[image: image1.jpg]EuroSAT

VIl Kongres Krakow 2008




THEME 3:  AUDIT OF SOCIAL PROGRAMMES 


AUDIT OF PROGRAMMES FOR PROFESSIONAL INTEGRATION OF THE DISABLED 

DISCUSSION PAPER

UNITED KINGDOM
 NATIONAL AUDIT OFFICE


 [image: image2.jpg]National Audit Office




London, March 2008

Audit of programmes for the professional integration of the disabled
Discussion paper

1.    This paper considers the subject of the professional integration of people with disabilities into the workplace. In particular, it examines:

· the approach of governments in the EUROSAI region to helping people with disabilities to find and keep employment;

· the type of audits of these programmes undertaken by EUROSAI SAIs and their main findings; 

· common difficulties encountered in carrying out these audits, and possible solutions; and

· possible points for discussion at the EUROSAI Congress. 

The paper is based on an analysis of a survey completed by 26 SAIs and examination of relevant literature. The authors are grateful to colleagues from SAI Estonia, Iceland, Sweden and Switzerland for their help in developing the Theme and to all the SAIs which completed the survey.

Introduction and overview of SAI activity

2.   Auditing how governments spend public money on improving the welfare of their people is an important challenge for Supreme Audit Institutions (SAIs). The scale of the expenditure involved, as well as the importance of the programmes developed by governments to the beneficiaries leads many SAIs to devote considerable resources to auditing social programmes.
3.   All governments provide some forms of assistance to people with disabilities to help them find work. Such assistance can mean the difference between dependence and independence, and can offer the opportunity to contribute fully to society. Within European Union and OECD countries on average roughly one in seven people are classified as disabled
, and this proportion is rising in many countries. There are also increasing numbers of people claiming state financial support because, for reasons associated with their disability, they are not in paid employment. Once they have started to claim support, many people do not return to employment
. 
4.   The benefits of working for people with disabilities are well established. As well as earning money, they include developing confidence and new skills, improving health and meeting people.  Governments across the EUROSAI region spend significant amounts of money on programmes to support people with disabilities find and stay in work. These programmes can take a compensation based approach (providing financial assistance as an alternative to work) or integration based approach (aiming to help people with disabilities find and keep employment), or a mixture of the two. They may be delivered by central government, local government, private companies, or not for profit organisations. Often they are delivered by a combination of these organisations. 
5.   Across the EUROSAI region, SAIs undertake a wide range of work to audit programmes to support disabled people. Some carry out financial audits, whilst a smaller proportion have carried out performance audits. Others have done very little on this area, especially where these programmes are not delivered by central government. Where SAIs have carried out work, they have encountered a range of challenges. These have included poor quality or incomplete data, the difficulties of auditing in an area involving medical judgements about eligibility, the organisational complexity of the way some programmes are delivered, sensitivities associated with the subject area, and difficulties in assessing the impact of interventions to help people find work. 
The background to SAI work: programmes for professional integration of the disabled
Definitions of disability 
6.   The definition of disability varies across the EUROSAI region. Anti-discrimination legislation  tends to define a disability in terms of ‘impairment’. Where SAIs gave examples of the legal definitions used in their country, about half (47%) described an impairment resulting in reduced functional capacity. Disability is most often defined as a current physical, mental or intellectual impairment.
7.    Half of the SAIs responding to the survey said that their country uses the same definition of a disability for both anti-discrimination legislation and for setting out entitlement to state support. In countries where the definitions are different, that used to decide entitlement to state support tends to be the narrower. The extra conditions to qualify for state support can include, for example, an assessment of the extent to which the applicant’s work capacity is affected, or a requirement that the assessment of disability is made by a particular group or body. In 88% of responses, a state-appointed doctor makes this assessment. Where there is an additional requirement for assessment, the number of people who receive state support will be lower than the number of people entitled to protection from discrimination.
 

Approaches to integrating disabled people into the workplace
8.   SAIs are required to examine a wide range of government activities in their audit work. OECD have classified programmes to support working age people with disabilities as integration based (helping people to find a keep jobs), or compensation based (providing financial assistance as an alternative to work)
. Figure 1 below explains some of the most commons forms of integration assistance. 
Figure 1: Types of support to help disabled people into work

	Activity
	
	Activity
	

	Job search
	Help to find appropriate work through vacancy matching, CV and interview preparation.
	Sheltered employment
	An enterprise established specifically to employ people with disabilities.

