ATTACHMENT 4.11(a)

Statewide Assessment

This attachment:

Provides 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. 

The California Department of Rehabilitation (DOR), jointly with the California State Rehabilitation Council (SRC), is completing a three-phase Comprehensive Statewide Needs Assessment (CSNA) occurring during Federal Fiscal Years (FFY) 2009-2011 (from October 2008 through September 2011) to satisfy federal requirements and comply with Section 101 (a)(15)(i) of the Rehabilitation Act. The DOR is well on schedule to complete the triennial assessment by the end of FFY 2011. 
This attachment includes: 

Part 1: A brief summary of the CSNA Phase 1, which included an analysis of the DOR's consumer demographic data, and was completed during FFY 2009. A more extensive summary is available in the DOR’s 2010 State Plan Update (October 1, 2008-September 30, 2009).

Part 2: A summary of the CSNA Phase 2, which updated consumer demographic comparisons from Phase 1, and included qualitative (anecdotal) information obtained from stakeholders through four 2009 public meetings, held concurrently with the State Plan public meetings. 

Part 3: A preliminary summary of the CSNA Phase 3, which includes qualitative (anecdotal) information obtained from stakeholders through three 2010 public meetings, held concurrently with the State Plan public meetings. 

Part 1: Recap of CSNA Phase 1 

In Phase 1, the DOR completed an analysis of the DOR's consumer demographic data by comparing it to other existing data sets available from the US Census, the federal Rehabilitation Services Administration, the California Department of Finance (DOF), the Social Security Administration, California Department of Education, California Department of Social Services, and other institutions that collect demographic data. The purpose of the analysis was to identify subgroups of individuals who are potentially unserved or underserved by the DOR, in order to serve or better serve them.  Since the individuals identified in the data sets that are being compared to those on DOR’s caseload data are not necessarily eligible for DOR services, DOR identifies the subgroups as “potentially” unserved or underserved.  The following findings emerged after the DOR caseload data were compared to these data sets: 

1. Based on race/ethnicity data, Asian Americans represented 4.3 percent of DOR’s caseload and 11.8 percent of the population.

2. Hispanics/Latinos may be proportionally underrepresented in the DOR’s caseload, however DOR determined that due a procedural anomaly related to entering the data fields for race and ethnicity, there is an undercount of the number of Hispanics/Latinos in DOR’s caseload.      

3. Based on Social Security beneficiary data, individuals with disabilities may be most underserved in six (6) California counties: Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Joaquin, Fresno, Stanislaus, and Kern. 

4. Based on type of disability data, the DOR consumers with Communicative, Physical, and Psychological impairments may potentially be underserved within seven (7) counties: Sacramento, San Bernardino, Contra Costa, Los Angeles, Monterey, San Francisco, and Solano.

5. Sacramento and San Bernardino counties are both potentially underserved in both the Social Security Administration and type of disability data noted above. 

6. No general conclusion can be made about rural or urban counties being unserved or underserved when comparing county population and corresponding DOR caseload size.  

7. According to the California Department of Education, there was a 109.2 percent increase in the number of students with autism from 2000-1 to 2004-5.

8. The proportion of DOR’s caseload by major impairment is comparable to national RSA figures for FFY 2008.
9. During FFY 2009, the percentage of African Americans, American Indians, and Pacific Islanders applying for DOR services exceeded their respective population percentages in California. The percentage of Hispanic/Latino applicants has been increasing and is approaching the percentage of the Hispanic/Latino population in California. The percentage of Asian Americans applying for DOR services remains less than their percentage of the State population.

Part 2: Summary of the CSNA Phase 2  

In Phase 2, the DOR updated consumer demographic comparisons from Phase 1, and obtained qualitative (anecdotal) data from its stakeholder, through four 2009 public meetings held concurrently with the State Plan public meetings. Both efforts are detailed below. 

Update of Consumer Demographic Comparisons

The DOR conducted an updated analysis of its consumer demographic data, comparing it to data sets available from the California Department of Finance (DOF), the Social Security Administration, and the California Department of Education (CDE). The purpose of the analysis was to determine if FFY 2009 findings were consistent regarding individuals with disabilities who are potentially unserved or underserved by the DOR, in order to serve or better serve them. 

