parts of this section.
The policy trend is towards conditions that require or emphasise economic participation rights in open employment in most countries and states. Despite this trend, closed employment remains a destination of some school leavers and is an employment option even where the policy requirement is for change. 
The review found limited evidence of systems of closed employment fully transitioned to employment support services for open employment to achieve economic participation rights. In USA this goal is called integrated employment services. Some USA states have transitioned to more integrated models, where they are achieving higher open employment participation rates. Most people with intellectual disability in USA (close to 80%) remain excluded from paid employment in the community. Instead, they remain engaged in a range of non-work activities, either segregated (facility-based) or community-based programs (where activities align with the person’s interests). 
The review identified examples of closure or transition of sheltered workshops to other employment services to achieve integrated employment outcomes for people with disability. The literature on sheltered workshop transitions to integrated employment models is sparse. Few examples of closure and transition are detailed in the international literature. Most of the literature focused on North America (USA and Canada). Only limited evidence was available from Europe. Likely this is due to limited closed employment system transformation, limited person centered funding models and inconsistent use of evidence based approaches to achieve open employment outcomes. A wider literature about effective support for integrated employment is available but was not the focus of this review. 
Two approaches used in closure and transition of sheltered workshops that successfully achieved economic participation were (John Butterworth & Fesko, 1998, 1999; John  Butterworth et al., 2000; Fesko & Butterworth, 1999)
· employment first – a person starts a mainstream job and receives on the job training in the position 
· customised employment processes – a job and support are built around the person’s interests, preferences and support needs. 
Q1a. Where has a system of sheltered workshops fully or partially transitioned away from a segregated, destination employer (paying non-award wages) into in integrated model (paying award wages) in other jurisdictions? 
USA is a useful case study of full and partial transition for three reasons. It has a long history of transition of closed employment services from the 1980s. Federal and state level policies and legislation aim to achieve open employment outcomes of people with intellectual disability (Mank & Luecking, 2017). Systems to measure outcomes and document change and variability across states are available. USA state level policy conditions together with outcomes demonstrate insights into factors that supported the transition of closed systems to integrated models, while also improving economic participation. Section 4 describes the state level policy conditions and systems approaches. 
A growing number of US states are ceasing and transforming closed employment settings (Table 3). High-performing states, like New Hampshire, Washington State, Vermont and Rhode Island, have almost fully transitioned away from sheltered (facility-based) work, simultaneously prioritising community inclusion for people leaving closed work who do not enter paid employment. These states raised expectations about open employment at all levels of government and invested in systems that supported individual choice and economic participation rights and related social inclusion. For example, policy expectations of open employment as the primary and expected outcome are linked to government funding and investment, people can self-direct funding and services and funding can follow a person out of sheltered work into mainstream employment.
Researchers at the Institute for Community Inclusion (UEDD) in Boston used national data on employment services, outcomes and other measures to systematically analyse and report the economic participation and inclusion outcomes for people with intellectual disability in USA from 1988. Recent findings (Winsor et al., 2019) show the ongoing transition of closed employment and the mixed employment outcomes and economic participation rights of people with disability. 
The next sections are an overview of the transition from closed to open employment outcomes for people with intellectual disability in USA, examining some of the policy conditions that facilitated or delayed these outcomes. 
· The proportion of people with intellectual disability in USA in paid open jobs grew over time with major boosts in the mid-1980s to mid-1990s. The national employment rate remains steady over the past decade at 19-20% since 2001 (Winsor et al., 2019, p.19).
· The number of people in closed employment (facility-based work) has slowly decreased. The number engaged in non-work activities has grown more rapidly (Winsor et al., 2019, p.9). 
In 2019, 19 states reported they no longer funded closed employment or at very low levels (Winsor et al., 2019, p.7). Winsor et al. (2019) is an overview of employment and non-work outcomes for people with disability with higher support needs across 17 US states. 
[bookmark: _Ref196293520][bookmark: _Toc205804116]Table 3: Selected US states with total number of people and percent with support from Intellectual/Developmental Disability agencies 
	
	Number
	Percent

	State
	People served by IDD 
	Integrated 
Employment (open)
	Community-based non-work
	Facility-based work (closed)
	Facility-based non-work *

	Washington
	9,363
	85
	19
	1
	0

	Vermont
	2,904
	47
	73
	0
	0

	Rhode Island
	4,511
	46
	45
	0
	23

	New Hampshire
	3,572
	44
	81
	0
	0

	Massachusetts
	17,916
	40
	40
	0
	55

	Connecticut
	10,879
	38
	12
	1
	49

	Mississippi
	5,124
	36
	25
	2
	37

	Maryland
	13,491
	30
	13
	8
	67

	New Mexico 
	5,159
	26
	94
	0
	15

	Kentucky
	9,871
	24
	0
	11
	65

	Utah
	4,007
	23
	77
	0
	n/a

	Colorado
	17,007
	19
	46
	3
	32

	Pennsylvania
	30,914
	18
	73
	23
	40

	Wyoming
	1,760
	17
	24
	0
	59

	Maine 
	4,929
	16
	84
	n/a
	n/a

	New York
	60,511
	16
	8
	1
	81

	Hawaii
	2,646
	4
	94
	0
	54


Source: Participation in Employment and Day Services in FY2019, note not all data for a state total 100% (Winsor et al., 2019, p.19). Selection based on reported low proportion of people in closed employment and diverse outcomes for non-work participation post-transition. Order descending by open employment rates.
Notes: *Day programs with majority of people with disability

USA closed employment 
· Between 1999 to 2017 closed employment (facility-based work) steadily declined with an estimated 64,000 people no longer working in closed settings across the United States. 
· Efforts to minimise this type of service/employment are ongoing. 
· Several states have phased out funding for closed settings for example, Vermont in 2002, which is nationally recognised for not funding closed employment. Other states have strengthened employment first principles and ended subminimum wages. Examples include New Hampshire (2015), Maine (2019), Maryland (2016), Wyoming (2018), Washington (2019) (Winsor et al., 2019). 
· Many states now have policy frameworks that prioritise employment first principles and/or legislation to restrict the number of people in closed employment.
These examples underline the importance of system wide change, requiring leadership and commitment to inclusion and economic participation rights that are translated holistically through all parts of policy and funding allocation. The conversion to systems that prioritised integrated employment outcomes required state level commitment and leadership, including investment in system capacity and systems that support individual choice (Section 4). At the organisation level, their approach to these policy conditions was critical to the successful transformation of their closed employment services (John  Butterworth et al., 2000). 
	Case study: Vermont – system transition to achieve economic participation rights 
Vermont commenced transition away from closed employment led by state officials and university leaders in 1980. The policy started with an employment demonstration pilot, known as Project Transition. Over 4 years 70 people formerly in closed employment were supported to find community based employment or become involved in community groups and non-work activities (Dague, 2018). As a result of the success of the pilot, the closure of other employment settings commenced across the state. Vermont is recognised internationally for not funding closed employment. 
Vermont policy decisions emphasised the principles of employment first and created conditions that supported the transition to a fully integrated employment system (Dague, 2012): 
· Employment support services offered a range of services to support people to work in the community, including self-employment and micro-businesses 
· Restrictions on the use of Medicaid funding for congregate services 
· Expanded dedicated post-secondary higher education at university and colleges tailored for people with intellectual disability (e.g. Think College Vermont)[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  About Think College VT | College of Education and Social Services | The University of Vermont] 

· Incentives to the person to take up a paid job without the income affecting their other supports (e.g. housing and pension) 
· As the transition away from closed employment was implemented state wide, families who previously resisted had no option to transfer to another closed employment service.