	Adaptation of the workplace
	Adaptations specifically required to attend or carry out paid employment such as specialist chairs or computer equipment.
	In-work support


	Assistance to those in work to help them remain in work such as assistance in dealing with changes in work patterns.


	Direct wage subsidies
	Subsidies to employers to make up for a presumed productivity differential encountered when employing a disabled person.
	Training
	Additional training over above that normally provided, to enable a disabled person to undertake work.

	Employers having responsibility for work retention
	Obligations on employers to support disabled person so that they are able to remain in work.
	Self-employment
	Assistance to disabled people to allow them to set up in business.


9.   The survey asked SAIs to classify the extent to which these programmes were considered to be of ‘high’, ‘medium’ or ‘low’ importance in their countries, both in terms of the number of participants and the scale of expenditure. In terms of participant numbers, ‘job search’ support was ranked a ‘high’ priority by more countries than any other type of programme
. Training was the second most popular high priority
 (Figure 2). In terms of total spend, training was ranked ‘high’ priority by more countries than any other type of programme
, with sheltered employment second
 (Figure 3).
Figure 2: Country programme priorities by participant numbers
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Figure 3: Country programme priorities by spend
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Reasons for integrating people with disabilities into the workforce
10.    The desire of governments to integrate people with disabilities into the workforce is generally high
. The most common reasons reported by SAIs are that disabled people ‘have a right to work’
, and that work provides additional social benefits – to individuals and the community
. Other reasons given include constitutional mandates against discrimination against disabled people (Germany), demographic developments in labour law and the employment market (Austria), and the desire to provide an improved quality of life for the disabled person (Malta). In contrast, the justifications of improving the economy and reducing benefit expenditure were considered of lesser importance.
11.    As a reflection of the desire to provide support, many governments have adopted targets. Some 60% of the 26 SAIs that responded reported specific quantitative targets in their country for the number of people with disabilities to be integrated into the workforce. These covered, for example: 

· the proportion of companies that employ people with disabilities, and the number of employees with disabilities that they employ; 

· the number of workplaces created; or

· the amount of training provided.

Around one quarter of respondents reported that their countries have no quantitative targets, but did have overall policy statements or targets for reducing unemployment, which includes unemployment amongst people with disabilities. 
	In Slovenia, new legislation was passed in 2006 (the Act on Employment Rehabilitation and Employment of Disabled persons). This created a fund for stimulating the employment of people with disabilities. Each employer is encouraged to employ people with disabilities (the target is 2% of the workforce). Companies which do not meet this target have to pay into the fund, companies which meet or exceed the target can claim money from the fund.



Rates of employment 
12.    In all EUROSAI countries that responded, the rate of employment amongst the people with disabilities is lower than the rate of employment in the population as a whole, in some cases considerably lower - by 30% in Switzerland, by 40% in Ireland and the Netherlands, and by 65% in Poland. Bringing the two figures closer together is an explicit objective of several governments (see for example, the Swedish case below).
	In Sweden, the long term target of the National Labour Market Board is that ‘the employment rate of disabled people shall in the long run be equal to the employment rate of the population as a whole. The percentage of disabled persons who are employed shall increase faster than for the workforce who is not disabled.’ Currently, the employment rate for the population as a whole is 75%, and amongst disabled people with reduced work capacity it is 52%. 
In Poland the SAI reported that the educational profile of people with disabilities was significantly different to that of the wider population. For example, 71% did not have secondary education compared to 52% of able-bodied people. They also reported that labour market data showed very low levels of employment amongst disabled people – 18.6% compared to 57% for the whole population. 



Spending on programmes

13.   Figure 4 summaries the expenditure data provided by eight countries. It shows considerable differences in disability benefits as a proportion of total benefit spend, as well in the proportion of disabled people in the overall population. In three of these eight countries, the spending on programmes was proportionately higher than the disabled population. In the other five, the spending on state support for people with disabilities was proportionately lower. The biggest variations were Sweden, where the state support for people with disabilities constitutes 1.6% of all state support, and people with disabilities make up 20% of the population, and in the Netherlands, where state support for people with disabilities constitutes 63% of the state support budget, and people with disabilities make up 25% of the population. On average, the spend on state support to unemployed people with disabilities makes up 20.14% of the total state support budget, and people with disabilities make up on average 17.7% of the population. 
Figure 4: Spending on disability benefits 
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14.    The amount spent on programmes for the professional reintegration of people with disabilities varies considerably between countries: from €500,000 (Slovenia) to €20bn (UK), with an average spend of around €4bn. The amount of money spent per 1000 people with disabilities ranges from €312,000 (Cyprus) to €17,152,670 (Norway). The average spend per 1000 people is €4,552,540. 
Audits of programmes carried out by SAIs

15.    Auditing of programmes to help disabled people takes many forms. Of the 26 SAIs that responded to the survey, 23 have carried some audit work directly or indirectly linked to disability. Of these, 20 have carried out financial audits of the accounts of bodies providing state support to disabled people, and 13 SAIs have carried out performance audits. 