The scope and integrity of the data are subject to the methodology that each source collected and entered their information, which may not directly compare to the DOR’s consumer demographic data or may skew the data.  

The following findings emerged in CSNA Phase 2 after the DOR caseload data were compared to existing state and federal data, including data from CDE regarding special education students:

1. Based on race/ethnicity data, Asian Americans are proportionally underrepresented in the DOR’s caseload as compared to DOF data, followed by Hispanics/Latinos. This data is consistent with the analysis done in CSNA Phase 1.

2. Based on Social Security beneficiary data, individuals with disabilities may be most underserved in these counties: Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Joaquin, Fresno, Stanislaus, and Kern. This data is also consistent with the analysis done in CSNA Phase 1. Given that these counties represent both urban and rural areas, no general conclusion can be made about rural or urban counties being unserved or underserved – a finding that is also consistent with CSNA Phase 1.  

3. Based on CDE data, the number of special education students with autism in California schools inversely increases by age, given that there are more students identified with autism in the younger ages compared to each succeeding age through 18 year olds.  
4. Based on CDE data, in 2008, the most frequently spoken language at home of special education students was English at 63.6 percent, followed by Spanish at 30.1 percent, Vietnamese at 1.3 percent, then Cantonese, Tagalog, Mandarin, Hmong, and Korean.  
Detailed Findings:

I. State-level statistics from federal programs

Social Security Administration

Supplemental Security Income - State Supplementary Payment (SSI/SSP) Data

Using July 2009 Social Security Administration data reported by the California Department of Social Service, the DOR compared the number and percentages of Supplemental Security Income-State Supplementary Payment (SSI/SSP) recipients by county with the DOR‘s 2008-09 total open caseload by county. The SSI/SSP data included recipients age 18-64, blind and disabled; thus, the data most closely compares to the characteristics of the DOR caseload data.  

Results indicate that of California’s 58 counties, 34 counties (or 59%) have a lower proportion `of the DOR’s respective county caseload compared to the proportion of SSI/SSP recipients, which indicates that these counties may be underserved by the DOR. Of these 34 counties, there are six (6) top-ranking, potentially underserved counties in California. These six Counties are Sacramento, San Bernadino, Kern, San Joaquin, Fresno, and Stanislaus. These six counties ranked high since they had the greatest percentage difference between the DOR caseload and California SSI/SSP recipients.   

The 34 potentially underserved counties include counties of all sizes. Thus, there is no correlation based upon the size of a county, a surrogate measure for a “rural” or “urban” county, to generalize that individuals with disabilities in small counties or large counties, as a whole, are potentially underserved.  
II. State and local data and reports 

DOF and the DOR

Race/Ethnicity Data

The DOR conducted an analysis on demographic data by race/ethnicity. The data from the DOR consumer caseload included all consumers by their race, as defined by RSA, which includes American Indian, Asian American, Black/African American, Hispanic/Latino, Pacific Islander, White, and multi-race. To obtain the number of Hispanic/Latino consumers,  the DOR identified those consumers whose ethnicity is Hispanic.  Therefore, the number of consumers whose race was identified as White and ethnicity as Hispanic were identified as Hispanic, while the balance was reported as White.  Consumers whose race/ethnicity were identified as “unknown” were not reported, to avoid skewing the percentages.

The DOR used California DOF 2009 demographic estimates, which are based upon a combination of sources, including the 2000 US Census, births, deaths, in-migration, and out-migration.  The DOR compared this data to the DOR’s demographic caseload for State Fiscal Year 2008-09 and previous years.  

In FY 2008-09, Asian Americans are the least proportionally represented race in the DOR’s caseload, where Asian Americans are about 4.2% of the DOR’s caseload and roughly 11.9% of California’s population.  Similarly, the percentage of Hispanics/Latinos are proportionally underrepresented in the DOR’s caseload at about 25.1%, compared to their population proportion in California of approximately, 36.7%.  

