Consumer Satisfaction & Needs Assessment Committee (CSNAC)
State Rehabilitation Council (SRC)
June 2, 2025
5:00-6:30 pm ET
The meeting was held virtually.
Attendees:
· SRC Members: Heather Wood (CSNAC Chair)
· MassAbility (MBY) Staff: Graham Porell, Amy Karr
· Others Present: Matthew Bander, Kevin Goodwin
· Absent CSNAC SRC members: Naomi Goldberg, Steve LaMaster
The meeting was held remotely.
The meeting was called to order by Ms. Wood at 5:05 pm.
Review of Participant Experience Survey Results
· Mr. Porell shared the finalized slide deck that will be shared with staff next week. (See MassAbility Service Experience Survey Quarterly Report 2025 FYQ3 FINAL (1).) This is for Quarter 3, January through March 2025.
· There were about 450 responses in total. Most were from Careers Services (CS) participants; CS is the larger program. The remainder were from recipients of Home and Community Life (HCL) services. The vendor has increased oversampling of HCL recipients. We surveyed CS participants with open cases and recently closed cases.
· Survey response and cooperation rates
· Response rate is the percentage of people who responded out of the entire sample provided to the sponsor. The vendor does not contact the entire sample, which is basically all MassAbility participants. Over both units, the response rate was 13%.
· Cooperation rate is how many interviews were completed divided by the number of contacts made. This can include people who were called but did not answer, and those who declined to answer questions. The vendor does not contact everyone in the sample. Over both CS and HCL, of those contacted, 63% cooperated.
· Refusal rate is the number of respondents who refused to be interviewed or ended the interview divided by the number of contacts made. Over both CS and HCL, 15% of those contacted refused.

· Summary and Trends
· For this quarter, the scores for the domains of Cultural Responsivity, Accessibility, Working Alliance, and Respect remain strong across both CS and HCL. Cultural Responsivity has been the positive aspect of service this quarter as well in previous quarters. The Accessibility scores have improved slightly since the prior quarter. The Working Alliance score demonstrates respondents feel they have a positive experience working with MassAbility. This is around 85% and has been consistent. Respect measures whether participants feel respected in terms of the services they receive and how they receive the services. The scores for Respect are higher in CS than in HCL. We believe that is because with Connect there is less waiting time; eligibility is determined quickly, and we try to get participants into an initial plan quicker. HCL has resource and vendor limitations. There may be lengthy waiting lists for some HCL programs.
· Dependability scores were similar for CS and HCL, 77% and 75% respectively. The score for Timeliness was 75% for CS. The score for HCL was lower at HCL, probably reflecting the limitations want waiting lists for some HCL programs.
· Over 90% of respondents across both CS and HCL would recommend MassAbility to a friend or family member with a disability. These scores have consistently been between 90 and 95%.
· In the open- ended feedback, 47% of CS participants had communication issues, 47% were waiting for services or not receiving services, and 41% needed more support or guidance.
· The concept of not receiving services is somewhat confusing because some of those sampled do have closed cases, but everyone one else has an active service plan. When we have done these surveys in the past, a person with an open case may indicate they are not currently receiving services and at that time there could be gaps in the services they might be getting from a vendor. Or it could be they are a student and not receiving services in the summer, or that MassAbility lost contact with them. When MassAbility sent out the survey directly we would receive many phone calls from people asking to get in touch with their counselor. So it could be that MassAbility has had difficulty in contacting many of the people reporting these issues.
· Another theme we have been seeing is about not having complete information on what services are available. Some participants have misperceptions or a lack of understanding about what MassAbility can and cannot do. Chair Wood noted that the CSNAC Committee had submitted a recommendation addressing this and had reworded it after it was reviewed at the May 1st State Plan Committee meeting.
· For both CS and HCL, the most often identified area for improvement was the need for better, faster communication. Interestingly, over 25% of respondents preferred alternative communication methods.
· When asked what they needed for achieving a sustainable‑wage job, 29% of CS respondents wanted more education or networking, 11% wanted connections with other agencies, and only 42% indicated that they did not need additional services.
· Among people who employed, many feel their job not in long term career path or no room for advancement, vendor says seen in other states.

· Details about the domains and domain scores
All the questions are broken into specific domains, or categories. The domains are scored on a 0 to 100 scale. The higher the score, the more positive experience.
The scores across both CS and HCL are:
· Respect: 79%
· Cultural Responsivity: 91%, the highest domain score
· Timeliness: 74%; 75% for CS and lower, 71%, for HCL
· Dependability: 77%
· Working Alliance: 82%
· Value: 72%, a bit lower
· Accessibility: 86%, much higher than when metric was first added
· Job and Career (CS only): 67%; as mentioned, this domain has one of the lowest scores. This may make sense because many of those sampled have open cases and may not yet have a job. Mr. Porell may want to ask the vendor to look at the score from the respondents whose cases were successfully closed.
· Recommend (% Yes): 92%
· Problems and Quality Improvement (% No Problems): 79%; 80% for CS. This means 80% of CS participants did not experience a problem working with MassAbility, we want this score to be high. For the last three or four quarters this number has decreased, but between this quarter and the previous quarter it increased/improved. and this score has improved. The trends for most of the domain scores have been relatively flat over the previous quarters, but the domain score for this improved from 70% in the previous quarter to 80% in this quarter. However, it still means that 20% of CS participants are indicating that they are having some kind of issue, and we would like that number to be lower. 
· Problems experienced by service recipients
CS participants who indicated they had experienced a problem with MassAbility or its services were asked about the types of problems experienced.
The most commonly experienced (8% or more) problems included:
· Counselor did not return calls, emails or follow up; had to leave multiple messages before getting a call back
· Counselor was not helpful or supportive
· Received no help in reaching their goals
· Felt VR was not effective, or VR vendors were not helpful
· Long time to get things going, process slow
· Changing counselors, staffing changes – This is an area that has come up before. Unfortunately, some of that just happens. People get new jobs. But perhaps MassAbility can handle these transitions better.
· Counselor would not listen, dismissed concerns
· VR services provided were not much help
Only about 20% of CS respondents and 34% of HCL respondents who experienced a problem felt that MassAbility worked to resolve it. The survey only presents the participant’s side; however, this percentage is quite low. Mr. Porell feels that MassAbility should take a deeper dive into this, perhaps have some targeted focus groups and try to dig into finding out why people feel their issues have not been resolved.

