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PROP’s Transportation Department
An Empowerment Evaluation To Deter mine Customer Satisfaction

Executive Summary

The following evaluation report summarizes the results of PRID§ effort at evaluation under the
newly adopted agency policy using teenpowerment evaluatiomodel (Fettermen, 1996). The
Transportation department volunteered to initiate this effort to dewtdmdards of measure to be
used to respond to State DHS requirements on certain attribtregssportation services. Secondly,
Thomas Bartell, Transportation Department Manager, and Ms. Baisye®Manter, Director of
PROPs Community Services, and Mr. Bartelimmediate supervisor, wished to begin testing
customer satisfaction of Transportation services.

The Glenwood Research Group was retained to facilitate an empemtezwaluation effort. The
following report is organized around the thfeestomergroups identified by the Transportation
Department: DHS Case Worker Provider Customers; Medicgjthlel Customers; and Department
Drivers. Each customer group was tested on specific attributies ofirrent service. Some of the
attributes tested were repeated for each of the three grougsraaavere only appropriate to one or
more of the customer groups.

Summary of Findings of Significance

l. In General

+ Reliability and timeliness were among the higlrasked attributes
in Expectation Score for both DHS and Medicaid clients.

+ However, these same two attributes were among the |oardstd
on the client Perception scales completed by both client groups.

. From DHS Case Worker Respondents

+ DHS Case Workers rated all nineteen attributebngsortant to
Very Important

+ DHS respondents ranked the following service attributesass
important to service:

Driver attitude

Driver skills

Timeliness

Reliability

Required use of seat belts
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At this time, perception among customers of quality service dglive
appears to be influenced by how well the department delinghese
five service attributes.

Case Worker perception of PR®Fransportation service delivery is,
in all cases, ranked lower than their expectations

80% of respondents listed PROP as thedigeincy called when they
needed transportation

Although Arrival time, Ridecompletion time, andOver all reliability were
ranked by Case Workers as beiNgry Important, the perception of the
level of service actually delivered for these attributes veaskad as
Unsatisfactory to Fair.

The Department is perceived as providing certain aspects of the
service at clearly acceptable levelsdministrative call handling,

and Vehicle appearance demonstrate perception scores close to
expectation levels.

On demand rides are not a high priority for this customer group, and
the current 48 hour scheduling notice requirement is acceptable.

The majority of respondents,(69%), reported that their clients would
rate PROR Transportation services as Fair (2) on a scale of 1 to 4.

From Medicaid Clients

This client group generally perceives PR&O#Pansportation services
to be delivered at a level closer to their expectations thanC448
Workers

Top ranking attributes among this customer group included:

Driving skills

On-time arrival

Reliability

Call handed knowledgeably
Vehicles appearing safe

77% of respondents rated PR®Ransportation service &ood or
Exceeding their Expectations

Of the 37% who had used RTP, 80% reported PREd?vice to be
As Good or Better.
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78% of respondents indicated that a driver would be considered lafhié laerived
up to fifteen minutes or more past the scheduled arrival time.

Over 60% of responding clients considered PROP drivers to be late gitiem up
on at least 2 or more occasions

From Drivers

Drivers most often reported the following three reasons for volunteering:

1. For the extra money

2. For something to do

3. To help others

Drivers listed their top training need to be on PROP policies and procedures

50% of the drivers answered that they would consider themselvéshatearrived
up to 15 minutes after the scheduled pickup time

Yet, 64% of clients considered anything up to fifteen minutes toméme'.
Since 82% of clients responding indicated they experienced a hate, dve have to
conclude that drivers are arriving 15 minutes or more after schaulaledp times
in those cases. Further, as reported earlier, 60% of the clipotsack that drivers
were late on at least two or more occasions.

Cash and Gasoline topped the list of suggested driver incentives
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I ntroduction

In 1996, PROP initiated an Evaluation Committee as part of its &RcEvities. The
Evaluation Committee developed an evaluation policy for the Agency, whah
subsequently adopted on June 19,1996. The recommended evaluation modelbgdbeted
agency, is a model known as temmpowerment evaluation modégretterman, 1996). The
empowerment model is described in Empowerment Evaluation: Knowledge anddrools
Self-Assessment & Accountabiligdited by Fetterman, Kaftarian, and Wandersman.

Briefly, the empowerment model is grounded in the belief that evatuabncepts,
techniques and findings should be used to foster program improvement and self
determination. Empowerment evaluation is designed to assist progreommpeal with the
process of continuous improvement, using self-evaluation and selticeflas the basis of
change. We recommend that the empowerment evaluation processdbeetd as a cyclical
process whereby information is gathered from staff and clientsogmngon interventions.