Conversely, Black/African American consumers comprise almost 18.8% of the DOR’s caseload compared to about 5.9% of California’s population, followed by White consumers who comprise almost 47.4% of the DOR’s caseload compared to about 42.5% of California’s population.  Pacific Islanders are represented proportionally higher in the DOR’s caseload at about 1%, compared to about .4% of California’s population.  Multi-race populations are almost proportionally identical, with the DOR’s caseload at about  2.8%, compared to about 2.1% of California’s population. Likewise, American Indians are almost proportionally identical, with the DOR’s caseload at about .67%, compared to about .61% of California’s population.

During  FFY 2010, as in FFY 2009, the percentage of African Americans, American Indians, and Pacific Islanders applying for DOR services exceeded their respective population percentages in California. The percentage of Hispanic/Latino applicants has been increasing and is approaching the percentage of the Hispanic/Latino population in California. The percentage of Asian Americans applying for DOR services remains less than their percentage of the State population.

CDE and the DOR

Autism Data

The DOR examined the prevalence of autism using December 2008 data from the CDE by identifying the number and percentage of special education students with autism. CDE data indicate that the number of special education students with autism in California schools inversely increases by age, given that there are more students identified with autism in the younger ages compared to each succeeding age through 18 year olds.  Specifically, CDE reports in 2008 that there are:

4,478 autistic students at age 6

3,122 autistic students at age 12

2,442 autistic students at age 15

1,050 autistic students at age 18
CDE and the DOR

Languages Spoken in the Home Data

The DOR examined languages spoken in the home of special education students using CDE data from December 2008. The purpose was to identify the frequency of potential consumers where cultural competency and language would most benefit Californians eligible for DOR services.

The DOR compared the percentage of California special education students, Grades K-12, statewide, to the languages spoken by DOR consumers (open caseload only). Initial data was analyzed on a countywide basis and aggregated in the data discussed below. 

CDE data indicate there are a total of 172,669 special education students statewide, speaking over 60 different languages in the home.  The most frequently spoken language at home of special education students was English at 63.6 percent. This is followed by Spanish at 30.1 percent and Vietnamese at 1.3 percent, with both languages spoken predominantly in Los Angeles and Orange counties.

III. Consumer Satisfaction Survey:  

The DOR administers a Consumer Satisfaction Survey (CSS) that asks consumers in various stages of their plan trajectory to appraise the quality and effectiveness of the services they receive. The DOR’s 2009 CSS was distributed to consumers in February 2009.  The survey, developed jointly by the DOR and SRC, used the same questionnaire format and procedures as were used in 2008, as directed by the SRC.

Judging from consumer response to the survey items, it seems reasonable to conclude that a majority of DOR consumers were generally satisfied with the services they received.  Overall, 74% of respondents expressed agreement with the statement, “I am satisfied with services from the DOR.”  Results for the five response options were “strongly agree” at 39%, “agree” at 35%, “no opinion” at 7%, “disagree” at 11%, and “strongly disagree” at 8%.     
Consumers in the Closure Employed group expressed relatively higher levels of satisfaction overall.  Consumers in the In-Plan stage also had higher levels of satisfaction.  Respondents in the Closure Not Employed status were least satisfied.  Respondents in the Pre-Plan group were in general more satisfied than those in the Not Employed category, but did not appear as satisfied as those in either the In-Plan or Closure Employed groups.

Results suggest that increasing the communication and time spent between counselors and consumers would likely contribute to an increase in consumer satisfaction.

Public Comment at the Statewide Public Meetings in 2009
DOR, jointly with the SRC, conducted four (4) public meetings during the Spring of 2009.  There were three general purposes for the meetings: 

1. Provide the public an opportunity to comment on the proposed 2010 State Plan 

2. Respond to questions for the CSNA

3. Solicit recommendations for American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) funding.  

More specifically, the meetings proved valuable to the DOR in identifying areas where it can improve or enhance services to individuals with disabilities towards employment, independent living, and equality. 