Policy principles identified amongst high performing states with high numbers of people in open employment and low numbers of people in any type of facility-based, congregate setting (e.g., Washington and Vermont) (Winsor, 2010; Winsor, Landa, Hall, Narby, & Kamau, 2023) included
· state and system wide expectation of open employment as the preferred outcome for all people with intellectual disability across all government agencies and departments
· policy expectations linked to funding and practice
· people with disability empowered to self-direct funding and purchase services
· a person’s funding for closed employment followed them into open employment.

USA increased non-work community based activities and services
A consequence of transforming closed employment in USA was that support for non-work activities increased in the community or congregate settings.
· In 2017, more people with intellectual disability receiving support were in non-work activities (day program, volunteering, other community inclusion programs) than paid work (Winsor et al., 2019, p.16).
· Since 1999 the rapid growth of community based day programs and other non-work activities has dominated the transformation of closed employment. 
· Some people with intellectual disability, in particular older people leaving closed employment, preferred non-work options. However, quality of community-based non-work services remains under-regulated (Winsor et al., 2019). It is likely that some states have reclassified former closed work as community-based services to meet the changed policy requirements (ibid p.22) 
· Some non-work services are high quality (Sulewski et al., 2017). Markers of ‘quality’ include individualised supports, building a persons’ connections and ensuring community supports are outcome-oriented based on the person’s goals and interests. These services do not usually explicitly include pathways to employment.
· Other examples of quality community based non-work services include support for volunteering, post school study, accessing local community (mainstream, non-segregated facilities and services including libraries, gyms, recreational centres), programs for seniors and other activities outside paid work (Winsor et al., 2019, p.22).
An organisational structure that explains some of the slow transformation of closed employment in many countries is where large organisations deliver disability employment support among a range of other support services, often in congregate facilities, such as in parts of USA and Canada (see Lysaght, Krupa, & Bouchard, 2018). USA community rehabilitation providers (CRP) commonly provide employment and day services to their primary customer base of people with intellectual disability (75% of all services) (Domin & Butterworth, 2013). Some of these organisations continue to provide open and closed employment services and other services across the lifespan from early childhood, residential, day programs, community living and family respite. A 2007 study found that over two thirds of CRP delivered employment and non-work services. Of these, 70% of the organisations with employment services said they delivered open and closed employment (Metzel, Boeltzig, Butterworth, Sulewski, & Gilmore, 2007). 
The persistence of closed employment as one of the options is reflected in attitudinal research with providers. In a national survey most organisations (89%) delivering employment services said closed employment was a necessary service and people with intellectual disability were unable to earn higher wages. Only 47% of surveyed CRPs said their organisation had plans to end sub-minimum wage systems (Inge et al., 2009). 
Examples of closure and transformation of sheltered workshop systems are listed in the Appendix. 
1b. Where are successful examples of sheltered workshop systems transitioned to integrated models? 
Successful examples of transition to integrated models were to throughput and pathway models, other integrated models and social enterprises. The evidence about examples was limited by the research focus on transition, which meant the literature was mainly recent transition to integrated models. If the transition was a long time in the past (e.g. Europe), the literature no longer references the transition, so the former structure of the organisation as a sheltered workshop was no longer included in the articles.
Examples of throughput and pathways models to open employment
The Independence Association in Maine (Case study 1), is an example of a throughput or pathways model that achieved open employment outcomes post closure. The association, supporting around 100 people, had previously run a closed wood working program and day services, a small number of residential units and an art residency program. The case review by John Butterworth and Fesko (1998) examined the organisational structure and decisions driving the transformation process. 
The main strategy was to close its sheltered workshop gradually but firmly, with a clear commitment to change, occurring over 10 years. Independence Association established several transitional sites in open employment (e.g. hospital dishroom, college) where people could train on the job, then move on to similar work in other workplaces or the same industry. 
Post transition closure of the sheltered workshop, 60 people connected to the Association worked in individual jobs in the community and 8 people worked in one group placement (John Butterworth & Fesko, 1998, p.56). Around 25 people were enrolled in the Community Connections program (often people aged 60 years and over) who took part in community activities. People in paid work earned above minimum wage, in one site people were paid based on output, earning close to minimum wages. 
Challenges of the model included that people in the transitional sites (open employment with on the job training) did not always want to transition to other jobs once they became familiar with their new workplace. The success of the program gained interest from funders who wanted to place other people into the transition work sites. Independence Association pushed back on demands to increase and later discontinued the transition sites to avoid people wanting to stay there. Instead they shifted to an employment first model, without a transition site. 
A second example of a sheltered workshop transformation is Life Skills Foundation in Missouri State (Case study 3). The Foundation served over 1,100 people through a range of services, with around 128 people receiving employment services post transition. A decision was made to close group training programs, sheltered work and congregate small group work programs (enclaves). These programs were successively discontinued over 6 years. 
The Foundation had many connections in the local community and established many training sites in open employment (37 sites and employers). People leaving sheltered work seeking paid work were offered time limited training, with the option to try out different placements and receive on the job training for 3 to 6 months. 
Life Skills managers set clear expectations that the training had to be in real world settings and time limited. Once people acquired the skills for the job, they were supported to find paid work in that business or another company. Hourly average earnings were $5.41 (above the average wage of other people in integrated employment) (Fesko & Butterworth, 1999).
Lessons from the transformation were that Life Skills Foundation made the values based decision to transform and close sheltered work and skills training. Families and funders were not part of the decision, which caused some frustrations. During the transition period management wanted their services to have a clear employment focus, which meant they did not attempt to provide alternative services for people who were in between jobs once the workshop closed. While this commitment reassured staff of the direction of the change process, it caused frustration from some people and families (Fesko & Butterworth, 1999, p. 46).
Examples of other models that achieved integrated employment 
Kamau and Timmons (2018) examined four community providers supporting mostly people with intellectual disability who had over the last 10 years transitioned away from sub-minimum wages. The organisations included in the review were: The Arc of Westchester (New York State); At Work! (Washington State); Work Inc. (Rhode Island) and Penn-Mar Human Services (Maryland and Pennsylvania) (Kamau & Timmons, 2018) (Appendix case study information of these four providers). 
Analysis of the provider websites found that the four organisations were mostly large providers, with an annual operating budget of around $50 million. Employment and vocational services was a small part of their wider range of services. Their websites had limited to no information about the closure of the sheltered workshops process (Kamau and Timmons, 2018). 
The researchers assumed that the four organisations, once they decided to close congregate employment, followed a process where people who preferred to take part in non-work activities (volunteering), older people and people with more significant disability were connected to facility based non-work programs. Other people leaving sheltered work received support for employment customisation to find and sustain open employment. For example, Penn-Mar Human Services reported they provided direct services to around 400 people with disability, with 100 people in open employment through customized employment[footnoteRef:6]. [6:  https://annualreport.penn-mar.org/
] 

Another example of a closure of sub-minimum wage was At Work! in Washington state. The organisation established three commercial for-profit businesses (packaging, landscaping and food preparation) as part of the workshop closure. The surplus from the for profit businesses covered the ongoing organisational financial shortfall. There was no information about wages. 
Citron et al. (2008) examined the outcomes from Project Exceed (Case study 6) within a large state disability provider, Cobb and Douglas Community Services, based in Georgia[footnoteRef:7]. The organisation delivered services to over 14,000 people from disadvantaged backgrounds (disability, mental illness and substance use). The Project Exceed grant was used to provide capacity building to agency staff in customised employment aiming to connect 40 people to paid work in the community and or tailored employment services. A total of 198 people with intellectual disability (and some with mental illness), achieved open employment. Participants hourly incomes ranged from $5 to $40 dollars; average weekly hours worked ranged from 15 to 20 hours. [7:  No information was available about Cobb and Douglas Community Services either delivering or planning to transform closed employment.] 