This information is then considered and analyzed. Knowledge gained from the assessme
and analysis of this information is then fed back into the program paprocess. Program
intervention design changes are then made in response to the infari#igointroduction

of the intervention revisions, the evaluation process is repeated.

Evaluation necessarily becomes a collaborative group activity, invadtaify clients and
professional evaluator. The role of the professional evaluator is co#atforator, teacher,
and facilitator. In this case, the Glenwood Research Group waseckta facilitate the
Transportation Departmeéatevaluation effort.

After the adoption of the empowerment evaluation model by the Agendyahgportation
Department volunteered to undertake the first program evaluation asngadel. The
Transportation Department had recently executed a new parfoeatbased contract with the
Maine Department of Human Services, and was interested ilogegea capacity to collect
and report on Transportation program performance measures as iddnytthe State DHS.

In addition, the Transportation Program Manager indicated an interestasuring the

effectiveness of various attributes of the Department not otheidesgfied by the Maine
DHS.
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M ethodology

The Transportation Department initiated the evaluation process biyaethree distinct
customers of its service: Provider customers (such as DHSI Sdorlers); Medicaid
eligible out-patient clients; and Transportation Department driiersonsultation with
Glenwood Research, it was decided that three survey instruments beod&Veloped to
collect“customet information because of the unique nature of the relationship between the
Department and each of its three customer groups. Each instrunsetésigned to solicit
information unique to that customer group.

For the DHS customer, draft surveys were developed and field-tested on a sabDip& of
Case Workers at the Portland DHS office. The client survey arutitlez survey were not
field-tested prior to administration.

DHS management personnel were contacted, and their assistantsgisoldistributing the
survey instrument to all thirty-one (31) Case Workers in the Pdrtéfice. Client surveys
were mailed to 413 adult clients. Driver surveys were digetto all forty-five (45) drivers.

The following analysis was developed from the survey returns fdr ehd¢he three
Transportation Department customer groups. The report narrativarszed by customer

group.

After interviews with the Transportation Program Manager, Glenw&msearch
recommended the use of dfxpectation / Perception scaldesigned to obtain customer
scores for each of the Department performance attributes tolhateda The expectation -
perception scale design was deemed appropriate to this assignosrsedieis effective in
measuring customer satisfaction levels on services as opposed to products.

Expectation - Perception

Whenever we, as consumers, consider using a particular service prdikdethe
Transportation Department, we approach the relationship with ancertember of
preconceivedxpectations. For example, when we need transportation, we raigigct that
our call will be handled in a friendly and courteous manner, that ourstefgue specific
ride time and day will be honored, that the driver will arrivecheduled, and the ride will
be completed in a timely and comfortable manner. These axipestare usually the product
of either our prior experience with similar service providers, goperience with the same
service provider, or claims by the provider indicating the type wfcgewe should expect.
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After we have personally experienced the requested service,lMeawve the experience
with certainperceptions on how well the service was provided. We judge the level of our
satisfaction with the service, and with its provider, by comparingweWthe service was
provided against our preconceived expectations. If the provider failedets our
expectations, we might judge the service to be poor. Conversk§pifdvider delivered the
requested service in such a way that it either met, or exceadegpectations, then we will
most likely judge the service to have been delivered in a satisfactory manner.

TheExpectation - Perception scalased in this evaluation were developed by Glenwopd
identifying the attributes of the service which both DHS and PRO&/bd were important
to customers. The customer was asked to complete the expectatefirst They were
provided with a Likert-type interval scale that assigned a valieath of four possible
answers. For each service attribute, the client was asked to tell us how imEmtawas

by selecting an answer corresponding to a value of 1 through 4, whe¥etlimportant; 2

= Somewhat Important; 3 = Important; and 4 = Very Important.

Customers were then presented with the identical list of saattideutes, but asked to rate
“how well PROP performed in the delivery of that aspect fe¢hacé. Again, a Likert-type
scale was used whereby a numeric value was assigned to each of four possible Enswers
the case of thperception scalethe possible answers were different than those profoded

the expectation scale. Perception answer options were: 1 = {adatig, 2 = Fair; 3 =
Good; and 4 = Exceeded My Expectations.

The use of such an interval scale allowed for the calculation of mean (gverggendent
scores for each attribute, resulting in the development of botlexpectatioh and a
‘perceptiohmean score for each of the identified service attributes. By comphertgd
scores for the same attribute, the Transportation Department woeld Inamerical rating
which directly compared the custorserollective expectation to its collective perception on
each service attribute.