This section provides a summary of the public comments.  It identifies categorical needs, direct and indirect, of individuals with disabilities in order to better serve them through some form of initiative by the DOR, in concert with the DOR’s mission and goals in serving its consumers.      

Summary of the 2009 Public Meetings:

The public meetings sponsored by DOR and SRC attracted 244 individuals in attendance with over 70 individuals presenting and/or submitting comments.  Of all the attendees, approximately 98% of them represented community-based organizations and other organizations; only 2% of contributors identified themselves as direct DOR consumers. Although there were not many consumers represented, the participants did represent nearly all interest areas.  Furthermore, they identified hundreds of issues that the Planning Unit consolidated into about 140 issues.  

Many commenters at the public meetings were supportive of the DOR vocational rehabilitation and supported employment services. They indicated that the DOR services are valuable.  Even though virtually all commenters expressed some approval of the DOR services, their comments also reflected ways that DOR could provide higher quality service or raised issues from their perspective.

Methodology for the Public Meetings in 2009:
In organizing and sponsoring the public meetings, the DOR and the SRC designed the meetings so as to maximize input from a broad range of stakeholders; therefore the public meetings did not include interactive discussions like typical focus groups.
In designing the public meetings, the DOR staff invited a wide variety of stakeholders to ensure that a diverse group of constituencies was represented. Meeting invitations were emailed to over 700 stakeholders, based on a list developed by divisions with the DOR. Over 100 stakeholders were identified by the SRC and the DOR as potential speakers. All were contacted via email and/or phone.

To increase the quality of the public input, the DOR provided guidance and background in its public notice to assist the public in focusing their comments.  The public notice was widely disseminated and was in accordance with the public notice provisions of California’s Open Meeting Act, “State law governing public meetings.” 

Participants were asked to focus their comments on the Draft 2010 State Plan and address five (5) questions, identified in the public notice, pertaining to critical needs, barriers, outreach, trends/challenges, and “unserved” or “underserved” populations.

Analysis of the Public Meetings in 2009:

There was no one who identified any errors of fact in the proposed 2010 State Plan, posted for comment. The DOR reviewed and analyzed all the comments related to the five (5) questions noted above and categorized them by program area.  Each of the over 100 issues were consolidated into the program areas, consistent with DOR’s current organizational structure.  After the review, the comments were represented in thirteen (13) programs, with identified needs that include, but are not limited to, those listed below. 

DOR Program Areas, and Identified Needs:

1. DOR Program Administration: need to streamline processes to more efficiently serve consumers, including procurement of assistive technology devices and training. 
2. 121 Program (American Indians): need for improved collaboration with the 121 programs and the American Indian communities, particularly in the rural areas. 

3. Community Rehabilitation Programs (CRP): need for improved service delivery of CRPs, particularly related to securing employment for consumers.

4. Assistive Technology (AT): need for improving the provision of AT services, including AT training and knowledge of equipment availability by both consumers and DOR counselors. 
5. Supported Employment: need for improved and expanded employment services related to job coaching and training to enhance employment outcomes. 

6. Cooperatives - Collaboratives: need to mirror successful programs and expand (1) education and mental health cooperative programs and (2) interagency and intergovernmental collaborative efforts. 
7. Staff Development: need for improving the knowledge base of DOR staff (training), and the recruitment and retention of rehabilitation professionals.
8. Workforce Development: need to expand employer partnerships, and provide internships, mentors, on-the-job training, and self-employment opportunities for consumers, including the unserved and underserved populations, such as those individuals with autism and traumatic brain injury, and veterans, developmental disabilities, migrant farm workers, ex-felons, and minorities.  
9. Specialized Services: need to enhance services for the deaf, hearing impaired, blind, visually impaired, deaf/blind, and blind/deaf,  improve their access to AT equipment and services, and improve the Business Enterprise Program. 
10. Information Services: need for the DOR to more fully utilize current technology, including webinars and teleconferences, to outreach to consumers.  
11. External Affairs & Outreach: need to outreach to the unserved and underserved populations in their respective communities  and break down discriminatory barriers. 
12. Transition Partnership Projects (TPP): need to improve partnerships  between local educational agencies and the DOR to successfully transition student consumers, and need to enhance partnerships with employers to provide employment opportunities, including internships, for students.  
13. Independent Living Centers (ILC): need to provide ILC consumers, including those with limited English skills, with (1) employment training services; (2) opportunities such as internships, and (3) independent living skills including advocacy.
Following the public meetings in 2009, the DOR developed a matrix of public comments that was circulated to the Executive Leadership and program staff to review, provide State Plan input, and take initiative as deemed appropriate by management and/or program staff.  Many initiatives were generated following the comments, including expenditures with American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) funding.

