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2001 Consumer Satisfaction Survey
Executive Summary

Background

Asapart of acomprehensive sirategy to improve Vermont's system of long-term care, the Department of
Aging and Disabilities has crafted partnerships with counties and regionsto plan and managelong-term care
sarvicesavalableto Vermonters. Asapart of these outcome-based partnerships, the Department routingly
conducts surveys with consumers to measure satisfaction with sysems of care and overdl qudity of life.

For the third year, the Department contracted with ORC Macro of Burlington, Vermont, to conduct a
Satewide survey of individuas recaeiving services from Department-sponsored programs in 2001. The
survey was designed to provide objective information about long-term care consumersfrom different aress
around the state, aswell asto comparetheseresultsto those obtained in 1999 and in 2000. A combination
of mail and telephone surveys were conducted with long-term care consumersin the Adult Day, Medicaid
Waiver Services, Homemaker, and Attendant Services programs over the age of 18. In addition, results
fromaseriesof qudity of life questions posed to arepresentative sample of thegenera Vermont population
(who werenot necessarily recaiving long-term care services) were compared to the responses of long-tam
care consumers.

The 2000 and 2001 surveys were identical, and asked consumers about their experiences with the
Attendant Services, Homemaker, Medicaid Waiver Services, and Adult Day Programs. However, the
1999 survey asked consumers questions about the Home Delivered Meds Program, rather than the
Homemaker Program. Therefore, while 2000 and 2001 results may be directly compared, comparison of
1999 results to those of 2000 and 2001 should be considered genera trends.

Overall Consumer Satisfaction

Consumersof the Stat€ slong-term care servicesindicated overwhel ming satisfaction and gpprova for the
programs in which they participated. Satisfaction and gpproval ratings were consstently high across all

measures. For the third year in arow, consumers were most satisfied with the courtesy shown by their
caregivers, with 93% of consumersindicating they felt caregiver courtesy waseither “excelent” or “good.”

Additiondly, at least 85% of long-term care consumerssatewideindicated Smilar levesof satisfaction with
the quality of assstance they received (89.3%), the reliability of service (87.9%), and communication with
caregivers (87.8%).

Long-term care consumers statewide were less satisfied with the amount of choice and control they had
when planning their long-term care services, dthough their satisfaction level increased sgnificantly in 2001
compared to 2000. Whereasonly 71.7% of consumersrated the amount of choiceand control they had as
“excdlent” or “good” in 2000, 81.0% rated this service dement as “excelent” or “good” in 2001.
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In 2001, the percentage of consumerswho felt long-term care programswere agood vauefor the services
they received remained cong stent with 2000 results, at about 80%. Furthermore, an overwhdming mgjority
(89.1%) of consumers felt the help they have received from long-term care services had made their lives
“much” or “somewhat better.” Over 80% of consumers statewide felt it would be “difficult” or “very
difficult” to stay in their homesif they did not receive long-term care services.

Percentage of Respondents Statewide Who Rated Overall Services
as "Excellent" or "Good"

I
Choice and Control When 751
Planning Services5 181.0
86.1
Quality of Assistancel
| | | [
80.9
Timeliness of Servicesl
| | | [
82.2
Service Schedulingl
| | | [
Communication with 84.5
Caregiversl 87.8 01999
. | | | | 2000
85.3 o
Reliabilityl 2001
| | | o
Degree to Which Services Met 79.7
Needs 84.5
79.7
Problem Resolution5 T
| | | [
90.4
Caregiver Courtesyl
| | | | =
How Well People Listen to C8)270
Needs 83.0
[ I \ I I
T T T T T

0 20 40 60 80 100

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 |Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and als01999 and 2001
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Quality of Life Among Long-Term Care Consumers

Mogt ederly and disabled Vermonters who recelve assistance from the stat€' s long-term care programs
perceived the quality of their life as being generdly good. Specificdly:

Nearly 80% (78.9%) of consumers indicated they felt valued and respected.
The mgority of consumersfet safein their home (90.6%) and safe in their communities (71.5%).
Most consumers (91.%) had someone they can rely on for support in an emergency.
However, long-term care consumers may experience a lesser qudity of life than other Vermonters. On
amilar qudity of lifemeasures, the generd Vermont public was cons stently more positive about the qudity

of thar lives than long-term care consumers, and indicated significantly higher levels of satisfaction in a
number of areas. For example:

Long-term care consumers were far less likely than other Vermonters to be satisfied with their
socid lives and connections to the community. While 88.0% of Vermonters indicated they were
satisfied with their socid lives, only 56.6% of long-term care consumers felt the same way.

