2010 Consumer Satisfaction Survey
The 2010 Consumer Satisfaction Survey is a joint project of the New York State Independent Living Council (NYSILC) and the Adult Career and Continuing Educational Services-Vocational Rehabilitation (ACCES-VR) .The data enclosed is the aggregate compilation of both the Service Centers for Independent Living (SCILs) and the federally funded Centers for Independent Living (CILs). Throughout this report the Centers marked with an asterisk are those organizations which are recipients of Title VII federal funding and meet the 725 Standards and Assurances of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 as amended. The consolidation of this data has been done in an effort to represent the level of satisfaction that the citizens of New York State with disabilities have with the centers that provide Independent Living services regardless of funding streams.

In mid-December 2010, NYSILC shipped out the survey materials to thirty-six Centers, which also operate eight satellites. Overall, 29,246 coded surveys were distributed to the Centers. After lists were adjusted and packets prepared, this number was re-adjusted to 26,337. The CILs in the network mailed out the survey packets to the Consumer Service Records (CSRs) in late January 2011. Each Center was responsible for putting together its own mail outs, which included the coded surveys (one side English, one side Spanish), postage paid business reply envelopes for completed surveys, and outer envelopes with NYSILC’s return address to help monitor undeliverable mail. Each Center also supplied a cover letter with their logo explaining the survey and requesting that the surveys be returned to NYSLC by February 28, 2011. However, valid survey responses were accepted through the final deadline date of May 31, 2011.

In late March 2011, the CILs received an Excel spreadsheet with the instructions for data entry. Most CILs completed the data entry on the Excel spreadsheet and E-mailed the results to ACCES-VR in May 2011. NYSILC completed the data entry for eight CILs at their request and sent the results to ACCES-VR before the end of May 2011. In addition NYSILC provided technical assistance to several CILs which requested assistance in satisfying their survey obligations (End of June/Early July 2011.) At the end of June 2011, assistance was also provided to the Queens CIL in redoing its survey/return results.

For the forty-three CILs in the statewide network that participated in this survey, a total of 3,815 consumers responded, corresponding to a response rate of 14.48%. This response rate is above the 13.10% rate experienced in the 2008 NYS CIL Consumer Satisfaction Survey, also conducted by NYSILC. Both response rates, however, were above average for mailed surveys. Thirty-one persons chose to respond online, as compared to six in 2008, a five-fold increase. A chart for the 2010 response rate is provided below. The undeliverable figures for surveys in 2010 were 1,639, 6.22%, as compared to 578 in 2008, or 2.21%. It should be noted, however, that the  higher 2010 return rate includes dozens of surveys which were first returned to NYSILC with a forwarding address, and then sent out by NYSILC under separate cover. All or most of the envelopes which NYSILC sent out were also returned unopened to NYSILC, and are included in the aggregate number and percentage of undeliverables. Given both rates, it creates an adjusted response rate. The total number of coded surveys 29,246 less the number of undeliverable surveys 1,639 creates an adjusted total of 27,607. The total number of returned surveys of 3,815 divided by the adjusted total of 27,607 coded surveys results in an adjusted response rate of 13.82%.