The needs listed above reflect a compilation of  individual comments from seventy (70) commenters, who sometimes represented an organization.  However, the comments were anecdotal and therefore the extent of need is not known; nor is it  known if others agree or disagree. As such, the DOR plans to further analyze the identified needs via surveys administered in Phase 3 of CSNA, to be completed by the end of FFY 2011, as indicated below. 
Strategies for addressing identified needs from CSNA Phase 2 are found in:

· Attachment 4.10:

· “Staff Development, Expected Steps” section

· “Personnel to Address Individual Communication Needs” section

· “Coordination of Personnel Development Under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act” section

· Attachment 4.11(d)

· Section 1: Vocational Rehabilitation Program Goals, Performance Measures and Strategies
· Section 2: Title VI B SE Program Goals, Performance Measures and Strategies

· Subsection (1)(A)
· Subsection (1)(B)
· Subsection (1)(C)

Part 3: preliminary summary of the CSNA Phase 3

During FFY 2010, preliminary work began on CSNA Phase 3, which will be completed by the end of FFY 2011.  In April 2010, the DOR and SRC coordinated three public meetings, held concurrently with the State Plan public meetings. This provided an opportunity to obtain qualitative (anecdotal) information from a wide variety of stakeholders.  In FFY 2011, the DOR will continue to collect qualitative information from stakeholders via public meetings and, in a joint effort with SRC, will conduct a focused survey(s) to gather quantitative data which will specifically identify needs of individuals with disabilities in order to better serve individuals with disabilities, to the extent resources permit.   
The following represents a summary of the comments from the three public meetings in April 2010:
Public Comments at the 2010 Statewide Public Meetings

The April 2010 public meetings, organized jointly with the SRC, provided opportunities for 1) valuable feedback, including recommendations and/or issues to the DOR, 2) continued DOR dialogue with stakeholders to listen to their comments, 3) ideas for candidates to the SRC, 4) renewing contacts with stakeholders and generating new contacts, among other benefits for consumers, stakeholders, and the DOR.  

Summary of the Public Meetings in 2010:

Compared to the four public meetings convened in 2009 which had 244 attendees, including 70 speakers and 51 written comments, the 2010 public meetings drew 187 attendees, 70 speakers, and 47 written comments. There was no individual who identified any errors of fact within the Draft 2011 State Plan.  No public comment required amending the 2011 State Plan goals and priorities.

The theme of the 2010 public meetings was “Employment Outcomes.” Particular emphasis was placed on involving the employer-related community, which included contributors from Northrop Grumman, Adecco, Safeway, Goodwill, Pride Industries, and several Workforce Investment Boards. In addition, a greater number of consumers participated, including some who wish to "give back" to DOR by volunteering or mentoring other DOR consumers.

A number of speakers expressed appreciation for the DOR’s commitment to serve individuals with disabilities, continuous efforts to collaborate, and providing them an opportunity to comment from their perspectives as stakeholders.  Many speakers expressed interest in further collaboration efforts with DOR, offering their expertise base upon their organization’s successful projects and endeavors.