Closed employment transitions to social enterprises offering integrated employment 
Social enterprises and employment focused enterprises 
In Australia, an estimated 20,000 social enterprises operate. They aim to fulfill a social or environmental cause. 7,000 of them have employment-based support or employment creation as their explicit aim (Barraket, Qian, & Riseley, 2019, p.4). Most employment-focused social enterprises in Australia developed independently. They were not transitions from closed employment systems to an integrative model (Hutchinson & Alexander, 2023) and were not included in this review.
Employment-focused enterprises and social enterprises (more broadly and not connected to ADE transitions) hold the potential of achieving meaningful employment and economic participation rights for people from disadvantaged backgrounds experiencing un- and underemployment (refugees and asylum seekers, young people, First Nations peoples, long-term unemployed and people with disability) (Barraket et al., 2019). The organisational criteria for effective employment-focused social enterprises in Australia (Barraket et al., 2019, p.4-5) include 
· Aim to provide meaningful employment in a real-world setting combined with personalised development opportunities 
· Offer flexibility and close engagement that is people-centred
· Offer integrated employment support with other services such as mentoring and counselling (integrative)
· Develop and maintain strong community partnerships (collaborative)
· Provide tailored support that is flexible and adaptive (adaptive)
· Sustainable business model (commercially viable).
A comprehensive review of social enterprise models in Ontario, Canada found that 9 out of 10 organisations relied on ‘some non-market income to survive … they typically cobble together resources form a range of sources’ (O’Connor & Meinhard, 2014, p.85).
Australian examples of closed employer transitions to social enterprise models
The social enterprise model has been identified as promising and theoretically feasible, either as a for-profit or not-for-profit entity (Smith, McVilly, McGillivray, & Chan, 2018) and potentially an economically sound model (providing social returns on investment) for the transition of Australian ADEs (Hutchinson, Lester, Coram, Flatau, & Goodwin-Smith, 2024). The premise is that closed employers can transition to social enterprise models with meaningful, integrated and sustained employment outcomes at award wages (Hutchinson et al., 2024; Smith et al., 2018).
· WISE-Ability, Australia 
The Centre for Social Impact at Swinburn University worked with several Australian Disability Enterprises (ADEs) in Victoria to develop, implement, refine and evaluate the organisational design features of WISE (Work Integration Social Enterprise) used with marginalised young people into disability employment contexts. The WISE-Ability model (Campbell, Joyce, Crosbie, & Wilson, 2024) incorporates eight organisational features[footnoteRef:8] to improve participants’ work readiness and employment pathways through hybrid work and open employment.  [8:  Organisational design features: space and environment, external relationships, culture, finance and funding, policies and procedures, structure, industry, pathways to employment. (Campbell et al., 2024, p.5).] 

The findings highlighted the need for flexible and innovative approaches, and investment in the discovery phase of the customized employment process to ensure a specific pathway to employment for each person. Campbell et al. (2024) argue closed employers (Disability Enterprises) have potential to support facilitation of employment pathways for people transitioning into integrated settings (p.77). Organisations were more effective when they collaborated closely with Disability Employment Services (DES) providers to find and maintain meaningful open and hybrid employment for people with disability employed in sheltered workshops. 
The main barriers identified were structural and financial, in particular NDIS funding not designed to support the pathways to employment part of the WISE-Ability model (i.e. discovery phase, employer engagement and post placement support) (Campbell et al., 2024, p. 77 and 96).
International examples of social enterprise models offering integrated employment
Internationally, little research has specifically examined social enterprises with people with intellectual disability, with exception of the work by Lysaght and colleagues (Lysaght & Krupa, 2011; Lysaght et al., 2018). Lysaght and Krupa (2011) undertook a comprehensive environmental scan of Canadian social enterprises primarily promoting work integration and employment rights for people with disability (including psycho-social and physical disability). Their typology identified 122 social enterprises and detailed information about the organisational models to achieve integrated employment (e.g. business model, size, annual revenue, legal structure, model of ownership, nature of goods and services produced, worker benefits and wages, workforce and human resource practices and others). For a summary of this work see Lysaght et al. (2018). Lysaght’s (2011) typology explicitly excluded businesses that ‘might be considered sheltered businesses paying … less than minimum wage’ (p.3). Some social enterprises may have transitioned from sheltered workshops and ended up in the typology, but no details were available to identify specific examples. 
Other international comprehensive studies on the utility of WISE models are about integrated employment for at risk populations more broadly (O’Connor & Meinhard, 2014) in European, UK and Ontario contexts, describing in detail
· variations in business models (i.e. worker cooperative, social firms, wage subsidised corporations, Finland’s ‘Open Model’, UK’s Community Interest Company (CIC) model and others)
· country specific policy frameworks and funding models 
· key organisational features (‘on-the-job training; multiple, integrated supports, etc) 
· diversity in worker status and wages, with 32 out of 39 international WISEs offering formal work contracts that complied with local national salary scales (see O’Connor & Meinhard, 2014, for Europe, the UK and Ontario in Canada, p.39).
The only case study of a closure/transition of sheltered employment into a social enterprise offering integrated employment identified in this review was Bonney Enterprises (Appendix Case study 2). Bonney Enterprises was a medium size organisation delivering services to people with profound disability. The organisation closed the sheltered workshop over 5 years. Once the decision for closure was made, due to financial reasons, sheltered work was no longer a viable operation, Bonney Enterprises purchased free-standing social businesses in the local community and established a bakery, landscaping, packaging service and others. 
Butterworth and Fesko (1998) review found that the social businesses offered mixed community integration, some enterprises were run like a small sheltered workshop. In total, 65 people transitioned from closed employment to the social enterprises and five people found open employment with another local businesses (John Butterworth & Fesko, 1998, p.5-30). The review provided little information about the economic business model, employment status or wages earned.
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	Q2. What was the employment impact on former and new participants and other stakeholders of transitions of sheltered workshop systems 
a. Where sheltered workshops transitioned
b. Where sheltered workshops closed, rather than transitioned 