An additional benefit of tabulating the scale in this manner igttiéit allow Department
personnel to measure changes in scores over time. It is assubtbd Dapartment will re-
issue this instrument periodically to sample customers abouteseuadity. The instrument
may be modified to address new service attributes, or to tessemwece concepts, but
retention of the nineteen key attributes, assuming they remairiowv#tie service, will result
in a valid comparison of attribute mean scores as time passes.

One would expect to see certain changes made to the service based upshtéss Re-
test scores will enable Department personnel to measure wpeattinf any, changes in
service have had on perception of service quality. As such, this snsteyment becomes a
valuable tool in theempowerment evaluatibefforts of continuous self-reflection, and
improvement.

The actual raw score responses to each of the surveys is contained in the appendices.
Customer Group | - DHS Case Workers
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Expectation / Per ception Results

The Transportation Department identified the nineteen service attribsted in Table 1,
for inclusion on the Expectation / Perception scale. As noted e#ikeBtate DHS office, as
part of its newly introduced performance-based comigprocedure, developed a portion of
this list. The remaining service attributes were identifie@itaynsportation Department and
PROP Agency personnel.

Identified Service Attributes For Transportation

(The order of listing has no significance)

Tablel
1 Auto interior is neat & clean 12 Service reliability
2 Driver appears neat & clean 13 The call for service is answered in a
3 Auto looks well maintained friendly and courteous manner
4 Driver is courteous 14 The call is answered in a way that
5 Driver has positive attitude indicates we think it is important
6 Driver demonstrates excellent driving 15 The call is handled by someone

skills knowledgeable about your needs
7 Driver arrives on time 16 The call is completed satisfactorily
8 Ride is completed on time 17 The customer gets his/her first requested
9 Driver relates well to children ride time and day
10 The same driver is assigned to 18 The vehicle appears safe

subsequent rides 19 The driver requires passengers to use

11 Rides are available in demand seat belts

Of the 31 DHS Case-Worker surveys distributed, fifteen (15), or 508 reeurned for
analysis.

Table 2 contains the Expectation scores calculated for eachnriéeen service attributes.
Service attributes were ranked by Expectation score, in descendiry € that we can
examine those attributes ranked most important by DHS customers.

PROP Transportation Department
DHS Expectations
(Ranked By M ean Expectation Score€)

Table2
* Driver has positive attitude 4.0 * Driver appears neat & clean 3.4
* Driver has excellent driving * Same driver assigned to

skills 4.0 subsequent rides 3.4
* Driver arrives on time 4.0 * Call handled with knowledge 3.4
* Ride is completed on time 4.0 * Call completed satisfactorily 3.4
* Reliability 4.0 * Call answered friendly and
* Driver requires use of seat belts 4.0 courteous 3.3
* Driver is courteous 3.8 * Get first requested time & day 3.3
* Driver relates to children 3.6 * Call answered As important 3.2
* Vehicle appears safe 3.6 * Auto looks well maintained 3.0
* On demand rides 3.0 * Auto interior neat and clean 2.8

Table 2 demonstrates two important pieces of information. Fingbuasan see, the range of
Expectation scores is 2.8 to 4.0, indicating that DHS Case Workerisi@oal nineteen
attributes to bémportant to Very Important.
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Secondly, it is clear that the attributes around driver attitudeerdskills, timeliness,
reliability, and required use of seat belts, are the most impattaibites of the service for
those surveyed. It them becomes clear that the perceptiomganstomers of quality service
delivery will be heavily influenced by how well the Transportatiop&ément delivers on
these service attributes.

In Table 3 we have added the mean calculated Perception scorepmedeby DHS
customers against each of the nineteen attributes. Again, thescbaganized by mean
Expectation score so that we can see how the TransportapamtBient scored in relation to
the level of importance assigned to each attribute. The third colwovitdes the calculated
difference between the Departmenperformance perception score and the customer

expectation score.