Focus of the audits of support for disabled people
16.   Half of the SAIs which reported undertaking work on support for disabled people (12 in total) have carried out work directly concerning the integration of the disabled into the workplace
. A third of these have carried out financial audits of integration programmes, and two thirds have undertaken performance audits of the programmes. The focus of these audits has included the overall set of programmes and schemes provided by government (see UK example below); the role of sheltered workshops (see Poland example); subsidies for employers; job assistance support; the role of training in helping disabled people develop skills (see Germany example below).
	Some examples of compliance and performance audits

In Poland the SAI undertakes an annual audit of the implementation of the financial plan of the State Fund for Rehabilitation of the Disabled (PFRON), carried out within the State Budget audit. In addition, it has undertaken 8 relevant compliance audits to check that regulations are complied with. Examples include ‘Organisation and financing of rehabilitation stays from resources of the State Fund’, ‘Functioning of sheltered security agencies’ and the ‘Organisation and financing of occupational therapy workshops with the use of finances from the State Fund.’

In the United Kingdom, in 2004 the SAI undertook an examination of the specialist employment programmes and schemes to help disabled people to find and retain work. It also examined whether these activities were effective at getting disabled people into work and helping them sustain and retain employment, whether the programmes were of suitable quality and easy to access, and whether they were cost-effective. The justification for the work by the NAO was the low levels of employment amongst disabled people; 50 per cent compared to 75 per cent in the working age population as a whole. The UK Government was committed to increasing the proportion of the population in work, and to meet this target needed to assist more disabled people to work.
In Germany, the Federal Employment Agency is responsible for providing access for young people with disabilities to schemes to which young people without disabilities also have access. As a result of audit work carried out by the Bundesrechnungshof people with disabilities who wish to undertake higher education are now referred (where appropriate) to general universities, rather than receiving funding for courses at universities that provided education only for people with disabilities. This has provided benefits in terms of social integration, as well as providing better value for money. 
The Swedish SAI examined whether labour market policy measures aimed at the functionally disabled with reduced work capacity have contributed to a relative improvement of this group’s position in the labour market. One interesting aspect of this was that the audit office survey employers to assess their willingness to employ functionally disabled people. The responses indicated a huge lack of information regarding the support available, and no change in attitude since the last survey in 2000. Overall, they concluded that the position of the disabled in the labour market had not improved as a result of the initiatives.



17.   Of the 13 SAIs which have already carried out audits specifically on the topic of the integration of people with disabilities into the workforce, five have plans to carry out more.  The SAIs with plans for future work in the area are evenly split between those who have a history of disability-related work and those who have none, suggesting there is growing interest.

Reasons for carrying out audits in this field
18.   Unsurprisingly, the most important factor driving SAIs to carry out audits in the area of disability is the amount of resources used. This was mentioned by more SAIs than anything else, and also ranked as the “most important” factor by more SAIs than anything else. Another important factor is the level of public interest. Half the SAIs that responded to the survey said that this is an important factor for them in planning their future work.    


Audit findings

19.   Most SAIs reported findings specific to the arrangements in their country. Listed below are some of the observations that some SAIs have made in recent years.  

Audits have enabled SAIs to conclude on whether the funds are being spent as intended. 
	In Poland, the SAI’s audit of the programmes of tax relief for employers of people with disabilities found that only a small part of the funds were spent on statutory objectives related to rehabilitation. Instead, the money had been spent on (amongst other things) current activities, electricity charges and investments. 
The work of the SAI in Cyprus to examine the objectives and provisions of the various schemes and programmes found that they were not always complied with. In many cases, public funds were not used in the most effective way and there was irregular spending. 

In Germany, the SAI reported that Government and social insurance bodies were providing funding for facilities and projects designed to assist disabled people into work for which there was no demand or which could have been funded by the operators of the facilities from their own funds. 