The open or integrated employment rate of people with intellectual disability in USA has remained relatively stable at 19-20% nationally for the last decade despite the policy directive to transition closed employment. Most people who received support pursued non-work activities and day programs (including volunteering) or were engaged in closed employment (Winsor et al., 2019, 2021). The USA systems transformation did not progress as consistently or as fast as hoped, despite government and some organisation commitment (Section 2).
Economic participation rights for people with disability have only partly been achieved, with some jurisdictions performing better than others. The US policy and funding arrangements continue to enable closed employment and sub-minimum wages (Nettles, 2013; Rogan & Rinne, 2011). This has resulted in the mixed economic participation outcomes and patchy picture across the country (Winsor et al., 2023).
People with disability experiences of closed employment transformation
The research about early closed employment transformation included interviews with stakeholders in the case studies (John Butterworth & Fesko, 1998; Fesko & Butterworth, 1999). People with disability who left closed employment said they generally preferred their new jobs and employment in the community. People who moved to non-work activities like artistic groups or volunteering (Independence Association) said they enjoyed more choice about their activities. 
Factors contributing to people’s satisfaction were 
· More choice about work tasks or non-work tasks 
· Learning new skills and expanding (tasks, responsibilities) gradually
· Receiving job coaching and other support (transportation)
· Maintaining previous social connections 
· Greater income. 
Some people said the change process was stressful and uncertain. They felt frustrated changing their routines, not finding the work they wanted (gaps between jobs) or not having offers for the weekly work hours they wanted to work. The studies only interviewed select participants in each of the case study sites and did not explicitly focus on wellbeing or work/participation satisfaction pre-/post conversion. 
Change is a stressful experience. Feeling prepared and aware of employment options in the community made a difference. A New York pilot career discovery process aimed to expose people in closed employment to community based work opportunities. The 12 month pilot (Project SEARCH) worked with 10 people who participated in up to four internships. Six people successfully transitioned to open employment when they gained confidence, understanding of their strengths (likes and dislikes) and set career goals. The four people in the pilot, who were in closed employment for 5 years or longer did not transition to open employment (Christensen & Richardson, 2017).
Families’ experiences of closed employment transformation 
Families were identified as a key partner and stakeholder in the successful transformation of closed employment (Smith, Rhodes, Pavlidis, Alexander, & McVilly, 2019). Families were concerned about the safety and inclusion of people with disability in community life, if the person with disability was in congregate settings for most of their life. This reluctance to change and fear of unknown risks are well documented (John Butterworth & Fesko, 1998; Dague, 2012; Fesko & Butterworth, 1999; Migliore, Mank, Grossi, & Rogan, 2007; Rogan & Rinne, 2011). 
Families hold genuine safety concerns. Often, they also hold low expectations, contributing to their belief that the family member will be unsuccessful, disappointed or rejected in undertaking paid employment in the community. Concerns for consistency, loss of social relationships or safety were sometimes present even for family members who supported the change and hope for open employment outcomes. The transformation research (John Butterworth & Fesko, 1998; Fesko & Butterworth, 1999) underlined the importance of communication ahead of time and before the closure or change process as a critical element for informing people with disability and families and addressing their concerns.
Documented successful organisational transformations in the 1980s and 1990s went ahead despite resistance, due of the ‘unwavering organisational decision and belief’ to change direction and not stall from stakeholder reluctance (people with disability, families and funding bodies) wanting to maintain congregate settings. An example is Life Skills Foundation that decided to close its sheltered woodwork workshop as well as small group work where a few people worked together in the community (gardening and other group work) (Fesko & Butterworth, 1999, p.43-35). 
Longitudinal research documenting families experiences of the transition in Vermont prior to the closure and four years post-transition (Dague, 2012, p.5) found that while the initial transition was difficult, ultimately families and people were satisfied with the process and outcome. This positive end result depended on people maintaining social networks and finding acceptable employment in the community and their routines maintained (e.g. hours spent outside the home). The research by Dague (2012) underlined the importance of processes in the transition process
· Communication throughout the change process
· Sharing success stories to build trust 
· Consistency and safety (families knowing where the person works during the week)
· Finding alternative non-work activities for people outside paid work hours to maintain routines 
· Ensuring social connection continuity. 
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Q3. What were the policy conditions important to former and new participants for the transition of a sheltered workshop system?
Policy conditions influencing sheltered workshop transitions were investment in rigorous, well-designed studies and applying evidence to policy and practice over time. 
Evidence about what works 
Research found no employment advantages for people connected to closed employment or segregated training models compared to peers without such preparatory, collective experiences once they enter open employment (Taylor, Avellone, Wehman, & Brooke, 2023; Taylor & Whittenburg, 2024; Taylor et al., 2024). On the contrary, individualised employment services for young school leavers with disability and work-based learning experience (i.e., well supported internships, job shadowing, mainstream paid work experiences) appeared to be the strongest ‘positive predictor’ for school leavers with disability to gain and sustain open employment (Taylor et al., 2024). 
Large scale studies (see for example, Cimera, 2011, matched pair study) demonstrated that people with intellectual disability not connected to sheltered work were as likely to find and maintain open employment as their peers with experience in sheltered work. They earned higher weekly incomes ($137 versus $118), worked more hours and employment support cost less (Cimera, 2011). 
Employment first approaches have a strong evidence base with diverse people, including with psychiatric disability. Using an employment first approach versus a training then placement model led to double the open employment outcomes for people with mental illness and achieve positive employment outcomes for most people (Nøkleby, Blaasvær, & Berg, 2018). 
Commitment to embedding evidence into policy and practice 
USA is a case study of policy commitment to open employment that required the transition away from closed employment. Starting with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA, 1990), which identified segregation of persons with disability as a form of discrimination, successive federal and state level policy directives and legislation have emphasised individual open employment, jobs that are typically found in the community, open to all applicants, as the preferred outcome of any employment related supports and services where state or federal funding is used (John Butterworth, Winsor, Kamau, Migliore, & Mahoehney, 2024, p.226). Today, 46 US states have adopted some form of policy and legislation (Employment First) that emphasises and presumes employability irrespective of the person’s disability support needs (Mank & Luecking, 2017). The policies included defunding or strict reduction of numbers of people in closed employment (John Butterworth et al., 2024). 
In 2018, eight US states reported 40-60% of people with intellectual disability in open employment, over double of the national median (Table 3). The states, also known in research as the high performing states (Winsor et al., 2019, p.12-13)[footnoteRef:9] are useful to examine systemic and strategic factors that lead to system change. States that increased the number of people in open employment used strategic level efforts to drive systemic change, including: strong leadership and clear values at the state level, interagency collaboration and investment in provider capacity building (Winsor et al., 2019, p.20). [9:  High performing states Table 3 (Winsor et al., 2023).] 

Systemic drivers of sheltered workshop transformation 
The system change lessons are adapted from (John Butterworth et al., 2024). The lessons are similar to other evidence e.g. guidance from the US Federal Department of Labor, Disability Employment translating Employment First policy into practice (Mank & Luecking, 2017). A case study example of how a state achieved high open employment outcomes is in the Community of Practice seminar, ‘Oregon’s Efforts to Expand Competitive Integrated Employment’ [footnoteRef:10]. [10:  US Department of Labor, Office of Disability Employment Policy, Employment First - Community of Practice webinar: Advancing Competitive Integrated Employment, June, 26, 2024: June CoP Webinar - After the State Settlement - Oregon's Efforts to Expand CIE - Zoom] 

· Leadership at all levels of government. Experience from high-performing states like Washington and Vermont demonstrates state-level commitment and clarity were set about open employment for people with disability as the primary and expected outcome of government funded services. Leadership included phasing out of all sub-minimum wage arrangements, implementation of policies aligning with evidence-based practice, developing policy directives and guidelines to explain the meaning of community open employment and defining quality indicators like non-work inclusion expectations for service providers (John Butterworth et al., 2024; Winsor et al., 2023).
· Attention to data based management to understand how policies affect change and outcomes over time (John Butterworth et al., 2024).
· Shift in funding models. Alignment of policies and principles like employment first with funding. Some US states funding in closed employment was de-coupled from the facility so that the person could use the funding in open employment. Shifts in funding involves costs of supporting people into open employment. Sometimes these required  higher funding rates to employment providers to achieve sustained open employment outcomes. Examples of state level changes to funding are in (Mank & Luecking, 2017).
· Expansion and innovation in transition services, school to work programs and programs to develop career prospects for older adults with disability. These programs reflected local conditions and used the evidence base e.g., specific internship programs with dedicated characteristics known to achieve employment outcomes, programs that start early and with continuous support through transition (school to work). Transition services and intervention were clearly linked in with schools, employers and the broader employment services (Avellone, Camden, Taylor, & Wehman, 2021; Bowman, McDougall, D’Alessandro, Campbell, & Curran, 2023; Christensen & Richardson, 2017; Taylor & Whittenburg, 2024; Taylor et al., 2024).
· Prioritising person-centered and directed programs for school leavers with disability. Pre-vocational programs and services ensured young people have support, expectation setting and tailored interventions in place enabling youth to gain relevant work experience, a key determinant for young people’s successful transition to open employment, as well as fostering inter-agency and cross departmental collaboration (Avellone et al., 2023; Bowman et al., 2023; Hasnain & Balcazar, 2009; Wass, Safari, Haugland, & Omland, 2021).
· Building provider capacity at different levels in the change process. For example, investment in providers of disability employment and non-work services (training and evaluation), qualifications (based within employment first principles) for employment providers and other professionals working directly with people to achieve outcomes. States like Washington and New Mexico invested in programs to train providers to implement best practice and problem solving in the field (e.g., communities of practice). Oregon state is known for its successful TTAN (Transition Technical Assistance Network) that provides statewide support for regional development and Employment First workgroup structures. 
· Investment in interagency coordination and collaboration to advance the state priority objective of economic employment rights. Inter-agency models of change were well researched across high-performing states and appear to be a well-established predictor of open employment outcomes during system transitions (John Butterworth et al., 2024, p.233; Winsor et al., 2023). An applied discussion of state level transition collaboration examples is in (Mank & Luecking, 2017).
· Addressing equity and inclusion needs of the person and working with family supporters. A growing body of US literature (Hasnain & Balcazar, 2009) identified that employment outcomes vary significantly by location and geography, family background (socio-economic, cultural and linguistic background), ethnicity and race and other social markers of diversity. Employment agencies including closed employers transitioning and employment service providers developed culturally appropriate systems and responses. Informal supporters and families were identified as central to the support of people with disability navigating complex employment systems (John Butterworth et al., 2024; Winsor et al., 2019).
Local and organisational change
Local actors, advocacy agencies and providers of closed and other disability employment services had a responsibility and role to play. Rogan and Rinne (2011), examining the US closed employment transition process found the following practices for local and organisational change