Table3
PROP Transportation Department
DHS Expectation / Per ception
(Ranked By Mean Expectation Score)
Expectation Per ception Difference
Mean Score M ean Score

Driver has positive attitude 4.0 25 -1.5
Driver has excellent driving skills 4.0 2.6 -1.4
Driver arrives on time 4.0 1.7 -2.3
Ride is completed on time 4.0 1.8 -2.2
Reliability 4.0 2.0 -2.0
Driver requires use of seat belts 4.0 2.8 -1.2
Driver is courteous 3.8 2.5 -1.3
Driver relates to children 3.6 2.7 -0.9
Vehicle appears safe 3.6 2.7 -0.9
Driver appears neat & clean 3.4 2.5 -0.9
Same driver assigned to subsequent rides 3.4 2.4 -1.0
Call handled with knowledge 3.4 3.2 -0.2
Call completed satisfactorily 3.4 2.7 -0.7
Call answered friendly / courteous 3.3 2.7 -0.6
Get first requested time & day 3.3 2.6 -0.7
Call answered As important 3.2 2.8 -0.4
Auto looks well maintained 3.0 25 -0.5
On demand rides 3.0 2.5 -0.5
Auto interior neat & clean 2.8 25 -0.3

Table 3 demonstrates that Case Worker perception of BR@sportation service delivery

is, in all cases, ranked lower than their expectations. Furthdmda instancesArrival

time, Completion time, andOver all reliability, Case Workers have ranked these attributes
Very Important, yet their perception of the level of service actually delivered was ranked

Unsatisfactory to Fair.
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Some insight into the perception scores in reliability and timedimeay be gained by
reviewing other survey questions. For example, respondents were asi@gdwfere ever
reluctant to use PRC#transportation services. 79% answenellS’. Respondents were
then asked/f you answered YES’to being reluctant to use PROP % transportation
services, tell uswhy?” A sample of responses provided included the following:

41 ' never sureif they will show on time or have car seats as needed. Our
cases depend on good transportation ”.

“There have been many problems over the years - forgotten rides - even
when they are regular, weekly assignments; problems with drivers, even
one who smelled of alcohal in the early afternoon, etc”.

“Thedriver had been told not to feed the child junk food because of dietary
issues, but continued to feed the child with junk food, stating: 1 dont
believe in special diets’™

‘Rides are not always on time or consistent”
‘Driver reliability varies by driver - you fe never sure what you will get”
(A complete summary of respondent responses is included in the Appendix

Three important notes of explanation are appropriate here.

(=N First, although the Case Workers were asked to respond to this sheyey,
are not the recipient of the service. They arrange the transpoatbehalf
of their clients, and do not have first-hand knowledge of the service
delivered.

However, Case Workers were asked whether they follow-iltine client to
determine if the service was provided as promised. 86% of respondents
reported that they did follow-up.

Responses to this survey constitute Case Worker interpresatitheir client
perceptions, and therefore may be somewhat biasege\to, Transportation
Department management has confirmed that regardless of howrthey a
getting their information, the perceptions held by the Case Workers i
important to them, and will shape service delivery level decision-making.

Glenwood Research




page 7

(= Second, perception may not reflect reality. If drivers are pedeas being
unreliable, customers may tend to retain this view even though actual perferma
indicates otherwise. This may be especially true wittsloaed systehof customers
like Case Workers, whose close working proximity may act beente the opinions
of co-workers - even if some workers never had an unreliable ride experience.

Further, because of the level of personal energy required to dehevaftermath of
a poor ride experience complaint, customer opinion may be more heduéniced
by a poor experience than by a good experience, which would requéaetittio
energy to deal with the aftermath.

=3 Third, and perhaps most important to a service provider like the Traaismor
Department, marked improvement in those areas of the sermgided to benost
important by the customer may act to increase all perception sddresscoat tail
effect is the result of a custon®paying less attention to those service attributes
which he/she may consider to be of less importance.

If we re-rank the Expectation / Perception chart by the Diffareén the Expectation to Perception
score, we can readily see those areas of the service with DHE& Case Worker customers are
most satisfiedFurther clarification can be accomplished by suliddig this chart into four sections,
designating those differences in scores at 0.5 points or less; those sdtenegcks between 0.6
and 0.9; those scoring a difference between 1.0 and 1.9; and those scoff@gacei of over 2
points.

Table4
PROP Transportation Department
DHS Expectation / Perception
(Ranked By Difference Mean Score)
Expectation Per ception Difference
Mean Score  Mean Score
Call handled with knowledge 3.4 3.2 -0.2
Auto interior neat & clean 2.8 25 -0.3
Call answered as important 3.2 2.8 -0.4
Auto looks well maintained 3.0 25 -0.5
On demand rides 3.0 2.5 -0.5
Call answered friendly / courteous 3.3 2.7 -0.6
Call completed satisfactorily 3.4 2.7 -0.7
Get first requested time & day 3.3 2.6 -0.7
Driver relates to children 3.6 2.7 -0.9
Vehicle appears safe 3.6 2.7 -0.9
Driver appears neat & clean 3.4 2.5 -0.9
EXpectation Per ception Difference

M ean Score M ean Score
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Same driver assigned to subsequent rides 3.4 2.4 -1.0
Driver requires use of seat belts 4.0 2.8 -1.2
Driver is courteous 3.8 25 -1.3
Driver has excellent driving skills 4.0 2.6 -1.4
Driver has positive attitude 4.0 25 -1.5
Reliability 4.0 2.0 -2.0
Ride is completed on time 4.0 1.8 -2.2
Driver arrives on time 4.0 1.7 -2.3

From a review of this information, Transportation Department managigmersonnel may wish to
focus on those areas of service where DHS customers are inglidzt the largest gap exists
between the expected level of service and the perception of thé @qealisy of the service as

delivered.

