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Attachment 4.11(a) Statewide Assessment

Provide an assessment of the rehabilitation needs of individuals with disabilities residing within the state, particularly the vocational rehabilitation services needs of: 

· individuals with most significant disabilities, including their need for supported employment services; 

· individuals with disabilities who are minorities; 

· individuals with disabilities who have been unserved or underserved by the vocational rehabilitation program; and 

· individuals with disabilities served through other components of the statewide workforce investment system.

Identify the need to establish, develop, or improve community rehabilitation programs within the state. 

In 2008-2009, the Department of Rehabilitative Services (DRS), in consultation with our State Rehabilitation Council (SRC), conducted a triennial comprehensive assessment to describe the rehabilitation needs of Virginians with disabilities. 

The methodological approach for the Needs Assessment involved four major components. The first component of the assessment was a literature search to ascertain the most recent data on persons with disabilities. The American Community Survey (ACS) provided the most recent data and was used extensively in this assessment. Second, a review of the DRS vocational rehabilitation data was conducted. Data was obtained and analyzed from the DRS client database (AWARE) for state fiscal years 2005-2008. Third, DRS conducted web based surveys. Because approximately 40% of DRS clients are students of transition age, three surveys were conducted with:(1) parents/caregivers of transition students;(2)providers of services to clients in transition; and (3)transition students. A fourth survey was directed at DRS stakeholders to include directors of the Centers for Independent Living; Employment Service Organizations; Brain Injury Organizations; Deaf and Hard of Hearing; Department of Social Services; and the Department of Mental Health, Mental Retardation and Substance Abuse Services. Lastly, focus groups with consumers at the Woodrow Wilson Rehabilitation Center (WWRC) were held to obtain thoughts and comments from those currently receiving services provided by WWRC and DRS. Clients were randomly chosen from the total population at WWRC at the time of the focus group, excluding clients enrolled in the PERT program, vocational evaluation or health services. Three focus groups with 40 clients were held in State Fiscal year 2008. 

Data Analysis 

The ACS estimated, that in calendar year 2007, 10.8% of Virginians age 6-64 years (the ages DRS typically serves), were disabled. Furthermore, of all disabled persons age 16-64, only 36.3% were employed. The rate of disability has remained relatively constant in Virginia from 2005-2007, averaging around 11% of population for the three year time period. Of all Virginians with a disability, 70.5% (n=357,000) were Caucasian; 24% (n=122,000) were Black; 2.17% (n=11,000) were Asian; and 3.16% (n=16,000) were Hispanic. The prevalence rates of disability have decreased for Caucasians by 1.1% and 0.64% for Asians during the time period 2002 to 2007. However, the rates have increased for Blacks by 1.2% and for Hispanics by 0.55% in Virginia. The prevalence of disability differs by county in Virginia. In 2007, Portsmouth City had the highest percentage of persons aged 16-64 with a disability (19.4%) followed by Richmond City (18.2%). Louden County had the lowest percentage of persons with disabilities (4.9%). 

Data from the ACS also is helpful regarding individuals with Limited English Proficiency. In 2007, ACS estimated 385,610 persons in Virginia spoke English “less than very well”. The largest percentage of these individuals are located in the Northern Virginia area. 

Data regarding DRS' vocational rehabilitation (VR) consumers was reviewed for comparison to the ACS data to show trends and provide analysis. DRS data shows that the majority of clients determined eligible to receive services by DRS are Caucasian. However, other ethnic races are represented. In SFY 2008, 58% of clients determined eligible were Caucasian, 37% Black and 2% were Hispanic. The percentage change in Hispanic clients determined eligible was +55.3 from 2005 to 2008. A percentage change of +3.6 for Blacks determined eligible was documented from 2005 to 2008. Data from the ACS prevalence study showing an increased prevalence of disabilities is mirrored in the DRS data. 