· become informed about organisational transformation
· partner with self-advocates to promote change internally
· share success stories widely (with all stakeholders involved)
· hire and support ‘the best of staff’ for this difficult change process
· promote the ‘highest expectations’ 
· address resistance to change (within organisations).
Guidance for organisational system change based on experiences from closed employer transitions towards open employment practices are described (Lyons, Timmons, Hall, Enein-Donovan, & Kamau, 2022; Timmons, Kamau, Lyons, & Enein-Donovan, 2019).

[bookmark: _Toc205804206]Conclusion about transforming closed employment systems
The review identified evidence about transitioning away from sheltered workshop systems to models that achieve open employment outcomes for people with disability. The literature on closed employment transitions to integrated employment models is sparse. Few examples of closure and transition are described and detailed in the international literature. Most of the literature included focused on closure and transition research in North America (United States and Canada). 
Examples of closures emphasised successfully achieving economic participation through employment first principles and interventions (finding a work placement in mainstream employment first, with tailored on the job training) and customised employment (based on a person’s interests, preferences, employment goals and support needs). These approaches achieve higher or equal open employment outcomes compared to train then place models. 
The review found that people connected to any type of segregated employment service or training model, including sheltered workshops, did not obtain any employment advantage, job readiness (see Taylor et al., 2023 for a systematic review of the evidence). On the contrary, people previously connected to closed employment were more likely to earn lower wages or regress in their career prospects over time compared to peers with similar level of disability without connections to congregate settings (Cimera, 2011; Taylor et al., 2023). 
Some USA closed employer organisations transitioned away from sub-minimum wages, using a variety of models including social enterprises or initial small group work. Achieving integrated employment outcomes for people with intellectual disability remains mixed, as evidenced by the long-term national open employment trends (Winsor et al., 2025; Winsor et al., 2019).
Social integrated enterprise models (WISE) have an evidence-base for achieving economic participation rights for economically and socially excluded groups, with literature reviews on the European and North American contexts (Lysaght & Krupa, 2011; Lysaght et al., 2018). They may potentially be useful for transitioning closed employment (Lysaght et al., 2018). The literature about the diversity of WISE models was vague about which the models originated from sheltered workshops, so no case studies from this research were included in the review. 
Some people leaving closed employment did not enter open employment for various reasons. Given the option and choice, some older people joined programs for older people, other people engaged in volunteering and community centred activities, art and creative programs and other non-work activities in the community similar to that of the broader population. In some medium and large USA providers, some people shifted from closed employment to non-work programs, either congregate or community based. 
Not included in this review was the growing evidence-base on organisational characteristics, strategic decisions and process learnings from closing and converting congregate, sub-minimum wage employment settings into integrated models (Kamau & Timmons, 2018; Renauer, 2021; Rogan & Rinne, 2011; Timmons et al., 2019). The organisational elements for driving organisational change and transformation of closed employment are (Kamau & Timmons, 2018), 
· Clear and consistent goals
· Agency culture that supports inclusion 
· Active, person-centered job placement 
· A strong internal and external communication plan
· Reallocated and restructured resources
· Ongoing professional development of staff
· Customer focus and engagement 
· Performance measurement, quality assurance and program oversight
· Holistic approach 
· Multiple and diverse community partnerships. 
Aspects of these organisational elements were evident in the case studies included in the review (Appendix). The commitment to closure, commitment to change and clarity of goals were visible in the transformation examples of the Independence Association and Life Skills Foundation. 
Lessons from the international transformation case studies into open employment for the Australian context
1. Transformation requires a commitment to cease closed employment at a fixed date, often triggered by a policy imperative.
2. Transformation takes time and occurs gradually. Some organisations moved directly to employment first or customised employment models or training by mainstream providers to avoid a second transition. Some organisations initially used group work models or enclaves. Over time such transitional approaches were reduced and replaced with personalised job placements based on the persons strengths and interests (p.74). 
3. Transformation relies on partnerships with other organisations and employers to access other forms of support funding, including employment support, schools and vocational training.
[bookmark: _Toc205804207]References 
Avellone, L., Camden, J., Taylor, J., & Wehman, P. (2021). Employment Outcomes for Students with Intellectual Disabilities in Postsecondary Education Programs: A Scoping Review. Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability, 34(3), 223-238. doi:https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1325428
Avellone, L., Taylor, J., Ham, W., Schall, C., Wehman, P., Brooke, V., & Strauser, D. (2023). A scoping review on internship programs and employment outcomes for youth and young adults with intellectual and developmental disabilities. Rehabilitation Counselors and Educators Journal, 12(1). doi:https://doi.org/10.52017/001c.38785
Barraket, J., Qian, J., & Riseley, E. (2019). Social Enterprise: A people-centred approach to employment services. Retrieved from https://assets.csi.edu.au/assets/research/Social-Enterprise-A-People-Centred-Approach-to-Employment-Services-Report.pdf
Bowman, L. R., McDougall, C., D’Alessandro, D., Campbell, J., & Curran, C. J. (2023). The creation and implementation of an employment participation pathway model for youth with disabilities. Disability and Rehabilitation, 45(24), 4156-4164. doi:10.1080/09638288.2022.2140846
Butterworth, J., & Fesko, S. (1998). Conversion to Integrated Employment: Case Studies of Organizational Change_Vol 1. Retrieved from Boston, Institute for Community Inclusion (UAP), Children's Hospital www.communityinclusion.org
Butterworth, J., & Fesko, S. (1999). The Successes and Struggles of Closing a Facility-Based Employment Service. Retrieved from Boston, Institute for Community Inclusion: https://www.communityinclusion.org/publications/
Butterworth, J., Fesko, S. L., & Ma, V. (2000). Because it was the right thing to do: Changeover from facility based services to community employment. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 14(1), 23-35. doi:10.3233/jvr-2000-00066
Butterworth, J., Winsor, J. E., Kamau, E., Migliore, A., & Mahoehney, D. (2024). The State of Employment for People With IDD: Implications for Practice, Policy, and Equity. Intellectual and developmental disabilities, 62(3), 225–240. doi:10.1352/1934-9556-62.3.225
Campbell, P., Joyce, A., Crosbie, J., & Wilson, E. (2024). Connecting Pathways to Employment with the Work Integration Social Enterprise (WISE) model: final report. Swinburne University of Technology. doi:https://doi.org/10.25916/sut.26378302
Christensen, J. J., & Richardson, K. (2017). Project SEARCH workshop to work: Participant reflections on the journey through career discovery. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 46, 341-354. doi:10.3233/JVR-170871
Cimera, R. E. (2011). Does being in sheltered workshops improve the employment outcomes of supported employees with intellectual disabilities? Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 35, 21-27. doi:10.3233/JVR-2011-0550
Citron, T., Brooks-Lane, N., Crandell, D., Brady, K., Cooper, M., & Revell, G. (2008). A revolution in the employment process of individuals with disabilities: Customized employment as the catalyst for system change. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 28(3), 169-179. Retrieved from https://worksupport.com/documents/citron_JVR2008%2828%29.pdf
Dague, B. (2012). Sheltered employment, sheltered lives: Family perspectives of conversion to community-based employment. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 37(1), 1-11. doi:10.3233/JVR-2012-0595
Dague, B. (2018). There's no sheltered workshops in Vermont. Retrieved from https://www.downsyndrome.org.au/voice/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2020/03/There-is-no-sheltered-workshops-in-Vermont-Voice-August-2018.pdf