Members of the generd Vermont public were more than 15% more likely to be satisfied with the
amount of contact they have with family and friends (87% vs. 71.8%).

Elderly and disabled Vermonters participating in long-term care programs were lesslikely than the
genera Vermont public to fed valued and respected (78.9% compared to 90.0%).
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Safety at Home*

Safety Outside of Home*

Mobility Outside of Home*

Mobility In Home*

Satisfaction with Free Time*

Satisfaction with Amount of
Contact*

Support in an Emergency*

Satisfaction with Social Life*

Concern About Financial Security

Quality-of-Life Measures: A Comparison of Macro Poll and CSS Results
(Percentage of Respondents Indicating "Yes")

. 8.8
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]
93.0
s 8.8
I e &2
S 90.0
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et 88.0
= 86.3

Concern About Going to Nursing
Home

48.4

*Indicates statistical difference between 2001 Macro Poll results and 2001 Consumer Satisfaction Survey (CSS) results
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Consumer Satisfaction with Attendant Services Program

Long-term care consumerswho participated in the State s Attendant Services Program indicated highlevels
of satisfaction with the care they received. For each program aspect, at least 70% of consumers were
“dways’ or “dmog dways’ satidfied.

Consumerswere most satisfied with the respect and courtesy shown to them by their caregivers, with
over 4% indicating they were “dways’ or “amost dways’ satisfied.

Attendant Services consumersin 2001 weremorelikely toindicatethey were satisfied with the qudity
of services compared to 2000 responses (92.9% vs. 85.8%).

Consumer Satisfaction with Homemaker Program

Over 75% of long-term care consumers participating in the Homemaker Program were“adways’ or “amost
adways’ satisfied with dl program aspects.

Nearly 88% of consumersindicated their caregivers“dways’ or “amog dways’ trested them with
respect and courtesy.

In 2001, significantly fewer consumers reported that they knew whom to contact with acomplaint or
request (76.9%) than in 2000 (88.1%).

Consumer Satisfaction with the Medicaid Waiver Program

Elderly and disabled Vermonters participating in the tate’ sMedicaid Waiver Program on averageindicated
higher levels of satisfaction with this program than al other programs evaluated in the sudy. These high
levels of satisfaction did not change significantly in 2001 compared to 2000.

Consumerswere most sti sfied with the respect and courtesy shown to them by their caregivers, with
95.2% having indicated their caregiver “dways’ or “dmost dways’ trested them with respect and
courtesy.

Medicaid Waiver Program participants were least satisfied with when and where services were
offered. However, even in this category, 87.9% of Medicaid Waiver Program consumers were
satisfied with this program aspect.

Consumer Satisfaction with the Adult Day Center Program

Satisfaction levels with the Adult Day Center Program appear lower than satisfaction levels with other
programs. However, Adult Day Center consumers were asked to rate different program aspects than
consumers of the other programsincluded in the survey. The mgority of consumers were satisfied with
many aspects of the Adult Day Center Program.

Consumerswere most satisfied with days and hours of the program operation: 86.0% were dwaysor
amog aways satisfied with this agpect of the Adult Day Center program.

In addition, 71.8% of Adult Day Center consumers felt that the activities offered by the program
matched their interests.
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However, only 66.0% of consumers could regularly afford dl of the hours or services required.
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Percentage of Respondents Who Were "Always" or "Almost Always" Satisfied

with Attendant Services Program Aspects
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INTRODUCTION

For the past three years, the Vermont Department of Aging and Disabilities has conducted a survey of

cientswho utilize long-term care services and programs. These consumer satisfaction surveys providethe
Department with measures of consumers perceptions, experiences, and opinions about the servicesthey

receive. In 1999, the survey examined satisfaction with four different state programs. the Attendant

Services Program, the Home Delivered Med s Program, the Medicaid Waiver Program, and theAdult Day
Center Program. In 2000 and 2001, the survey was changed to include questions about the Homemaker
Program, replacing those regarding the Home Ddlivered Med s Program. The specific godswereto assess
the fallowing:

Overdl consumer sttisfaction with the programs and services offered by the Department.

The degree to which consumers perceived Department programs and services as agood vaue.

The degreeto which Department programsand services have made apositiveimpact onthelives of
consumers.

The qudity of life of individuds participating in Department programs.

Leves of consumer satisfaction with specific program eements of the Attendant Services,
Homemaker, Medicaid Waiver, and Adult Day Center Programs.