Secondly, a review of the first two sections of the Table inddée Department is perceived as
providing certain aspects of the service at clearly accep&adks.Administrative call handling,
andvehicle appear ance demonstrate perception scores close to expectation levels.

On demand rides was an attribute of the service included on the scale to teshevhihe
Department should consider eliminating the current 48 hour schedule remjigeement, and
provide on-demand service similar to that provided by taxi companiesd Basthe respondent
scores, one would conclude that on demand rides are not a high pridhig farstomer group, and
the current forty-eight (48) hour scheduling notice requirement is acceptable.

Further confirmation of this conclusion was provided by an additional sgoestion. We asked:

‘PROP currently requires that you call at least 48 hours in advance ofgquested ride time. Do

you find this notice requirement to be reasonable or unreason&®38@ of respondents selected
‘reasonabl€’.
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Other DHS Survey Responses of Interest

Some additional questions were included on the DHS survey form for thespuof gaining
customer opinions. The results of these questions are summarized below:

& 80% of respondents reported that they call PROP#hish they need to arrange for
transportation for their clients

#  In 86% of cases, calls for transportation are answered within three rings.

# However, only 62% of those surveyed reported they actually got thantieme
they requested the last time they called.

# 54% reported that the last scheduled ride naiscompleted as promised.

# 66% of Case Workers recalled receiving Transportatepament information, and
73% indicated they would like to continue to receive such information.

# 60% report PROP Transportation is user friendly

# The majority of respondents, 69%, reported that their clients woddPROPs
Transportation services &air
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Customer Group Il - Medicaid Eligible Out-Patient Clients
Expectation - Perception Results

Of the nineteen service attributes identified for DHS Case Watlants, seventeen were
repeated for Medicaid Eligible Clients. The two attributes that were edamgre; driver
relates well to childrenand, the same driver is assigned to the same child on subsequent
rides. Substituted in their place wergtriver talks with yoy and ‘driver assists you getting

in and out of the vehicle

For these client surveys, the Department chose to mail a sormeyd each of its Medicaid-
eligible clients, as included in current records. The total numisemeéys mailed was 413.
Of this number, 91 clients (22%) returned completed survey forms PR supplied
self-addressed, return envelopes.

Table 1 contains the Expectation scores calculated for eachrfifteen service attributes
presented to this client group. Again, as we did in the DHS cketibs, service attributes
are here ranked by Expectation score, in descending order, so thar @ratnine those
attributes ranked most important by customers.

PROP Transportation Department
Client Expectation / Perception
(Ranked By M ean Expectation Scor€)

Tablel
* Driver has excellent driving skills 4.0 * Call completed satisfactorily 3.2
* Driver arrives on time 4.0 * Driver has positive attitude 3.1
* Reliability 4.0 * Get first requested time & day 3.1
* Call handled with knowledge 4.0 * Driver requires use of seat belts 3.0
* Vehicle appears safe 4.0 * Driver appears neat & clean 2.9
* Call answered friendly and * Auto looks well maintained 2.9
courteous 3.5 * On demand rides 2.8
* Ride is completed on time 3.3 * Auto interior neat & clean 2.5
* Driver is courteous 3.2 * Driver talks with you 2.3
* Call answered as important 3.2 * Driver assists you in and

out of vehicle 2.1

Not surprisingly, clients ranked some service attributes in gasifashion to that of the

DHS client group. Specifically, as depicted in Tabled@ying skills, timeliness, and
reliability receivedvery Important ratings from both groups. The Medicaid client group
placed a higher value (4.0) on call handling than did DHS Case Workers, who rated it 3.4.
Conversely, this group ratete completion as less important than did Case Workers ( 3.3

vs 4.0). This client group also placed much less importancdrover / passenger

conver sation, ordriver assistance getting in and out of the vehicle.