Devane, D., Hamel, C., Gartlehner, G., Nussbaumer-Streit, B., Griebler, U., Affengruber, L., . . . Garritty, C. (2024). Key concepts in rapid reviews: an overview. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 175, 111518. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2024.111518
Domin, D., & Butterworth, J. (2013). The role of community rehabilitation providers in employment for persons with intellectual and developmental disabilities: Results of the 2010–2011 national survey. Intellectual and developmental disabilities, 51(4), 215-225. 
Fesko, S., & Butterworth, J. (1999). Conversion to Integrated Employment: Case Studies of Organizational Change_Vol 2. Retrieved from 
Hasnain, R., & Balcazar, F. E. (2009). Predicting community-versus facility-based employment for transition- aged young adults with disabilities: The role of race, ethnicity, and support systems. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 31(3), 175-188. doi:10.3233/jvr-2009-0487
Hutchinson, C., & Alexander, J. (2023). Jigsaw Social Impact Framework Stages 1 & 2 Report: Literature review and theory of change. 
Hutchinson, C., Lester, L., Coram, V., Flatau, P., & Goodwin-Smith, I. (2024). Beyond the bottom line: assessing the social return on investment of a disability-inclusive social enterprise. SOCIAL ENTERPRISE JOURNAL, 20(5), 951-968. doi:10.1108/SEJ-08-2023-0101
Inge, K. J., Wehman, P., Revell, G., Erickson, D., Butterworth, J., & Gilmore, D. (2009). Survey results from a national survey of community rehabilitation providers holding special wage certificates. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 30(2), 67-85. doi:10.3233/jvr-2009-0454
Kamau, E., & Timmons, J. (2018). A Roadmap to Competitive Integrated Employment: Strategies for Provider Transfomation. Bringing Employment First to Scale. Retrieved from Institute for Community Inclusion, Issue No. 20: https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED603602.pdf
Lyons, O., Timmons, J., Hall, A., Enein-Donovan, L., & Kamau, E. (2022). The Benefits of Active, Person-Centered Job Placement: Results from Service Providers Undergoing Organizational Transformation Away from Sheltered Employment. Intellectual and developmental disabilities, 60(3), 234-245. doi:10.1352/1934-9556-60.3.234
Lysaght, R., & Krupa, T. (2011). Social Business: Advancing the Viability of a Model for Economic and Occupational Justice for People with Disabilities. Project Final Report (Phase 1). Retrieved from https://www.researchgate.net/publication/317416463_Social_Business_Advancing_the_Viability_of_a_Model_for_Economic_and_Occupational_Justice_for_People_with_DisabilitiesProject_Final_Report_-_Phase_1Enter_title
Lysaght, R., Krupa, T., & Bouchard, M. (2018). The Role of Social Enterprise in Creating Work Options for People With Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities. Journal on Developmental Disabilities, 23(3). 
Mank, D., & Luecking, R. (2017). Employment First. State Transformation Guide. 10 Critical Areas to Increase Competitive Integrated Employment. Retrieved from https://leadcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/E1st-State-Transformation-Guide.pdf
Metzel, D. S., Boeltzig, H., Butterworth, J., Sulewski, J. S., & Gilmore, D. S. (2007). Achieving community membership through community rehabilitation provider services: Are we there yet? Intellectual and developmental disabilities, 45(3), 149-160. doi:10.1352/1934-9556(2007)45[149:Acmtcr]2.0.Co;2
Migliore, A., Mank, D., Grossi, T., & Rogan, P. (2007). Integrated employment or sheltered workshops: Preferences of adults with intellectual disabilities, their families, and staff. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 26(1), 5-19. doi:10.3233/JVR-2007-00358
Nettles, J. L. (2013). From sheltered workshops to integrated employment: A long transition. LC Journal of Special Education, 8(1), 9. doi:10.1111/bld.12414
Nøkleby, H., Blaasvær, N., & Berg, R. C. (2018). Supported employment for people with disabilities: a systematic review (Vol. 4): National Institute of Public Health, Division of Health Services.
O’Connor, P., & Meinhard, A. (2014). Work Integration Social Enterprises (WISEs): Their Potential Contribution to Labour Market (Re-)Integration of At Risk Populations. Retrieved from http://sess.ca/wp-content/uploads/Work-Integration-and-Social-Enterprises.pdf
Phoenix, J. A., & Bysshe, T. (2015). Transitions: A Case Study of the Conversion from Sheltered Workshops to Integrated Employment in Maine. George Washington University, Milken Institute School of Public Health. Retrieved from https://studylib.net/doc/18509308/transitions--a-case-study-of-the-conversion-from
Renauer, R. (2021). A Vocational Community Rehabilitation Program Case Study: Identification of Effective Organizational and Service Delivery Practices for Workers with Disabilities: Michigan State University.
Rogan, P., & Rinne, S. (2011). National call for organizational change from sheltered to integrated employment. Intellect Dev Disabil, 49(4), 248-260. doi:10.1352/1934-9556-49.4.248
Smith, P., McVilly, K. R., McGillivray, J., & Chan, J. (2018). Developing open employment outcomes for people with an intellectual disability utilising a Social Enterprise Framework. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 48, 59-77. doi:10.3233/JVR-170916
Smith, P., Rhodes, P., Pavlidis, L., Alexander, J., & McVilly, K. R. (2019). Transitioning Australian Disability Enterprises to open employment community hubs using the Australian legislative framework. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 50, 263-271. doi:10.3233/JVR-191006
Sulewski, J. S., Timmons, J. C., Lyons, O., Lucas, J., Vogt, T., & Bachmeyer, K. (2017). Organizational transformation to integrated employment and community life engagement. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 46(3), 313-320. doi:10.3233/jvr-170867
Taylor, J., Avellone, L., Wehman, P., & Brooke, V. (2023). The efficacy of competitive integrated employment versus segregated employment for persons with disabilities: A systematic review. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 58(1), 63-78. doi:10.3233/JVR-221225
Taylor, J., & Whittenburg, H. N. (2024). The promise and the challenge of pre-employment transition services: The Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act after ten years. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 60(2), 157-161. doi:10.3233/jvr-240002
Taylor, J., Whittenburg, H. N., Avellone, L., Rios, Y. C., Park, S., Poppen, M., & Tansey, T. (2024). The Impact of Pre-Employment Transition and Individualized Vocational Rehabilitation Services on Employment Outcomes for Youth With Disabilities. Career Development and Transition for Exceptional Individuals. doi:10.1177/21651434241239967
Timmons, J. C., Kamau, E., Lyons, O., & Enein-Donovan, L. (2019). Provider strategies on ten elements of organizational transformation. Journal of Vocational rehabilitation, 50(3), 307-316. doi:10.3233/JVR-191012
UN Committe on the Rights of Persons with Disability. (2019). Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities reviews report of Australia. Retrieved from https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2019/09/committee-rights-persons-disabilities-reviews-report-australia
Varker, T., Forbes, D., Dell, L., Weston, A., Merlin, T., Hodson, S., & O'Donnell, M. (2015). Rapid evidence assessment: increasing the transparency of an emerging methodology. Journal of Evaluation in Clinical Practice, 21(6), 1199-1204. doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/jep.12405
Wass, S., Safari, M. C., Haugland, S., & Omland, H. O. (2021). Transitions from school to sheltered employment in Norway – Experiences of people with intellectual disabilities. British Journal of Learning Disabilities, 49(3), 373-382. doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/bld.12414
Winsor, J. (2010). Improving integrated employment outcomes: How states demonstrate commitment, build system capacity, and support choice: Dissertation, Doctor of Philosophy, University of Massachusetts, Boston.
Winsor, J., Landa, C., Hall, A. C., Narby, C., & Kamau, E. (2023). Pushing the Integrated Employment Agenda: Employment Systems Partners and the High-Performing States Model. Intellectual and developmental disabilities, 61(4), 292-306. doi:10.1352/1934-9556-61.4.292
Winsor, J., Shepard, J., Zalewska, A., Domin, D., Migliore, A., Wedeking, R., . . . Butterworth, J. (2025). State Data: The national report on employment services and outcomes through 2022. Retrieved from 
Winsor, J., Timmons, J., Butterworth, J., Migliore, A., Domin, D., Zalewska, A., & Shepard, J. (2019). StateData: The national report on employment services and outcomes. Retrieved from Boston, MA: University of Massachusetts Boston, Institute for Community Inclusion: 
Winsor, J., Timmons, J., Butterworth, J., Migliore, A., Domin, D., Zalewska, A., & Shepard, J. (2021). StateData: The national report on employment services and outcomes through 2018. Retrieved from Institute for Community Inclusion (UCEDD): https://scholarworks.umb.edu/ici_pubs/132/