Methodology for the Public Meetings in 2010:

In organizing and sponsoring the public meetings in 2010, the same successful methodology was duplicated from the prior year. The meetings, orchestrated by the DOR and the SRC, were planned to attract input from a broad array of stakeholders, and thus the public meetings did not involve interactive discussions like typical focus groups.  Due to budgetary issues, the DOR and SRC held three public meetings in 2010, compared to four in 2009.
The DOR staff, jointly with SRC, invited a diverse group of stakeholders. Meeting invitations were emailed to over 800 stakeholders, based on a list developed by the various divisions of the DOR and SRC. Over 100 stakeholders were identified by the SRC and the DOR as potential speakers. All were contacted via email and/or phone.  The joint effort, using the same methodology as 2009, attracted 70 individuals who presented public comments.
As in the previous year’s public meetings, the DOR provided guidance and background in its public notice to assist the public in focusing their comments.  The public notice was widely disseminated and was in accordance with the public notice provisions of California’s Open Meeting Act, “State law governing public meetings.” 

Participants were asked to focus their comments on the Draft 2011 State Plan and address five (5) questions, identified in the public notice, pertaining to:

1) Employment barriers

2) Partnership strategies

3) Infrastructure changes

4) Innovative cost-neutral practices  

5) Job market trends
Analysis of the Public Meetings in 2010:

The presenters did not identify any errors of fact within the Draft 2011 State Plan. In addressing the five (5) questions noted above, several hundred issues and/or recommendations were presented, many of them crossing several program areas within the DOR, and a number of comments being consistent with those of other speakers. Many comments were also similar to those made at last year’s public meetings.  The follow represents an overview of the needs identified by stakeholders, including:
1. Improve VR services to individuals with the most significant disabilities, by:

a. Streamlining  the Assistive Technology  (AT) procurement process, particularly for deaf, hard of hearing, blind, and visually impaired consumers.
b. Improving AT training for consumers and DOR counseling staff.
2. Improve VR services to minorities by: 

a. Outreaching to and educating consumers and their families, particularly Asian Pacific Islanders, Hispanics, and American Indians, via community-wide campaigns and other venues. 

b. Enhancing the professional skills of  DOR counseling staff via training classes related to multi-cultural diversity and various disabilities. 

3. Improve VR services to individuals with disabilities who have been unserved or underserved by vocational rehabilitation by:
a. Co-locating DOR staff in community facilities within unserved and/or underserved areas.
b. Mirroring successful partnership programs related to mentoring, life coaching, and professional job development.
4. Improve VR needs of individuals with disabilities served through other components of the statewide workforce investment systems by:

a. Outreaching to and educating employers and employer-networks, including Chambers of Commerce and service organizations like Kiwanis and Rotary regarding the benefits of hiring persons with disabilities. 
b. Supporting flexible employment models for consumers, such as internships, and seasonal, temporary, part-time, contract, and on-call work, particularly in the green economy. 
5. Improve community rehabilitation programs (CRPs) within the State by:

a. Strengthening the partnerships between CRPs and the DOR and sharing successful methods in reaching, educating, and training persons with disabilities.   
b. Streamlining authorization procedures to speed up services for consumers. 
A summary of stakeholder comments, tied to their concerns and issues, were categorized into the major DOR program areas, as identified earlier.   The information reflects a high-level summary presented at the public meetings, consolidated from close-captioning notes and written testimony.
Given the time to fully analyze the findings and the qualitative nature of the public comments, many similar to the prior year, the DOR chose not to substantively change the department’s goals in FFY 2011. Changes to goals may occur during FFY 2012 after the DOR further analyzes the public comments as part of an Integration Initiative with the CSNA, State Plan, and DOR strategic plan. This initiative, which began in May 2010, is a systematic process of integrating public comments, the input and expertise of the SRC and the DOR staff, and independent perspectives into the DOR strategic planning processes. Through facilitated discussions, the DOR will re-examine its current goals, and synchronize objectives, strategies, and performance measures, as necessary, to more effectively serve applicants and eligible individuals.
In addition to the above-mentioned efforts, the DOR, jointly with SRC, plans to conduct a focused survey(s) of stakeholders so that quantitative data can be gathered to identify specific programmatic needs to better serve individuals with disabilities, to the extent resources permit.

As mentioned, the DOR is continuing to examine goals, priorities, and strategies in its 2011 and 2012 State Plan Updates. In addition, the DOR will continue to gather data, on an annual basis, to analyze counties and ethnicity groups that may be unserved or most underserved.
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