· Additional Feedback
Respondents who did not answer certain questions positively or indicated they were not satisfied were asked to provide additional feedback.
The most categories of problems mentioned by CS participants who responded include:
· Problems communicating with staff or counselors
· Wait time for services
· Needed more support or services
· Needed more information about programs and services
· About 23% of these respondents indicated they had a positive experience in general, which is good.
· About 20% felt CS counselors or staff were unprofessional; this is concerning.
The vendor is taking open-ended comments and categorizing them. MassAbility used to do this internally. Mr. Porell probably would have categorized these comments in different buckets, so he may want to ask the vendor about this. For example, some of the buckets used by the vendor, such as “needed more services” and “program was not effective” could be consolidated.
Positive feedback
When all CS respondents were asked what well while working with MassAbility, the most cited element was communication with and accessibility of their counselor. Additional things cited were having a support system, helpfulness of staff, and having access to jobs. Most positive feedback was also communication. Also access to staff, support system, access to jobs.
Most of the feedback in the open-ended comments is very positive. And there is one area where respondents can leave praise for a particular individual and the staff person will receive it, because we want to recognize staff.
Areas for improvement
When respondents were asked what MassAbility could do to improve its services, the most common responses included:
· Improve communication
Participants and staff have been reporting communicating difficulties for years. The most common reason for unsuccessful case closure is because of inability to locate the participant. The participant’s contact information may have changed and MassAbility was not informed. A participant’s counselor may be on leave or have left, and the participant was not informed. The good news is that MassAbility has made a lot of improvements. The percentage of respondents reporting communication problems used to be twice what it is now.
· Use a different mode of communication
Mr. Porell finds this interesting and thinks we may want to look into this.
· More information about the process and services
· Increased funding and resources
Reasons why those working are not satisfied with their job
The most common reason is low pay. It is a challenge because this a high cost of living area. Mr. Porell would like to see MassAbility focus on placing participants into higher wage jobs. Another common complaint is that the job is not a career move.
Demographics (all data include CS and HCL)
Regionally
The vendor uses four regions when reporting data; MassAbility divides the state into three regions. (The vendor made the Boston Metro area its own region.) Interestingly, more responses came from the northern and western parts of the state, not from the Boston Metro area.
Race
The vendor oversamples people of non-white races to ensure we get responses from these communities.
Ethnicity
About 11% of the respondents were Hispanic, which is consistent with their makeup in the population. When the surveys were done by email it was a struggle to get 5% of the responses from this population.
Gender
Responses are about equal between male and female. MassAbility does serve slightly more males than females. About 11% of respondents chose not to answer; this seems a bit high to Mr. Porell.
Age
This data does include HCL as well as CL. Overall, most of those responding were in the >55 age group. In CS the largest group of people being served, 40%, are between 18 and 30 years old.
The next CSNAC meeting is scheduled for July 21st. However, though the year end data will be provided in July, Mr. Porell may not have the data for the July 21st meeting.
The July 21st CSNAC meeting is going to be rescheduled to August 25th. At that time, Mr. Porell will have the data and also know about funding. The September 15th CSNAC meeting will be canceled.
Discussion about changing the name of the CSNAC 
MassAbility has is now using the term “participant” instead of consumer. The CSNAC is reviewing more than just the consumer/participant surveys now and we have been talking about changing the committee’s name. We will postpone further discussion and any decision until the August meeting.
Review of CSNAC’s FY26 recommendations
Chair Wood briefly summarized CSNAC’s recommendations. Three were reviewed at the May 1st State Plan Committee meeting. After that meeting it was decided to combine CSNAC’s recommendation improving methods to clearly explain MassAbility’s services to participants with the recommendation from the Client Assistance Program (CAP) about preparing fact sheets. Ms. Wood reworded the recommendations about transportation and communication. All proposed FY26 recommendations will be presented to the Executive Committee later this week on June 5th.
Open Mic
A member of the public who works for Star Market reminded everyone that Star Market is hiring.
An SRC member recently applied for MassAbility services through Connect. She was not required to provide any documentation. Is it possible that not having to provide documentation is one of the causes of the volume of applications Connect is receiving? Mr. Porell is not sure, but he has concerns about the process. Applicants may not have to speak to a person anymore when using Connect. Connect looks at someone’s functional limitations; the number of functional limitations determines the priority category of the applicant. Very few people are determined ineligible. There was orientation, but every office did it differently. 
The next Consumer Satisfaction & Needs Assessment Committee will meet on Monday, August 25th at 5 PM.
Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 6:10 pm
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