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BACKGROUND
The purpose of this survey is to ascertain the knowledge the Assistive Technology (AT) Stakeholders have regarding the concept of a designated state entity versus the state of California contracting process and determine which process they prefer.
The Assistive Technology (AT) Stakeholder Survey was electronically distributed on November 10, 2015, using the Department of Rehabilitation’s distribution lists and Twitter via DOR’s External Affairs. 
Some Key-Points of Survey Results:
Total Surveys Distributed: 963 (Twitter: 762; Com2: 201)
Total Survey Responses: 66 (7% response rate)
· Overall, survey results suggest that a majority of respondents are familiar with both the designated implementing entity and the competitive bid process.
· 57% of respondents indicated that they were familiar with DIE;
· 90% of respondents indicated they were familiar with the competitive bid process.  
· 61% of respondents added that they would like information on what other states are doing.

· 66%, or 29 of the 44 who responded to Question 9, are in favor of a designated implementing entity.



Summary of Comments Section:
Questions 1-8 are demographic and knowledge questions.  Questions 9 and 10 of the AT Stakeholder Survey offered a comments section. The following is a summary of those comments.

· Question 9  - respondents were asked to choose between a designated implementing entity and a competitive State of California bid process (44 responded; 22 skipped this question):
· 26 comments offered.  Of the 26, 11 offered comments in support of a DIE, 11 are against, and 4 were not specific.  
· Supporters argue that designating an implementing entity will be less costly, more efficient, provide for consistent and continuous services, and that quality of service may decline with a competitive process.  
· Opponents argue that the competitive bid process encourages competition, leading to better pricing, effective services, promotes quality, the process is fair and impartial  

· Question 10 – Provided respondents with the opportunity to add more comments that they thought may assist the DOR.  10 responses were received.  Of the 10 comments received, 6 are in support of a DIE, 3 comments were not specific, and one suggested more training is needed.
· Comments that are supportive of designating suggest that a DIE would provide for continuity of services. Past experience with the competitive bid process has proven to be disruptive in terms of service provision, which resulted in duplication of efforts and leading to loss of momentum.  

10 SURVEY QUESTIONS & RESULTS
1. Would you be using a screen reader?	  
· 9 individuals said Yes

2. Indicate category that best describes the respondent: 
· 57 responses received; 
· 9 skipped question

	Category
	Percentage
	Total Responded

	Advocate
	45.61%
	26

	Person w/ a Disability
	54.39%
	31

	Family member of a person w/ a Disability
	31.58%
	18

	State Employee
	26.32%
	15

	Service Provider
	26.32%
	15

	Educator
	8.77%
	5

	Rehabilitation Technologist
	3.5%
	2

	AT Specialist
	17.54%
	10

	Independent Living Center Staff
	21.05%
	12

	AT User
	26.32%
	15



Other categories identified in the comment section included:
· Retired Educator, State employee, and IL staff
· Two Executive Directors of ILCs
· 3 BAC members, and former Rehabilitation Counselors for the Blind
· SILC member
· Department of Education state employee
· Assistive Technology Coordinator
· Independent Consultant
· 2 State Rehabilitation Council members
· Purchaser of AT devices and services for consumers

3. Respondents rated their experience with the California State Competitive Bid process as follows:

	Excellent
	22.22%
	12

	Fair
	22.22%
	12

	Not Good
	12.96%
	7

	Bad
	1.85%
	1

	N/A
	33.33%
	18

	Other (please specify)
	7.41%
	4



In the ‘Other section’ the following comments were posted:
· Three (3) stated they never had any experience with the AT RFP process. 
· One respondent said they were “distressed that existing resources and expertise will be gone if awarded to another entity.”

4. Familiarity with the ‘designated implementing entity’ concept: 
· 29 or 56.86% said they were;
· 22 or 43.14% said they were not.

5. Familiarity with the competitive bid process: 
· 46 or 90.20% said they were;
· 5 or 9.80% were not.  

6. Asked if they would like more information on what other states are currently doing to support their AT program: 
· 31 or 60.78% said yes;
· 20 or 39.22%said no.
Seven comments were offered in this section, these included:  
· I like to keep abreast of current activity.
· Roles that the entities plan and why they sought this type of organizational structure.  Pros and cons, what makes this model better.
· It never hurts to get more information.
· I currently have two governor appointments.  Increasing my knowledge of other states’ procedures will be helpful in assisting me to make the best policy decisions in my role on these councils. 
· I don’t see that enough training is being provided to counselors on Assistive Technology.
· I know that most states designate an implementing entity to maintain continuity and quality of Assistive Technology infrastructure under the Tech Act.
· I am retired from an ILC.