As with DHS Case Workers, the attributes ofmeliness and reiability rank Very

Important to this client group, and customer perception of quality service delik be
heavily influenced by how well the department delivers in these service areas.
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A further comparison of attribute ranking between DHS and Medicidtslis provided

here.

Table2

Comparison of Attribute Ranking

DHSvsMedicaid Clients

Ranking by M edicaid Client Expectation Score

Medicaid DHS

* Driver has excellent driving skills 4.0 4.0
* Driver arrives on time 4.0 4.0
* Reliability 4.0 4.0
* Call handled with knowledge 4.0 3.4
* Vehicle appears safe 4.0 3.6
* Call answered friendly and

courteous 3.5 3.3
* Ride is completed on time 3.3 4.0
* Driver is courteous 3.2 3.8
* Call answered As important 3.2 3.2
* Call completed satisfactorily 3.2 3.4
* Driver has positive attitude 3.1 4.0
* Get first requested time & day 3.1 3.3
* Driver requires use of seat belts 3.0 4.0
* Driver appears neat & clean 2.9 3.4
* Auto looks well maintained 2.9 3.0
* On demand rides 2.8 3.0
* Auto interior neat & clean 25 2.8
* Driver talks with you 2.3 n/a
* Driver assists you in and

out of vehicle 2.1 n/a

In the next table, Table 3 we have added the mean calculated Persepte, recorded by
Medicaid clients on each of the nineteen attributes. Again, theistaganized by mean
Expectation score so that we can see how the TransportaggamtBent scored in relation to
the level of importance assigned to each attribute. The third colwovides the calculated
difference between the customer expectation score and the Dematperformance

perception score.
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Table3
PROP Transportation Department
Client Expectation / Perception
(Ranked By Mean Expectation Score)

Expectation Perception Difference

Mean Score Mean Score
Driver has excellent driving skills 4.0 2.6 -1.4
Driver arrives on-time 4.0 2.5 -1.5
Reliability 4.0 2.5 -1.5
Call handled with knowledge 4.0 2.5 -1.5
Vehicle appears safe 4.0 2.8 -1.2
Call answered friendly / courteous 3.5 2.5 -1.0
Ride is completed on time 3.3 2.6 -0.7
Driver is courteous 3.2 2.7 -0.5
Call answered As important 3.2 2.4 -0.8
Call completed satisfactorily 3.2 2.4 -0.8
Driver has positive attitude 3.1 2.6 -0.5
Get first requested time & day 3.1 2.4 -0.7
Driver requires use of seat belts 3.0 2.5 -0.5
Driver appears neat & clean 2.9 2.7 -0.2
Auto looks well maintained 2.9 2.7 -0.2
On demand rides 2.8 2 -0.8
Auto interior neat & clean 25 2.6 0.1
Driver talks with you 2.3 2.7 0.4
Driver assists you in and out of vehicle 2.1 2.1 0.0

Unlike the Case Worker ranking, Medicaid clients do perceive thaspoatation
Department as providing service at levels equal to or greateexipectation in three areas:
Auto interiors; Driver conversation; andDriver assistance. In these three areas, the
Department is perceived to be providing service at levels higheotlegual to expectation
levels. However, these three attributes received the lowesttatipecatings by this client
group, indicating they are considered to be less important in comptrigtirer attributes.

It is interesting to note that Medicaid clients perceive theitguail service delivery, in

general, to be better than the Case Worker client group. In thesegs, the largest gap
between expectation and perception is 1.5 points or less. This mayhee &widence that
within a closed client system, like that of the DHS Case Wesrikem the same office,
perceptions may be negatively influenced by co-worker opinions.

Of particular note is the fact that bd®@liability andOn-time arrival are two attributes

with wide gaps between expectation and perception for this customer group. Thissmatche
similar concerns raised by the Case Worker rankings.
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Again, we can turn to customer comments for some insight into itbhegien. On the
Medicaid client survey we asked: If you indicated you had used RmBpirtation services,
and you had ranked PRGRervices to bBot As Good as RTP, then tell us why you feel
this way. percent (16%) of respondents rated PRIOPAs Good as RTP. Sample
responses included:

“Because appoi ntments get screwed up. They show up on days| don t need
them. They forget to pick usup at the appointment. We were 1 hour late”.

4 have been late because of non-scheduling, and driversbeing late or not
showing up”.

For additional insight into this attribute, we also asked clierdgfioe how many minutes
would have to pass before they considered the driver to be late. Tvarfiglichoices were
provided: 5 minutes; 10 minutes; 15 minutes; and 16+ minutes.