106
Social Policy Research Centre UNSW 2025 
[bookmark: _Toc205804208]Appendix: Closed employment transformation case studies 
Transformation case study 1
	Independence Association Maine
John Butterworth and Fesko (1998) conducted research into transformation of organisations that previously delivered closed employment and (non-work day programmes) to examine organisational characteristics and identify factors for successful transformation. 
One such case study was the Independence Association in Maine (Brunswick). The organisation was established in the 1960s by a group of parents. The organisation provided predominantly services to people with intellectual disability. Previously they had delivered sheltered employment in a wood working program and as sub-contract work in a sheltered workshop. 
As a small organisation Independence Association had the following key characteristics, 
· a small provider (with an annual operating budget of $2.2 million)
· provided employment services to over 100 people
· 60 people who received day services from the association and had paid jobs in the community (mostly individual jobs and 8 people worked in small group) some people received ongoing job coaching and employment support 
· The association received funding from diverse sources
· The local community was tourism focused 
· Most staff were trained to provide both job development and on the job coaching
· The organisation also run a small artist cooperative exhibiting locally
· Provided residential services (20 housing units)
· Employed a ‘school transition’ coordinator to help address needs for young people 
Transition learnings and processes, 
· The transition to closing the sheltered workshop occurred gradually over 10 years
· the focus was on meeting the need ‘one person at a time’ rather than about the closure 
· closing the workshop was ‘difficult for some staff’ and new staff were recruited to assist in the system change
· Two transitional employment sites were established, with the plan for people to train in the community setting then move on to other similar work, but not all of these transitions were successful, as people were successful and happy in their jobs they were not interested to ‘move on’ to other jobs in the community 
· Staff were involved in state-wide initiatives to bolster integrated employment and build staff capacity
· The majority of community jobs were individual jobs in some cases two people worked together in the same workplace
· All people in paid work were earning above minimum wages. Except for one employment site where people were paid based on their output. 



Transformation case study 2
	Bonney Enterprises 
John Butterworth and Fesko (1998, p.5-30) examined organisational transformation into more integrated employment models, Bonney Enterprises a small disability providers in Corvallis, Oregon was one of six case studies.
The organisation was characterised by,
· The social enterprise was established in 1969 for people with significant disability 
· Their mission was to enhance the quality of life of adults with disability 
· Bonney Enterprises used a participatory management approach, supporting 70 people with disability with job support and around 15 people in other programs (for older people). Most people had more severe disability
Transition process and learnings
· The closed workshop closure occurred over 5 years
· The organisation purchased free-standing business to offer community employment to people with significant disability
· About 50% of the organisation’s income post-transition was derived from the social enterprises and the other half from different sources of government funding
· The social businesses included a bakery, bookbindery, landscaping and courier services and others
· Some business based in the community, like the bakery or landscaping, offer more opportunity for interaction with other people
· The remaining business (packaging) offered fewer interactions and ‘resembled small sheltered workshops’ (in the packaging business 8 people with disability supervised by a person without disability) 
· Landscaping business: Vans would pick up a small number of people with disability and drive people to the work sites (local parks) where they perform jobs in small teams. 
· The social enterprise was focused to develop ‘natural supports’ at the work sites 
· People who had previously worked in the workshop reported they were more satisfied with the work tasks and wages received (there was no information about the wages people received in the social enterprises).
· Family members were satisfied with the more community integrated work opportunities. 



Transformation case study 3
	Life Skills Foundation 
Life Skills Foundation, originally founded by a group of families, was the first organisation to offer services outside of state disability support in Missouri State. Over 30 years the organisation grew into a large multi-site and multi-service organisation with a budget over $8 million in 1996. Life Skill’s mission statement emphasised the independence and choices of people with disability (Fesko & Butterworth, 1999, p.29-47).
The organisation was characterised by,
· Servicing over 1,100 people with disability (day programs, community support, independent living support and employment services). 
· Funding was from a range of sources, the local council and Department of Vocational Rehabilitation. 
· The organisation received financial donations and volunteers through the local community.
· Catalysts for change were values based, the commitment to change was shared across all levels of management. 
· post-transition/ closure of sheltered work supported 207 people with their employment goals, including 128 people in longer term job retention working in the community. 
· In 1995, 57% of people in open employment (supported through Life Skills Foundation) earned an average hourly wage of $5.41 (compared to the average wage of $4.65 across Missouri state for people in integrated employment).
Transition process and learnings, 
· Transition occurred over 6 years (1989 -1995). During that time, Life Skills closed all sheltered employment, the group training programs and discontinued group supported employment contracts (enclaves, where up to 54 people worked in small groups) 
· People were offered time-limited skills training for around 3-6 months, in simulated and/or paid contract work in industries that met the persons’ work goals.
· For example, the Marriott Hotel was one ‘real world’ training site. People trained on the job in the industry, later they were supported to have paid work in the hotel industry. 
· Closing the sheltered workshops incurred a financial loss, the surplus provided a surplus that enabled Life Skills to start a residential program.
· The change over process (loss of income) was covered through fundraising and renting out spaces. 
· Many staff (from the closed sections) did not continue their employment, of 12 staff only 2 remained post-transition. Other staff remember the period as ‘stressful and confusing’. 
· Parents seemed less concerned, those who preferred closed employment moved to other organisations. The initial transition was gradual which removed some of the concerns and fears. Families were not involved in the decision to close sheltered workshops. 
· Life Skills used job mentors and consultants, a month long discovery process, where participants had the opportunity to try out work in different community sites (37 employers and industries where the organisation had relationships). On the job support was provided, followed by job retention support. 
· Once a person was established at work, job coaches assessed the workplace for ‘natural supports’ other people near the workplace and colleagues/managers working at the same place
· Life Skills established itself as an employment service foremost. The organisation did not provide people transitioning out of sheltered employment ‘in between jobs’. This decision was to ensure clarity and direction for all.
Senior management and other stakeholders identified the critical change processes that worked for Life Skills Foundation: they were committed to take action, without all the planning, prepared to take one some risk (due to the limited time spent in preparing all stakeholders for the changeover), strong valued and clarity of the commitment among all staff, maintaining an ‘outward focus’ connecting to learning and regional resources and relationships. 
Post transition challenges identified, 
· Funding actual costs of some services were not fully covered/met ($22/hour for job coaching was insufficient and the difference between DVR funds and true costs were covered by council grants)
· Meeting the employment needs of people with more significant disability 