	CIL
	#CSRs sent
	#Responded
	%Rate
	Undeliverable2010
	Undeliverable2008

	*Albany (CDCI)
	664
	96
	14.46%
	1.36%
	1.53%

	Catskill (CCFI)
	476
	68
	14.29%
	0.42%
	0.00%

	*Syracuse (ARISE)
	2102
	252
	11.99%
	0.05%
	1.44%

	*Rochester (RCIL)
	953
	136
	14.23%
	0.31%
	0.66%

	*Rochester (CDR)
	1494
	189
	12.65%
	0.33%
	0.66%

	*Corning (AIM)
	648
	75
	11.57%
	1.15%
	10.69%

	Cortland (ATI)
	200
	28
	14.00%
	16.8%
	1.10%

	*Bronx-(BILS)
	183
	19
	10.38%
	15.85%
	2.29%

	Brooklyn (BCID)
	600
	108
	18.00%
	7.33%
	8.00%

	Auburn (OFI)
	443
	46
	10.38%
	1.58%
	0.78%

	*Harlem (HILC)
	129
	25
	19.38%
	4.65%
	11.81%

	Long Island (LICIL)
	936
	176
	18.80%
	0.32%
	17.32%

	Newburgh (IL)
	604
	134
	22.19%
	1.66%
	1.43%

	Ithaca (FLIC)
	67
	49
	73.13%
	25.37%
	1.04%

	*Manhattan (CIDNY)
	196
	90
	46%
	54.06
	16.56%

	*Queens (CIDNY)
	273
	23
	11.87%
	N/A
	N/A

	*Saranac Lake (TLCIL)
	24
	7
	3.43%
	4.17%
	0.00%

	Poughkeepsie (TRI)
	421
	55
	13.06%
	8.08%
	9.92%

	Olean (DIL)
	552
	57
	10.33%
	45.83%
	0.00%

	Kingston (RCAL)
	468
	66
	14.10%
	6.20%
	0.00%

	Middletown (ATI)
	173
	20
	11.56
	16.18%
	16.42%

	*Sullivan (ATI)
	187
	28
	14.97%
	11.23
	N/A

	Plattsburgh (NCCI)
	143
	14
	9.79
	10.49%
	9.02%

	*Watertown (NRCIL)
	922
	143
	15.51%
	15.84%
	0.39%

	*Utica (RCIL)*
	2633
	36
	13.90%
	1.06%
	1.02%

	Amsterdam  (RCIL) 
	730
	75
	10.27%
	0.55%
	0.78%

	*Herkimer (RCIL)
	711
	105
	14.77%
	0.14%
	0.13%

	Rockland (RILC)
	345
	60
	17.39%
	4.35%
	10.69%

	Suffolk (SILO)
	580
	61
	10.52%
	7.07%
	0.31%

	Jamestown (SILC)
	497
	109
	21.93%
	0.00%
	0.98%

	Staten Island (SICIL)
	953
	87
	9.13%
	1.15%
	1.10%

	*Westchester (WILC/MO)
	170
	30
	17.65%
	38.24%
	0.29%

	White Plains (WILC) 
	517
	52
	10.06%
	14.70%
	0.00%

	*Putnam (WILC)
	200
	40
	20.00%
	1.50%
	3.23%

	*Buffalo (WNYILC)
	1760
	183
	10.40%
	0.40%
	0.30%

	Niagara Falls (WNYIL)
	396
	35
	8.84%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Binghamton (STIC)
	1006
	171
	17.00%
	24.45%
	0.21%

	Batavia (ILGR)
	36
	5
	13.89%
	8.33%
	0.11%

	*OAHIIO (WNYIL)
	437
	5
	11.90%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Massena (MILC)
	336
	60
	17.86%
	18.15%
	20.13%

	*Troy (ILCHV)
	708
	74
	10.45%
	23.45%
	10.62%

	*Queensbury (SAIL)
	1894
	277
	14.63%
	2.80%
	1.90%

	Yonkers (WDOM)
	170
	30
	17.65%
	38.24%
	8.45%


Survey Questions and Method of Scoring

The survey consisted of twelve questions related to consumer satisfaction with services provided by the SCILs or CILs.  Each individual was asked to rate their satisfaction with the services received at their center per question on a Likert scale of 1-7, where (1) stood for “Strongly Disagree” and (7) represented “Strongly Agree.” Respondents were instructed to circle the number that best reflected how they felt. A weighed point system was developed and applied to the Likert scale numbers identified by the consumers. Lesser values were given to lower scores (1-Strongly Disagree) and increased progressively to the higher scores (7-Strongly Agree). A satisfaction score was calculated in this manner for each question. The combined satisfaction scores for all twelve questions were then averaged to derive the overall satisfaction score. Based on this scoring system, the overall satisfaction score for the NYS CIL network was 95.21% out of a possible 100%.

Individual Questions and Summary of Results
1. The IL staff treated me respectfully.

	Responses
	Count
	Points

	1 Strongly Disagree
	99
	5759.02

	2
	38
	2399.76

	3
	55
	388.02

	4
	118
	9040.00

	5
	238
	20020.80

	6
	550
	50123.60

	7 Strongly Agree
	2805
	281200.00

	Total Score
	3878
	96.03%


A total of 3,878 consumers answered this question. The clear majority (2,805) responded Strongly Agree. The satisfaction score for this question was 96.03%.
2. The staff and myself were able to clearly communicate and understand each other.


	Responses
	Count
	Points

	1 Strongly Disagree
	105
	6118.98

	2
	45
	2933.04

	3
	76
	5500.50

	4
	110
	8480.00

	5
	274
	22880.90

	6
	691
	62537.80

	7 Strongly Agree
	2619
	261200.00

	Total Score
	3973
	95.44%


A total of 3,973 consumers answered this question. The clear majority (2619) responded Strongly Agree. The satisfaction score for this question was 95.44%.
3. The staff had a positive attitude while working with me.