In an effort to determine service rates by geographic region, the DRS AWARE data by FRS region was examined. The majority of clients determined eligible for services from DRS were from the Eastern Region followed by Northern, Blue Ridge and Southwestern Virginia. The percentage change of clients determined eligible from 2005 to 2008 for all regions was +24.9. The greatest percentage change of clients determined eligible occurred in the Southwest region with a percentage change from 2005 to 2008 at 30%.

Survey Results

The following documents the survey results from the Stakeholder Survey: 

-70% responded that they believed that were individuals with disabilities in Virginia who were underserved, 22% did not know and 9% responded “no”.

-12% of respondents stated that persons were underserved due to order of selection. 

-Persons with intellectual disabilities were considered the most underserved (21%), followed by persons with psychiatric disabilities (18%), brain injury (14%) and autism (12%).

-Respondents considered Southwest Virginia to be the most in need of services (36%), followed by Central Virginia (23%), the Tidewater area (13%), Northern Virginia (13%) and the Northern Neck of Virginia (11%). Other areas mentioned were: Rockbridge and Bath counties, the middle peninsula, and Rockingham County.

-When asked how DRS could address the problems of the underserved population, lack of adequate funding was the most prevalent comment (47%, n=28). Stakeholders specifically suggested: 1) developing a cost-based reimbursement system, 2) allocating funds to the areas with highest unemployment, and 3) aggressively pursuing funds from state and federal sources so that the agency could eliminate order of selection. 

-The need to develop partnerships was a common theme in 19% of the responses (n=11). Specifically, respondents stated a desire to see partnerships developed or improved with communities, Centers for Independent Living, brain injury clubhouses, the Department for the Blind and Visually Impaired and schools.

-Transportation/rurality issues were addressed in 8% (n=5) of the comments with special mention of transportation problems for clients in the Elkton (Page and Rockingham County) area. Southwest Virginia was noted as an area of concern due to the lack of NISH contracts available.

-Overall improved management of the agency and associated training was mentioned in 8 %( n=5) of the responses. Specifically, stakeholders asked that the meaning of certain “Roadmap for Success” concepts be better explained. Training and staffing for brain injury clients was mentioned with a suggestion of having a dedicated brain injury counselor in each office. Additionally, increased staffing was requested including the possibility of satellite offices.

-Forty three percent of the respondents stated that they believed persons with disabilities were unserved (as opposed to underserved) in Virginia. Nine percent did not believe any persons were unserved and 48% were unsure. The Southwest Region of Virginia was believed by respondents to have the largest unserved population (48%). Respondents then rated Central Virginia (15%) as the next most frequent geographical area where clients were believed to be unserved followed by the Northern Neck (13%), Northern Virginia (9%) and Tidewater (9%).

-Respondents stated that DRS could reach the unserved population by: ending order of selection (n=2), increasing funding (n=6), opening satellite offices (n=2), improving DRS administration (n=2), emphasizing service to rural areas (n=2), encouraging employment service organizations to broaden their service areas (n=1), ensuring translators are available for the deaf (n=1), hiring more counselors (n=1), and working more closely with the Centers for Independent Living and the Department of the Blind and Visually Impaired (n=1). 

-When questioned about the stakeholders working relationship with DRS, 36% were very satisfied, 35% were somewhat satisfied, 11% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 16% were somewhat dissatisfied, and 2% were very dissatisfied.


The following are the results from the Transition Providers Survey: 

-Respondents rated job placement as the highest priority in critically needed services, followed by summer work programs, and social skills for transition.

-Providers were asked to determine which variables were indicators of a students’ likelihood to achieve employment. Severity of disability, followed by level of motivation to succeed, emotional stability, intellectual capacity and personal and social history ranked in the top five as indicators of potential employment.

-Transition specialists, when asked to rank the greatest obstacles to increased client choice as far as the vocational rehabilitation process, ranked limited employment opportunities first, followed by limited service providers, necessity to control case service costs, state VR policy, and federal regulations. 

-Regarding the transitions specialists’ working relationship with DRS and other service providers vocational rehabilitation counselors received the highest ranking, followed by vocational evaluators, employment service organizations and rehabilitation engineers.