Seventy-eight percent ( 78%) of respondents indicated that drivers eociohsidered late
if they arrived anywhere from between 5 to 15 minutes past the scheduladtame. Of
these respondents, 41% selected 15 minutes; 36% selected 10 minutes, aatkdiEdh 5
minutes.

We then askedHow many timeshavewebeen latein picking you up?’ Responses were:

TimesLate
1 time 22%
2 times 17%
3 times 14%
4 times 6%
5 or more times 23%

This indicates thatver 60% of responding clients considered PROP drivers to be late
picking them up on at least 2 or more occasions

Glenwood Research




page 14

In Table 4, we have presented the Medicaid-eligible client atérifaunkings, organized by
the calculated difference between Expectation and Perception score.

Table4

PROP Transportation Department
Medicaid Client Expectation / Perception
(Ranked By Difference Mean Score)

EXpectation
Mean Score

Driver arrives on-time 4
Reliability
Call handled with knowledge 4
Driver has excellent driving skills 4
Vehicle appears safe 4
Call answered friendly / courteous 3.5
Call answered as important 3.2
Call completed satisfactorily 3.2
On demand rides 2.8
Get first requested time & day 3.1
Ride is completed on time 3.3
Driver is courteous 3.2
Driver has positive attitude 3.1
Driver requires use of seat belts 3.0
Driver appears neat & clean 2.9
Auto looks well maintained 2.9
Driver assists you in and out
of vehicle 2.1
Auto interior neat & clean 25
Driver talks with you 2.3

The administrative call procedures, listed‘@dl handled with knowledge’, and‘call

Per ception Difference
M ean Score
285 -1.5
285 -1.5
25 -1.5
2.6 -1.4
2.8 -1.2
25 0-1.
2.4 -0.8
2.4 -0.8
2.0 -0.8
2.4 -0.7
2.6 -0.7
2.7 -0.5
2.6 -0.5
25 -0.5
2.7 -0.2
2.7 -0.2
2.1 0.0
2.6 0.1
2.7 0.4

answer ed friendly and courteous’ appear to be problem areas with this client population.
The perception rankings of 2.5 are similar to those by DHS Case Wonk® ranked them

at 3.2 and 2.7, respectively.
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Other Survey Responses of I nterest

& 53% reported they were not aware that they could receive Medicaid
reimbursement for use of their own vehicle for transportation to Metlic
appointments.

# 41% of respondents indicated a need for rides before 8 A.M. or affeér,5 P
and 46% indicated no such need

# 25% of respondents reported that ‘a friend’ told them about PROP
Transportation service, while 30% indicated they heard about it fldasa
Worker.

& 81% reported that PRGAransportation service is easy to use

& 77% of respondents rated PR®Rransportation servicAs Good or
Exceeding their Expectations

# 37% reported using RTP

& Of the 37% who had used RTP, 80% reported PREd#?viceAs Good or
Better.
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Customer Group Il - PROP’sVolunteer Drivers

PROPs Transportation Department Manager was interested in surveyingeet drivers
to determine five primary issues:

Assess driver training needs

Clarify driver motivation

Assess driver perception of Department support

Test the attractiveness of existing and possible rewards and incentives
Assess driver perception of PR®Revel of appreciation of them as
volunteers

abhowbhPE

Eighteen (18) out of 45 drivers (40%) responded to the survey.
Driver Motivation
Drivers were asked to tell us why they volunteer. Three reasons were oftendepeate

1. For the extra money
2. For something to do
3. To help others

When asked how they came to choose PROP for their voluntdeltivare was considerable
variation to the answers, but the one most often repeated waseh&new someone who
was already a volunteer driver at the agency

Training

Drivers were asked to rate how important various topics of traiméng to them. They were
asked to rank seven training topics, using a scale of 1 to 4 wheé¥etllmportant and 4 =
Very Important. The results are listed here, ranked by mean &oginest to lowest, and
indicate that all topics listed are consideregbortant to Very Important.

PROP policies and procedures 4.0
Driver safety training 3.3
The proper use and installation

of child car seats 3.1
DHS policies and procedures 3.1
Defensive driving 3.0
Child psychology 3.0
Cardio-Pulmonary Resuscitation (CPR) 2.9
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Transportation Department Call Administration

The next series of questions tested driver percemtiofransportation Departments call
administration activities.