	Responses
	Count
	Points

	1 Strongly Disagree
	90
	5339.11

	2
	54
	3466.32

	3
	62
	4253.72

	4
	96
	7440.00

	5
	214
	17854.00

	6
	626
	56937.40

	7 Strongly Agree
	2834
	276100.00

	Total Score
	3976
	95.99%


A total of 3976 consumers answered this question. The clear majority (2834) responded Strongly Agree. The satisfaction score for this question was 95.99%.

4. I found the staff knowledgeable about community resources.

	Responses
	Count
	Points

	1 Strongly Disagree
	118
	6838.86

	2
	69
	4532.88

	3
	80
	5427.16

	4
	143
	11120.00

	5
	368
	30681.20

	6
	701
	65431.30

	7 Strongly Agree
	2415
	235300.00

	Total Score
	3911
	94.33%


A total of 3911consumers answered this question. The clear majority (2415) Strongly Agreed. The satisfaction score for this question was 94.33%.
5. The services received from Independent Living Center enabled me to work on my own.


	Responses
	Count
	Points

	1 Strongly Disagree
	165
	9718.38

	2
	74
	4732.86

	3
	86
	6013.88

	4
	172
	13120.00

	5
	331
	27907.70

	6
	687
	62631.10

	7 Strongly Agree
	2335
	227200.00

	Total Score
	3843

	93.84%


A total of 3843 consumers answered this question.  The clear majority (2335) Strongly Agreed.  The satisfaction score for this question was 93.84%.
6. I received appropriate referrals from the staff.

	Responses
	Count
	Points

	1 Strongly Disagree
	179
	10318.30

	2
	86
	5466.12

	3
	109
	7774.04

	4
	179
	13920.00

	5
	3563
	30421.20

	6
	695
	63284.50

	7 Strongly Agree
	2180
	212700.00

	Total Score
	3796
	93.18%


A total of 3796 consumers answered this question. The clear majority (2180) responded Strongly Agree. The satisfaction score for this question was 93.18%.
7. I was treated as an equal partner while I was receiving services at the Independent Living Center.
	Strongly Disagree
	124
	7078.82

	1 Strongly Disagree
	60
	7078.82

	2
	71
	3799.62

	3
	67
	4913.78

	4
	116
	8960.00

	5
	281
	23574.20

	6  
	609
	55350.60

	7 Strongly Agree
	2609
	254300.00

	Total Score
	3870
	95.15%


A total of 3870 consumers answered this question. The clear majority (2609) responded Strongly Agree. The satisfaction score for this question was 95.15%.
8. I found that Staff of the Independent Living Center always had a pleasant professional manner.

	Responses
	Count
	Points

	1 Strongly Disagree
	87
	5099.15

	2
	46
	3066.36

	3
	60
	4180.38

	4
	113
	8480.00

	5
	218
	18287.40

	6 
	 625
	56657.40

	7 Strongly Agree
	2814
	274300.00

	Total Score
	3963
	96.00%


A total of 3963 consumers answered this question.  The clear majority (2814) responded Strongly Agreed.  The satisfaction score for this question was 96.00%.
9. Services and resources at the Independent Living Center helped me obtain or maintain employment.

	Responses
	Count
	Points

	1 Strongly Disagree
	179
	10438.30

	2
	74
	4799.52

	3
	86
	6087.22

	4
	145
	11280.00

	5
	309
	25567.70

	6
	623
	56844.10

	7 Strongly Agree
	2429
	236700.00

	Total Score
	3845
	94.01%


A total of 3845 consumers answered this question. The clear majority (2429) responded Strongly Agreed. The satisfaction score for this question was 94.01%.
10. I was in charge of making my own decisions while receiving services at the Independent Living Center.

	Responses
	Count
	Points

	1 Strongly Disagree
	102
	5999.00

	2
	51
	3333.00

	3
	55
	3740.34

	4
	105
	8080.00

	5
	241
	20454.10

	6
	641
	57590.80

	7 Strongly Agree
	2658
	259100.00

	Total Score
	3853
	95.64%


A total of 3853 consumers responded to this question. The clear majority (2658) responded Strongly Agreed.  The satisfaction score for this question was 95.64%.
11. I felt empowered while receiving services at the Independent Living Center.