In addition to measuring overal Department performance, the survey provided measures of consumer
satidfaction at the county and regiond leve, dso dlowing comparisonsamong individuad countiesor regions,
and the state.* 1ts methodology was supported by a sophisticated sampling plan that provides statitically
vaid estimates a the county/regiond level. The Department intendsto use this consumer input asa part of
its annua program planning and eva uation process with its partners, the Community-Based Long- Term
Care Codlitions. The survey was administered to clients in the following counties and regions: Addison,
Bennington, Cdedonia, Franklin, Lamoille, Rutland, Washington, Windham, Chittenden/Grand Ide,
Essex/Orleans, and Orange/Windsor.

The following chapters detal the results of the 2001 Consumer Satisfaction Survey; the report aso
compares these results to those obtained in the 1999 and 2000 surveys.
Chapter | presents an overview of long-term care services ratings.
Chapter 11 presents quality-of-life measures among Vermonterswho uselong-term care services,
comparing the results to state-wide responses.
Chapters 111, IV, V, and VI present a more detailed picture of satisfaction with the Attendant
Services Program, the Homemaker Program, the Medicaid Waiver Program, and the Adult Day
Center Program, respectively.
Appendix A provides a detailed overview of the survey methodology.
Appendix B includes a copy of the survey questionnaire.
Appendix C shows state-wide Macro Poll quaity-of-life survey results.
Appendix D provides weighted frequencies for each survey question.

! Reports summarizing data by region may be obtained by contacting Joan Haslett at (802) 241-2400.
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CHAPTERI. Overview of Long-Term Care Services Ratings

For the third year of this survey, consumers of the State of Vermont’s long-term care services indicated
overwheming satisfaction with, and gpprova of, the programs and services in which they participated.
Ratings remained conggtently high across dl measures, induding program satisfaction, overdl qudity of
assstance received, responsiveness to consumer needs, and trestment by caregivers. A more detailed
discussion of these results follows. Smilar to previous years results, there was consderable variaion
between county or region and the statewide result. It is important to note that the results for overal

consumer satisfaction are presented here as generd trends for the survey years 1999 and 2000, because
consumersin 2000 were not asked the same program- specific questionsthat were asked in 1999; however,
the same program-specific questions were asked in 2000 and 2001, providing the opportunity for direct
comparisons. 1n 2000 and 2001, the programsincluded in the survey were Adult Day, Medicaid Waiver
Services, Homemaker, and Attendant Services Programs. 1n 1999, respondents were asked about the
Home Dédlivered Meds Program instead of the Homemaker Program.

In the questionnaire, respondents were asked to rate various service € ements using one of two five-point
scdes thefirg scdeincluded; “dways” “dmogt dways” “sometimes” “sddom,” and “never.” The second
scdeincluded; “excdlent,” “good,” “average,” “poor,” or “unsatisfactory.” Please notethat inthisreport,
“above average’ indicates arating of “excdlent” or “good,” while “below average’ indicates a rating of
“poor” or “unsatisfactory.”

A. Satisfaction with Long-Term Care Service Elements

The mgority of participants in the State' s Attendant Services Programs, Homemaker Programs,
Medicaid Waiver Services, and Adult Day Center Programs were pleased with the type, quality,
and amount of servicesthey had received from these programs. The survey included 10 questions
about different aspects of program support and service delivery; these questions were identica to
those asked in 1999 and 2000. Statewide, about 86.1% of consumersrated their satisfaction with
the programs as ether “excdlent” or “good” (Figure 1.1). On average, satisfaction levels with
sarvicedements(i.e., averageratingsof “excelent” or “good”) in 2001 (86.1%) were morethan 6
percentage points higher than in 2000 (80%). Infact, satisfaction with eight of ten servicedements
increased significantly between 2000 and 2001. Satisfaction with thefollowing servicedementsdid
not change between 2000 and 2001: “degreeto which servicesmet needs,” and “how well people
listen to needs and preferences.”

While the leve of satisfaction with these programs was generdly high, there was some variation
among different service dements (Figure 1.1). Caregiver courtesy was again given the most
favorable rating by program participants, with an overwhelming 93.0% of respondents indicating
they fet his sarvice dement was either “excelent” or “good.” In contrast, only 81.0% of

respondents rated the degree of choice and control they had when planning for their services as
“excdlent” or “good,” athough this rating was sgnificantly higher than last year.
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Figure 1.1: Satisfaction with Service Elements