SAI work can highlight significant weaknesses in programme performance.
	Many SAIs have reported on the performance of initiatives to assist disabled people and have highlighted shortcomings. For example, in the Netherlands a report on sheltered workshops concluded that programmes in this area were not effective, with only 1% of those using them finding “regular work”. In the United Kingdom, the SAI’s work showed that the Remploy factories, which provide sheltered employment were struggling to be productive, with funding per head in some businesses (average £18,000) disproportionate to the average salary paid (£11,000). In Norway, the work of the SAI revealed a steady decrease in the number of new recipients of disability pension who had tried vocational rehabilitation before being granted disability pension. In 2000, the figure had only been 1 in 7, and the SAI reported that the Ministry should be more ambitious in raising performance, particularly in those cases where there was no reason for people not to try rehabilitation first.



SAIs can highlight shortcomings in relevant legislation and the way it is implemented.

	In the Ukraine, the SAI’s compliance audit work drew attention to the legal uncertainty and lack of a clear programme for supporting disabled people into work. The Fund of Social Protection of disabled person had not ensured the proper implementation of the budget programme “The Social, Labour and Professional Rehabilitation of the Disabled Persons”. This led to inefficient use of funds and around one third of loans to other organisations over the last 10 years appeared to be poor, jeopardising their return to the government.



Some SAIs have identified high levels of bureaucracy and inadequate administrative capacity within the programme administrations.
	In Bulgaria the SAI reported on the lack of coordination in the structures which were affecting. The extension of checking and rechecking of people with limited working capacity by the Expert Medical Commission was leading to an overloading of the system. The conclusion of the work was that there was still much to be done with regard to administrative capacity of state bodies relating to integration of disabled people into the workforce. 




Difficulties in assessing the impact of programmes because of poor data
	The Netherlands SAI reported that its work on reintegration of invalidity claimants found there was no reliable information about the effects of the policy on reintegration and recommended that the minister formulate clear goals on performance and effects.  And in Norway the SAI reported in 2005 that the relevant Ministry has not set specific requirements regarding performance reporting on the transition to vocational rehabilitation.




The work of an SAI can show the impact of administrative procedures on often vulnerable people. 
	In Germany the SAI reported that the duration of administrative procedures from the time a disabled person applied for assistance to the time that suitable integration measures were started was excessive. 

The Icelandic SAI commented on the lack of fully qualified employees caring for disabled people, and that in some cases the service provided did not follow the relevant laws and regulations.

The Swedish SAI and the United Kingdom SAI both identified insufficient quality in the individual action plans prepared with disabled people going through assistance programmes, jeopardising the value of the support provided. 




Problems in auditing programmes for the professional integration of people with disabilities 
20.   The ability of SAIs to audit support for people with disabilities has been affected by a number of different problems. These problems are not unique to this particular area of work; many are ones that auditors experience routinely regardless of the field examined and the type of audit being undertaken. Figure 5 below summaries the difficulties reported. The most common were the need to consolidate different data sets, a lack of specified outcomes or targets against which to measure progress, the unreliability of the data and the lack of a measure of quality.
Figure 5: Main difficulties faced in auditing programmes to assist people with disabilities
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     Number of organisations involved in delivering programmes 

21.  The complexity of administrative arrangements has been a testing factor for SAIs. Many reported that there are a large number of organisations involved in delivering programmes to support people with disabilities re-entering the workforce. Poor communications between these bodies mean that it can be difficult to develop a clear picture of the role of all of the different organisations involved. Many are not within the traditional public sector which can make assessing performance even harder.

Availability of reliable data for audit
22.   Many of the SAIs surveyed found data reliability a problem. Seven SAIs mentioned difficulty in determining the number of participants in any given programme, and two mentioned that data was sometimes just not available. For the Russian SAI, for example, it was the most significant problem facing its audit work. One SAI (Austria) also noted that internationally accepted estimates suggest that approximately 10% of disabled people do not feature in any of statistics, suggesting a degree of hidden disability.  