The following are the results from the Transition Parents/Caregivers Survey: 

-Sixty-eight percent of the respondents claimed their child had not received vocational rehabilitation services from DRS. There may be some confusion here as many times students can not differentiate between whether a service provider is from the school or from DRS. 

-Information regarding variables post graduation was explored in this survey. Thirteen percent of the respondents did not expect their child to graduate from high school. Sixty-three percent did not know what services would be available to their child following graduation. Fifty-seven percent predicted their child would not have health insurance following graduation. Fifty-five percent said their child had not been formally assessed for career placement. Sixty-five percent believed their child would be living at home after graduation with only ten percent living on their own. Fifty-five percent believed their children would not have independent life skills. Forty-six percent predict their children will need medical assistance after graduation. Forty-seven and thirty seven percent respectively believed that losing social security and Medicaid benefits would make it difficult for their child to find employment.

The following are the results from the Transition Students Survey: 

-Eighty-six percent of the respondents were familiar with DRS and 57% of the respondents had received services from DRS. All respondents who received services from DRS knew the meaning of a transition plan. Eighty percent of the students had a transition plan, but 20% did not know whether a plan was in place or not. The same 80% stated they assisted in creating the plan. Forty percent stated that their plan had been updated, but 40% did not know if there had been a change. The majority of the students believed that they would get a job based on the transition plan.

WWRC Focus Groups 

The focus group questions were designed to elicit information from students regarding their WWRC experience. Students were asked about their admissions process and whether or not they understood the purpose for attending WWRC. They are also asked to provide any comments regarding services at WWRC. Additional questions regarding the nature of the students’ relationship with their DRS counselor were introduced on a pilot basis beginning with the June 2008 focus group. The pilot questions focused on three main areas: services received prior to coming to WWRC, the level of contact with their DRS counselor while at WWRC, and support or services the clients would require to become employed after leaving WWRC. 
The major themes common to all SFY08 student focus groups were: (1) Respect; (2) Social Interactions; (3) Residential Services; (4) Independence; and (5) the Admissions process. 
The section below will highlight a few of the themes discussed and present comments by students relative to each theme. Detailed comments relative to each service area were presented to the appropriate supervisor/manager for review. 

Respect
A prevailing theme during each focus group was respect. Student perspective varied however some of the comments indicate that students feel that they are not treated like adults. 

Social Interactions
Social interactions were a major theme. Students mention social interactions when asked the questions “what suggestions do you have for WWRC to improve your experience” and “what did you dislike the most about WWRC.” Main discussion points focused on lack of night-time activities, physical relationships between clients and gossip.

Residential Services
Residential Services continues to be a major theme and, accounted for approximately 40% of the comments in the focus groups. Main discussion points were focused on activities, dorm beds, dining services, curfew, and rules. 

Independent Learning/Living Skills
Students participating in the focus groups have acknowledged that they feel they are learning the necessary skills to live independently. 

Admissions process
One of the major themes discussed by students was the admissions process. Generally, students are satisfied with the admissions process with the exception of the wait time. 

Relationship with DRS Counselors/Field Staff 
Beginning with the June 26, 2008 student focus group, an additional set of questions regarding the nature of the consumer’s relationship with their DRS counselor were initiated on a pilot basis as part of the triennial needs assessment process. 28 out of 30 (93%) students participating in the focus groups could identify their DRS counselor by name, and 21 out of 40 (53%) indicated being in touch with their counselor while at WWRC. Consumers indicated receiving testing and career exploration prior to coming to WWRC. 

In response to what support they may need to become employed, the majority of students indicated needing support finding a job with what they consider to be a reputable employer. Additional responses include assistance with transportation, certifications/licensure, gas money and resume development.

Student Suggestions
Students also had the opportunity to makes suggestions on how WWRC could improve. Suggestions given related to providing job opportunities for students, dorm room facilities, dining hall services, and increasing the sensitivity/awareness towards older clients.