Transformation case study 4
	Four large providers eliminating sub-minimum wages
Kamau and Timmons (2018) research focuses on organisational change and transformation towards integrated employment models. The paper presents a ‘roadmap’ with practical applicable strategies for organisational transformation and closure of congregate employment (no information was available about the business characteristics of each organisation, the included information has been taken from the organisation’s websites). 
The four selected case study providers who no longer used sub-minimum wage and supported a majority of people with intellectual disability were: The Arc of Westchester (New York State); At Work! (Washington State); Work Inc. (Rhode Island) and Penn-Mar Human Services (Maryland and Pennsylvania) (Kamau & Timmons, 2018).
The Arc of Westchester, established by a small group of parents in 1949, they delivered services to over 2,000 people with intellectual disability of all ages and employed 700 staff. The services operated across New York state.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  About Us | The Arc Westchester] 

· The Arc is one of the largest non-profit organisations in the state of NY working with people with disability, with an annual revenue of $55 million
· In 2014 they closed all sheltered workshops by supporting people to develop skills to find meaningful work in the community
· The Arc provides a wide range of services across the lifespan: from early childhood, school transition support, recreation, wellness centre, career development, employment services, residential services, day services and others. 
· Arc of Westchester also has a registered independent corporation to raise funds and donations. 
At Work! based in Washington State is a non-profit organisation established in 1962[footnoteRef:12]. The organisation’s website noted that the organisation is ‘passionate about fostering inclusive workplaces, building connections and creating meaningful employment opportunities’.  [12:  AtWork! – Changing the Face of Employment!] 

· Operated 3 commercial enterprises delivering landscaping, food preparation and production services (packaging, scanning, documentation). These contracts were funded through the AbilityOne Federal contract that required 75% of the labour to be completed by people with disability. Part of the surplus from these enterprises was used to cover the gap in funding to deliver At Work! Services more broadly.
· At Work!’s services included: employment services, transition School-to-Work programs and inclusion services like day programs. 
· At Work!’s income was through government grants and income earned through the social enterprises.
Work Inc. in Rhode Island was a dedicated non-profit organisation with the stated mission to promote self-sufficiency and quality of life for people with disability.
· According to their website they were the largest employer of people with disability in the region, serving over 1500 people with disability, with an operating budget of 60 million[footnoteRef:13]. [13:  ABOUT US — WORK Inc.] 

· Similar to other large providers, Work Inc. provided a diverse range of services: day programs, residential services, supported living, shared living and employment support. 
· Employment services included, vocational evaluation, community based work experience, job preparation, job development and placement and job retention support, time limited job coaching and travel training as needed. 
· The website provided no further information on the closure of congregate employment. 
Penn-Mar Human Services in Maryland and Pennsylvania were originally established by a group of 12 families in 1981. The organisation provides services to close to 2,000 young people and adults with disability across multiple locations and service offerings. 
· Penn-Marr was a large provider with an annual operating budget of $50 million 
· The non-profit organisation delivered: customised employment and other services, low intensity services for people living in the community (community living), day programs, youth transition programs, family and peer support, respite services and employment services. 
· According to their website, they supported around 100 people with intellectual disability in open employment jobs in the community. 





Transformation case study 5
	MetroWest Human Services, Massachusetts
MetroWest was started by a group of families in the early 1950’s. In 1985 the organisation was delivering supports to 300 people. Later the organisation merged with an agency providing support to people with mental ill-health. At the time of the case study review many of the people with disability lived in congregate care and attended day services with MetroWest Human Services. 
The organisation was characterised by,
· They provide employment support services
· Community Options program that assists people to take part in volunteering and recreational activities 
Transition process and learnings, 
· During the transformation to integrated employment MetroWest started providing individual job placements also small group work, 40 people wanted work in the community but the first attempt of finding community jobs was unsuccessful 
· In 1994 the closed employment workshop was discontinued
· The majority of people started in community non-work activities across 6 sites.
· Families, people and staff were frustrated with the lack of employment opportunities for people who wanted to work
· After the closure of the workshop and with a program like Community Connections delivering non-work activities staff time was freed up to dedicate towards finding individual community jobs
· At the time of the review 80% of the people in the employment service of MetroWest (there was no data on the total number of people they supported across the service and/or the employment arm) were in individual community jobs
· People not in paid work were continuing in the Community Connections day program
· The closure was driven by financial incentives (organisation had to change due to lack of funding). 
· Management had set a clear cut off date for the closure (sheltered workshop)
· The management were clear that another approach, as suggested by many, to continue “moving out” 10 people at the time into community work or non-work, would have “it [transition] would never have worked” (Fesko & Butterworth, 1999, p.51).
Key lessons from the transformation 
· Leadership of middle management drove the change process, with the support from the board
· Funders were supportive of the transition
· Setting up Community Connections was essential to make the transition feasible, people who were not participating in paid work had options and activities



Transformation case study 6
	Cobb and Douglas Community Services 
Cobb and Douglas are a public state agency in Georgia that provided services to over 14,000 people in 2006 including people living with mental illness, intellectual disability and substance use. In 2001 the organisation applied for a Customized Employment Grant through the Department of Labour and Disability employment (Citron et al., 2008). 
There was no information available in the article if the service maintained a sheltered workshop, also there was no detail about the number of people in any form of employment prior to the grant.
The Customised employment grant, ‘Project Exceed’ aimed to achieve open employment in the community using customised employment strategies for 40 people with intellectual disability. 
Outcomes from Project Exceed included,
· 198 people with intellectual disability (n=85) and mental illness (n=77) found open employment in the community
· 21 people were aged over 50 years
· Negotiations with employers about tailoring and adapting the work position were crucial to the successful employment outcomes
· 59 people stated a small/micro business (self-employment)
· Wages ranged from $5.15 to $40 per hour, the average wage was $8.00 per hour, on average participants worked 15-20 hours (Citron et al., 2008). 
The purpose of the paper was to demonstrate approach to staff capacity building and organisational features conducive to achieving economic participation rights for participants. 




Transformation case study 7
	Transformation of sheltered employment providers in Maine
Phoenix and Bysshe (2015) examined the early policy and social conditions surrounding the transformation of 7 sheltered employment providers in Maine. The study interviewed a small number of participants in addition to analysis of administrative data. The impact of the sheltered workshop conversion in Maine on people with disability was that their employment status diversified post-transition and number of hours worked for pay reduced. Some community jobs were not sustained due to the lack of funding and adequate support for the person at work.
The main policy lessons from the Phoenix & Bysshe (2015) transformation research included, 
· Financial systems (federal funding streams) needed flexibility to allow states to allocate sufficient resources towards services that deliver and develop open employment outcomes
· Providers of closed employment require sufficient training, planning, vision setting and technical assistance to succeed at the transition
· Peer to peer training was effective. People who had left closed settings and were successful in community jobs raised expectations and shared their stories in workshops yet to transition.
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