23.  Where data is available, the number of organisations involved in delivering services can mean there are different datasets that must be cross referenced or combined to gain an overall understanding of the programmes. In Spain, for example, the SAI has often had to ask for data relating to the same programme from different institutions in order to overcome the lack of a unified database. Such work can be time consuming and often difficult. The UK National Audit Office faced a similar problem in trying to assess the cost effectiveness of different programmes to help disabled people into work. Auditors constructed a database by drawing on data from a range of different sources in the absence of complete administrative records.
Audit access to bodies delivering programmes

24.    The distribution of responsibility for delivery of the programmes was also a problem for some SAIs. Even where programmes are delivered at a national level, SAIs may not have access rights to carry out audits. This is a particular problem where the programmes are delivered by non-governmental organisations, either from the ‘not-for-profit’ third sector, or private companies. The position of the SAI in Germany is a case in point. It has reported that owing to the complex rules governing assistance, a variety of Government agencies and non-departmental bodies have responsibilities and those such as the constituent states, local authorities and social insurance bodies do not come under the audit mandate of the SAI. Where the work is undertaken by private sector bodies, the German SAI’s role has to be stipulated in the contract.
25.   Some of the SAIs which responded reported that the majority of the state support administration is done at a regional level, and so central agencies must collate information from all the regions in order to analyse it. SAIs in countries that are heavily decentralised face additional challenges. SAIs may not have the authority to carry out audits of the particular entities administering services to the disabled, as these may be audited by the auditors of the municipality in which they operate. In this situation, any analysis of success in integrating disabled people into employment may have to be carried out in co-operation with regional audit bodies, where the legal framework for audit allows such co-operation.
Difficulty of establishing a causal link between programmes and outcomes for disabled people
26.  Given the scale of funding for disabled work programmes, there is considerable interest in what is achieved. However, 11 SAIs reported that the programmes they audited had no specific outcome measures or targets. One factor that contributes to this is the difficulty in tracking people once they have left the programmes. This can be because of poor communication by the organisations involved, weak record keeping, or because the person does not wish to maintain communication once they have found work. A number of SAIs – for example, the German SAI - highlighted that it can also be very difficult to assess the success of a programme and the amount to which any state support (eg training) was responsible for helping people with disabilities to find sustainable employment, because of the numbers of other factors that could be involved. These could include the health of the person, the state of the employment market, and the attitudes of employers.


Attempts to overcome these problems

27.  Where SAIs are faced by problems in carrying out audits of programmes to assist people with disabilities they are trying a number of approaches to overcome them. These include: 

· Working with other audit or inspection bodies. 5 SAIs reported that they had carried out work in collaboration with other audit or inspection bodies. Of these, most found  such an approach to be helpful. The SAI in Poland, for example, cooperates with the National Labour Inspectorate and others in its audit work. 
· Working with outside specialists or experts. Four SAIs have used outside experts as part of their audits. The SAI in Switzerland, for example, worked with advisory groups made up of stakeholders in undertaking its work.  
· Cultivating good relationships with the audited entities. SAIs had tried to develop good relationships with the audited entities and those organisations that provide services to disabled people. The Norwegian SAI, for example, had taken up with the relevant ministry and subordinate agencies the issue of the difficulties of measuring the quality of provision for disabled people, although all parties recognised this was a problem.  

· Bringing together representatives of disabled representative bodies to hear their views. The NAO in the UK held an evidence gathering day, which involved bringing together representatives of many organisations involved. These discussions helped to generate a lot of interesting insights for the study, but also succeeded in bringing together a lot of different organisations, many of whom had not met before.
Summary of key issues 
28.    SAIs have an important role to play in auditing how governments spend money to assist people with disabilities to gain and retain work. These programmes are designed to help some of the most vulnerable in society. Overall, the review has shown that SAIs are assisting governments to make the most of their resources by highlighting inefficiencies, the incorrect use of funds and poor performance.  
29.  The review has revealed some clear differences in the work undertaken by SAIs in the audit of programmes for the professional integration of people with disabilities. The situation appears to vary according to the legal definitions of disability, the role of central and local government in delivering support to unemployed people with disabilities, the objectives of the SAI and its audit mandate, as well as the priority it has attached to these programmes. 
30.   However, SAIs are faced by many common challenges. These include the complexity of the methods for delivering these programmes, the difficulty in measuring the success of these programmes, and the lack of available data.  
POINTS FOR DISCUSSION