	Responses
	Count
	Points

	1 Strongly Disagree
	170
	9898.35

	2
	84
	5466.12

	3
	95
	6673.94

	4
	172
	13520.00

	5
	367
	31201.20

	6
	644
	58430.80

	7 Strongly Agree
	2209
	214800.00

	Total Score
	3741
	93.38%


A total of 3741consumers responded to this question. The clear majority (2209)Responded Strongly Agreed. The satisfaction score for this question was 93.38%.
12. I found staff at the Independent Living Center very friendly.

	Responses
	Count
	Points

	1 Strongly Disagree
	79
	4559.24

	2
	42
	2666.40

	3
	65
	4547.08

	4
	98
	7440.00

	5
	202
	17160.70

	6
	511
	46296.60

	7 Strongly Agree
	2929
	285400.00

	Total Score
	3826
	96.38%


A total of 3826 consumers responded to this question. The clear majority (2929) responded Strongly Agreed. The satisfaction rate for this question was 96.38%.
Demographic Data and Summary Results

	Gender
	2010
	2008

	Male
	1535
	1466

	Female
	2294
	2033

	Unknown
	45
	58

	Total
	3903
	3557


The number of males served by the centers increased modestly by 69, from 1466 to 1535. The increase among females was larger, 261, from 2033 in 2008 to 2294 in 2010.
	Age
	2010
	2008

	Under 6
	45
	41

	6-17 years
	269
	281

	18-22
	220
	234

	23-54
	1856
	1657

	55-older
	2451
	1309

	Unknown
	16
	35

	Total
	4857
	3557


The number of consumers served in the 55-older age group statewide increased dramatically between 2008 and 2010, from 1309 to 2451. This increase of 87.24%  came at a time when the first of the Baby Boomers reached retirement age, and might be related in part to the growing need of this large sector of the population for additional services.
	Ethnicity
	2010
	2008

	American Indian
	82
	58

	Asian or Pacific Islander
	60
	55

	Hispanic
	277
	215

	Black/African Americans
	476
	375

	White
	2907
	2646

	Multi-Cultural
	131
	136

	Unknown
	7
	70

	Total
	3940
	3521


The number of Hispanics served by the CILs increased from 215 in 2008 to 277 in 2010, or 28.83% These figures perhaps reflect the growth of the Hispanic population nationally. The number of Blacks/African Americans served by CILs also increased significantly, from 375 in 2008 to 476 in 2010, or 26.93% and the number of Native Americans served rose from 58 to 82 or 41.37%.
Disability Totals in 2010 Survey Compared to 2008 Survey