7. Rating how important the designated state entity is to their agency:  

	Very Important
	47.06%
	24

	Important
	29.41%
	15

	N/A
	21.57%
	11

	Not Important
	1.96%
	1



8. When asked to rate how important the state’s competitive bid process is to their agency:

	Very Important
	34.69%
	17

	Important
	32.65%
	16

	N/A
	24.49%
	12

	Not Important
	8.16%
	4



9. Asked if they could choose between a designated implementing entity and a competitive State of California bid process, which would they choose:  44 responded; 22 skipped this question
	In Favor of
	Percentage
	Total Responded

	Designated implementing entity
	65.91%
	29

	Competitive state process
	34.09%
	15



· I believe the DIE would provide more flexibility.
· Multiple choices of providers that create competitive pricing and provide faster and more competent services.
· The state process is fair and impartial and I don’t understand the necessity for using an independent entity to do state work. 
· Disperses (sic) more funds to qualifying expert organizations.
· Specifically for this purpose.  (for this one, says to see answers to Q 10)
· More competitive.
· This option will give the authorizing agent a better choice based on consumer’s need. 
· Having a designated implementing entity will also allow established partnerships to remain.
· Only one I’m familiar with.
· For the Assistive Technology Program only.
· I think every three years is administratively burdensome, but removing the competition completely makes providers complacent.
· Less costly
· The designated process is more efficient when the subject is very narrow in focus.
· There are many difficulties with changing agencies every three years with such a large, far reaching program.  My only concern is with keeping other agencies, other than DOR, involved with the AT program, through sub-contracts, etc.
· The competitive bid process, in my opinion, increases fairness and reduces the likelihood of favoritism.
· I’m not really sure what the DIE would be like.
· Less time consuming.
· If it’s not broken, don’t fix it.
· Consistent, continuous, predictable, quality services.
· A competitive bidding process allows DOR (state) an opportunity, every three years, to evaluate and access that the program is operating efficiently and effectively and with transparency.
· I think a competitive process every 3 years promotes quality.  Continuity is important too, but hopefully the same competitor will keep winning the process every three years due to merit.  
· Changing contractor will destroy an outstanding resource and derail the resources and services we depend on for serving our consumers. 
· Better the devil I know.  At least with competitive bids you have a wide choice of vendors and products to fit individual situations and clients.  
· This will ensure for consistent implementation of the AT program and save the state money as they will not be required to re-bid every three years.
· It really depends on the quality and education of the people who assist consumers directly.  The process needs to be fair and even handed whichever it is.
· Sometimes in the competitive state process you do not get the quality you require.  

10. Question provided respondents with the opportunity to add more comments that they thought may assist the DOR.  There were 10 responses as follows:

· Closer to the tribes. (Sic)
· I believe that a DIE would provide continuity throughout the statewide network of AT providers  
· In my mind and our union’s this is state work and should be done by state workers, not contractors.
· If the DIE would allow for additional grant funding or funding options, and  provide broader implementation, then I would consider the DIE as a better choice.  It’s about quality and funding to me.
· Past history of switching between different contractors to provide services under the AT Act has led to disruption, uncertainties, and re-duplication of efforts as the “new team’ gets up and running leading to loss of time and money wasted.  Also, this has generated loss of momentum, experienced staff, and lessons learned
· DOR has vacillated and changed its strategy for implementing the AT program many times from 1993 to present.  I think the program would benefit from some longer-term commitment by all involved.
· Anyone can apply for the bid process, and in cases such as this specific AT Act grant there are few that would apply, therefore a waste of tax-payer money and agency time to open the process to competitive bid. 
· I have none.
· We need more resources and training in this area to be able to better serve our consumers.
· If the current contractor were not competent, then action would be needed.  They have built a high quality AT hub for our state and it is foolish to throw away that investment of money, time, and labor because of an arbitrary bid process that should not be applicable to such an important component of state infrastructure.  
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