The EUROSAI Congress is invited to consider the following points for discussion.
A.   Encouraging good administrative practice: The scale of the funds used for work programmes for disabled people means that SAIs have an important responsibility for ensuring that funds are spent as intended and not directed into other activities. The Congress might wish to consider whether there is merit in a common set of priorities for good administration in this area; for example, they might include encouraging governments to introduce clear legislation and regulations, designing robust and transparent decision-making arrangements for assessing eligibility, and maintaining clear and accurate records of support provided to individuals.  
B.   Collaborating with other auditors and inspectors: Auditors in some jurisdictions may not be able to audit work programmes on their own and may need to collaborate with other organisations in discharging their duties. The case of support for disabled people raises the wider issue for SAIs as to how they can collaborate most effectively with other auditors in an area such as disabled work programmes. Who are appropriate bodies ? How can information be shared most effectively ? How can programmes of work best be co-ordinated ?
C.   Having the right skills and securing specialist assistance: Auditors cannot question the medical judgements on which decisions will have been made about eligibility for disability support or for admission to a work programme. Nevertheless, auditors will need to have a good understanding of the relevant medical decisions and must find ways of assessing whether administrations have a strong decision making process in place. This raises issues about the skills and knowledge of the auditors involved and whether there is a need for specialist assistance in carrying out the audit.
D.  Taking assurance from others: In many jurisdictions work programmes are delivered by non-governmental bodies, perhaps charities or private sector bodies. The role of the SAI in the audit of programmes can be made harder in these circumstances. The auditor may need to gain a detailed understanding of a system that involves a high number of small organisations or a long delivery chain. Auditing in such circumstances may raise wider questions about how far the auditor can or should take assurance from the work of others. 
E.   Improving the quality of programme data: The difficulties in tracking what has happened to people after they have been through work programmes is likely to make assessing the effectiveness of programmes very difficult. SAIs have a role in helping encourage governments to improve the information they collect on outcomes in terms of gaining and retaining jobs and ensuring that programmes are designed in ways which allow for evaluation of success. 
F.    Assessing the value of government assistance: There are sensitivities in examining this area. Governments will be looking to make good use of public funds in this as in any other area of spending, although their assessment of the performance of initiatives such as sheltered employment will probably take account of wider social benefits from helping disabled people. Auditors will want to take these wider benefits into account in their assessment of the value for money achieved but should not be constrained from showing how the services could be improved through better use of resources. The Congress might consider whether there are ways in which SAIs could assess the value of government support in these circumstances. 
G.   Obtaining the views of service users: Connected to this, SAIs may want to consider how they can consult with disabled people and their representatives, as well as gauge the views of employers and training providers on the effectiveness of current administrative arrangements. The case of disabled people raises wider issues for SAIs as to how they can involve users of services more in their work without becoming advocates for them. What are the best ways of doing this?
H.  Collaborating on future work: This review has shown how many of the issues facing SAIs auditing in this field are similar and also that the focus of their work can often be the same. A number of SAIs are proposing to carry out further audit work on integrating disabled people into the workplace. There may be considerable merit in SAIs collaborating or sharing information. The Congress might consider how this could best be organised. 
In Estonia, for example, disability is defined as the loss of, or an abnormality in, an anatomical, physiological or mental structure or function of a person. 





In Ireland the definition of a disability includes ‘the presence in the body of organisms causing, or likely to cause chronic disease of illness’. It also includes ‘a disability which exists at present, or which previously existed but no longer exists, or which may exist in the future’.





In Switzerland, there are separate definitions. The Social Insurance Act does not provide a general definition of disability but uses the more limited notion of "invalidity". There are three disability criteria: impairment to health which leads to earning incapacity (medical criterion), a permanent or longer-term earning incapacity (economic criterion) and a causal link between them.











� � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/health-eu/my_health/people_with_disabilities/index_en.htm" ��http://ec.europa.eu/health-eu/my_health/people_with_disabilities/index_en.htm� , January 2007; OECD, Transforming Disability into Ability; Policies to promote work and income security for disabled people, 2003, page 24


� OECD, Transforming Disability into Ability; Policies to promote work and income security for disabled people, 2003, page 10


� OECD, Transforming Disability into Ability; Policies to promote work and income security for disabled people, 2003, page 126


� Of the 18 SAIs who identified job search support as a major programme, 10 rated it as ‘high’ priority. 


� Of the 20 SAIs who identified training as a major programme, 8 rated it as a ‘high’ priority. 


� Of the 20 SAIs that identified training as a major programme, 10 rated it ‘high’ priority


� Of the 18 countries that identified sheltered employment as a major programme, six rated it ‘high’ priority.





� Of the 26 SAIs that responded to this question, 14 rated the desire to integrate disabled people into the workforce as ‘high’ or ‘very high’.  A further ten SAIs rated it as ‘medium’ and two as ‘low’.


� 23 out of 25 respondents rated the right to work as the most or second most important reason


� 18 out of 25 respondents rated the social benefits of work as the most or second most important reason


� The SAIs of Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Germany, Iceland, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Russia, Sweden, Ukraine and UK have completed work on this topic
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