We asked: the last time you called the Transportation Department, and after you were
connected to the Transportation Dispatcher, was your call

a. Answered by the third ring? 78% answered YES

b. Answered in a friendly and
courteous manner? 82% answered YES

C. Answered in a way that 63% answered YES
indicated your call was 31% answered NO
important? 6% answered DdnKnow

d. Completed to your 65% answered YES
satisfaction? 35% answered NO

Recognition and Attitude

Drivers were asked to rate PROP, from 1 = Unsatisfactory; exteeds My Expectation,
on recognition and attitude items. Results are reported here usamgscare, ranked from
highest to lowest score. Note that no tested subject ranked high@r3hanid-way between
Fair and Good, and the majority of responses are ranked kaitheategory.

* Making you feel you want to continue to voluntee 25
* Honoring driver scheduling Requests 2.5
* Making it easy for you to work with the Transgetion

Department 2.3
* Driver ability to get assigned rides 2.3
* Giving drivers all relevant details of the aswgl client 2.2
* Providing drivers with worthwhile training 2.1
* Recognizing you for your efforts 2.1
* Attitudes of paid staff to volunteers 2.1
* Driver reimbursement rates 2.1
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L ateness

Like Medicaid clients, drivers were asked to define how many miraftesa scheduled
pick-up time could they arrive before they considered themselve3 e was no clear-
cut majority answer from the drivers. 50% of the drivers answhegdhey would consider
themselves late if they arrived up 16 minutes after the scheduled pickup time. Driver
responses were as follows:

5 minutes 22%
10 minutes 28%
15 minutes 39%
16+ minutes 11%

You will recall that Medicaid clients answered a similar question as:

5 minutes 11%
10 minutes 25%
15 minutes 41%
16+ minutes 23%

Sixty-four percent (64%) of clients considered anythingpdifiteen minutes to b®n-time'.
And, since 82% of clients responding indicated they experienced @rilete, we have to
conclude that drivers are arriving 15 minutes or nafter scheduled pick-up times in those
cases. Further, as reported earlier, 60% of the clients reportedtitieas were late on at
least two or more occasians

Rate Transportation

Sixty-six percent (66%) of drivers rated PR®Hransportation service &ood to
Excellent.

Rate PROP

Eighty-three percent (83%) rated Prop, as an organiz&iaog to Excellent.

Glenwood Research




page 19

Driver Incentives

The Department wished to test the popularity of various rewaidsestives for drivers.
Drivers were asked to rate each suggestion on a scale of 1heré, Iv= No Interest, and 4

= High InterestCash andGasoline topped the list of suggested incentives. No item listed
received a mean score higher than 3.4, indicating that there mdebeaentive ideas, not
yet mentioned, which may prove more popular to all drivers. Incentives are listeebioy
score, highest to lowest.

Cash Prizes 3.4
Tank of Gas 3.3
Dinner Out 2.8
Oil Change 2.7
Free Car Wash 2.6
Movie Tickets 24
Tickets for Sporting events 2.0
Tickets to Plays/Concerts 2.0
Tickets to Symphony 1.8
Movie Rentals 1.8

Additional Comments

Drivers were invited to add any additional comments. A completedisf comments is
provided in Appendix C. No one topic was repeated enough to result in ady e
numerous procedural suggestions were offered, and management mayexemine these
for validity and reasonableness.
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Conclusions

Glenwood Research would like to thank PROWMRransportation Department for its
considerations and assistance provided to us during the course of thatienaffort. The
Transportation Department should be commended for volunteering to undersateskhi
and we hope that the process and results will prove to be usefuldonit®itment to
improving client service.

The instruments developed to conduct these client surveys sbatiftbe to be useful to the
Department in the future. We recommend that the Department coadidaristering the
client surveys on an annual schedule. If changes, or modifications &eiviee are
introduced, then more frequent, but more limited testing is recommeadesséss the
impact of these changes and/or modifications.

One note of caution is in order. The act of asking your customefsgiocbomments raises
some level of expectation among them. By providing you with their corsand/or
complaints, they will now expect to see some changes to thees@rviesponse to their
provided information. Therefore, it is now important to consider those chamgy
improvements that will make the greatest impact on custpeneeption. If such changes are
implemented, the Department should make the extra public relatitors tef notify
customers that the changes are being initiated, and the reasondoarige is to improve
service in response to customer comments. We believe this typstamer recognition will
result in a continued willingness among the customers to continusptmictto your survey
requests.

One final note -- it should have been obvious from the body of this repdrthina
Department needs to give immediate attention to the perceived psoblameliness and
reliability. It was clear from both DHS and Medicaid clients that these attrib@esasat
important, yet perception of service is far less than what is expected.

Glenwood Research wishes to thank PROP and its Transportation Damafomthe

opportunity to assist them in this undertaking. We would be pleagamalwould consider us
for any future evaluation and/or marketing needs you may wish to consider in the future.

Glenwood Research