	Disability Totals
	2010
	% of Total
	2008
	% 0f Total

	AIDS/HIV
	36
	1.0%
	29
	0.36%

	Alcohol/Substance Abuse
	149
	4.0%
	152
	1.92%

	Amputation
	45
	1.2%
	43
	0.53%

	Autism
	243
	6.6%
	220
	2.71%

	Back Injury
	567
	15.45%
	557
	6.86%

	Blindness
	148
	3.9%
	161
	1.98%

	Cerebral Palsy
	209
	5.7%
	184
	2.27%

	Deafness
	198
	5.2%
	171
	2.11%

	Deaf/Blind
	35
	0.9%
	36
	0.44%

	Emotional/Behavioral
	699
	18.9%
	599
	7.37%

	Environmental Sensitivity
	224
	6.1%
	159
	1.96%

	Epilepsy
	196
	5.3%
	177
	2.18%

	Hearing Impaired
	266
	7.2%
	294
	3.62%

	Intellectual Disability (DD)
	205
	5.7%
	N/A
	N/A

	Learning Disability
	791
	21.1%
	753
	9.27%

	Mental Illness
	666
	17.9%
	608
	7.48%

	Mental Retardation
	10
	0.2%
	297
	3.66%

	Muscular Dystrophy
	80
	2.2%
	72
	0.89%

	Neuro-Muscular
	275
	7.5%
	335
	4.12%

	Orthopedic
	541
	14.7%
	574
	7.07%

	Spina Bifida
	35
	0.9%
	32
	0.41%

	Spinal Cord Injury
	166
	4.5%
	149
	1.83%

	Traumatic Brain Injury
	354
	9.7%
	312
	3.84%

	Visual Impairment
	305
	8.2%
	317
	3.87%

	Other Cognitive Disability
	278
	7.7%
	231
	3.90%

	Other Mental Disability
	466
	12.5%
	381
	4.69%

	Other Physical Disability
	1305
	35.2%
	1120
	13.79%

	Other Sensory Disability
	164
	4.5%
	160
	1 .97%


The data provides a comparison by multiple types of disabilities selected by respondents between the 2010 and 2008 surveys. Consumers were asked to check off as many disabilities as applied. 3,608 persons answered this question in 2010. The number answering this question in 2008 is not available; however, by averaging the number of responders to the other demographic questions asked in 2008, we arrived at the figure of 3556. A new disability category, “Intellectual Disability” was added to the survey in 2010. By adding the number of consumers who checked this category, 205, to the 9 who checked “Mental Retardation”, we arrived at the total of 214, which is a decrease of 83  from the 297 consumers who checked the category Mental Retardation in 2008. There was a 12.17% increase in the number of consumers listing Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI) in 2010, 350, as compared with 312 in 2008. This increase could be due to the increased needs of veterans with this disability from the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq seeking services from the Independent Living Centers. This possible correlation points to the need for questions in future surveys about military service and specific disabilities acquired during that service. Finally, there was a decrease of 65 or 21.8% in the number of consumers listing a neuro-muscular disability, and an increase of 61 or  26.40% (231 to 292) in those listing “Other Cognitive Disability”.

There were no large numerical changes between 2008 and 2010 for many of the disability categories.  For example, there were seven fewer consumers who listed Alcohol/Substance in 2010 than in 2010. Similarly, the figures for Blindness, Deaf Blind and Visual Impairment   did not change greatly, as was also the case for Other Physical Disability, Spinal Cord Injury, Back Injury, Muscular Dystrophy and Epilepsy. This consistency of numbers between 2008 and 2010 in many categories raises additional questions which might be studied in future surveys: What is the turnover rate among the consumers who respond to the surveys? What percentage of the total number of consumers who completed the survey in 2010 will respond again in 2012? Is there a large core group of consumers at the centers which remains involved over a period of some years?  How many persons responding to the surveys had their first contact within the same year as the study? 

As a final demographic analysis, the data from the “disability totals” table was re-tabulated to fit the seven Federal disability categories recognized by the Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) in their 704 Report: Cognitive, Mental/Emotional, Physical, Hearing, Vision, Multiple Disabilities, and Other. This new breakdown was provided because it was determined to be too confusing for consumers to select what “category” their disability or disabilities fit into. This tabulation has been conducted by staff for the value of comparing it to the Federal disability categories. 

	Federal RSA Disability Categories
	2010 Disability Totals
	% of Total Responses

	(1) Cognitive
	1,583
	19%

	(2) Mental/Emotional
	1,779
	21%

	(3) Physical
	2,867
	34%

	(4) Hearing
	446
	5%

	(5) Vision
	439
	5%

	(6) Multiple Disabilities
	802
	10%

	(7) Other
	526
	6%


Upon looking at the data in the table above, it demonstrates services being provided to people with physical, mental/emotional, and cognitive types of disabilities for 75% of those who self-identified on the completed surveys. The remaining 25% represent services provided to people with multiple, other, hearing, and vision disabilities. These breakdowns are consistent with disability trend by disability type figures. A study conducted by Cornell University in 2010 by their Employment and Disability Institute cited 2009 American Community Survey data (PUMS).
 While the disability type categories don’t all match up exactly, they do identify visual, hearing, ambulatory (physical), and cognitive disability types for “Exhibit 2. Disability Prevalence, by Disability Type” for New York State. They recognize the following percentages of the State population for these disability types: visual 1.4%, hearing 1.6%, ambulatory (physical) 4.9%, and cognitive 3.5%. Proportionately, this suggests correct scale for these disability types and it is therefore logical for CILs to be serving greater numbers of certain disability types and fewer of others. 

It should be noted that respondents were given the opportunity to select any one or combination of disabilities on the survey. As a result, the 2010 disability totals vary from the total number of returned surveys (3,707). People often have more than one type of disability.

Other Recommendations

There is a clear need for a re-evaluation of the present system of conducting surveys every second year, and of the methodology which has been in place for some years.  More specifically, there is a need to re-evaluate and update the questions, the scale/scoring system, the demographic breakout, the level of the survey and support materials, along with language access. Rather than surveying the aggregate of consumers, a sample of CSRs could be devised, utilizing a variety of methods to obtain feedback from consumers about their service satisfaction, such as by telephone, direct mail survey, and Internet access. 
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