Service Elements Percentage of Respondents Statewide Who
Rated Element as “Excellent” or “Good”
1999 2000 2001
Choice and Control When Planning Services 75.1% 71.7% 81.0%*
Quality of Assistance 86.1% 81.9% 89.3%*
Timeliness of Services 80.9% 75.9% 84.5%*
Service Scheduling 82.2% 78.0% 84.9%*
Communication with Caregivers 84.5% 83.2% 87.8%*
Reliability 85.3% 79.6% 87.9%*
Degree to Which Services Met Needs 79.7% 79.7% 84.5%
Problem Resolution 79.1% 78.5% 84.9%*
Caregiver Courtesy 90.4% 88.2% 93.0%*
How Well People Listen to Needs, Preferences 82.0% 80.7% 83.0%
Total Yearly Average 82.6% 79.7% 86.1%

* Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001 at .05%
Please note: years 1999 and 2000 have not been tested for significance due to the
incomplete comparability of overall satisfaction between survey years.

There was condderable variation in the level of satisfaction among long-term care consumersin
eecharea. Resultsindicated atrend toward higher levels of consumer satisfaction for specificlong-
term care programsin Lamoille and Addison counties. Consumersin these areas more frequently
rated service elements and service e ements as above average, using a response of “excdlent” or
“good,” than consumers Satewide.

Results dso indicated atrend toward lower levels of consumer satisfaction for these same service
elementsin Essex/Orleans and Orange/Windsor. Consumersin these areas more frequently rated
sarvice dements and service dements below the statewide average.

The following sections discuss survey results for each specific service dement presented in the
survey: amount of choice and control, quality of help received, timeliness of services, scheduling of
services, communication with caregivers, caregiver reliability, degree to which services met
consumers needs, problem and concern resol ution, caregiver courtesy, and how well program staff
ligten. Results are summarized by county or region.
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B. Amount of Choice and Control

In 2001, 81.0% of consumers statewide rated their satisfaction with the amount of choice and
control they had when they planned their services or care as above average, usng a réting of

“excdlent” or “good” (Figure 1.2). Thisresultisasgnificant increase over atewide satisfaction
with amount of choice and control in 2000 (71.7%). Consumersin Lamoille (88.9%) were more
likely than consumers statewide to rate the amount of choice and contral in planning their services
or care asabove average (Chart 1.1). Consumersin Essex/Orleans (69.1%), however, wereless
likely than consumers statewide to rate the amount of choice and control they had as above
average, and more likely to rate this agpect of their service as* average” (21.8%).

While consumer responses reflect ardetively high degree of satisfaction with this service dement,
consumers statewide were less likely to rate this aspect as above average than other service
eements. Nonethdess, satisfaction levels among consumers in Caledonia, Lamoaille, Rutland,
Windham, and Chittenden/Grand Ide increased significantly in 2001 compared to 2000.
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Figure 1.2: Amount of Choice and Control

3A. The amount of choice and control you had when you planned the services or care you would receive. Would you say:

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 189 2000 2001
Addison 42.0/c  33.4/c  50.7/c 40.6/c 41.8/c 30.7/b 7.2/b 7.3/b 7.7/a 0.0 3.6/a 15/a 1.4/a  3.6/a 1.5/a
Bennington 41.3/c  27.9/c  44.4/c 27.0/c*  44.2ic 35.6/c  12.7/b 7.0/b 8.9/b 3.2/a 23la  4.4/a 0.0 2.3/a 0.0*
Caledonia 41.8/c  29.2/lb  34.0/c 23.6/c*  27.1/b*  48.0/c  18.2ict  16.7/b 6.0/a 5.5/b 0.0 4.0/a  1.8/a 2.1/a 0.0*
Franklin 42.6/c  44.8/c*  47.5/c 41.2/c 37.9/c 39.0/c 7.4/b 10.3/b 6.8/a 2.9/a 3.5/a 1.7/a 0.0 1.7/a 1.7/a
Lamoille 33.3/c  34.9/c  40.7/c 47.9/c*  32.6/c 48.2/c  6.3/b* 9.3/b 7.4/a 2.1/a 0.0 0.0* 2.1/a 2.3/a 0.0*
Rutland 39.8/c  26.8/c  35.9/c 36.6/c 37.5/c 45.3/c 6.5/b 23.2/b* 6.3/a 2.2/a 5.4/a  3.1/a 1.l/a 1.8/a 0.0*
Washington 30.8/c  25.9/c  48.4/c 38.5/c 46.3/c 31.3/bb  12.3/b  11.1/b 9.4/b 3.1/a 7.4/b 1.6/a 15/a  5.6/a 1.6/a
Windham 35.5/c  34.6/c  43.3[c 35.5/c  25.0/c*  31.7/b 9.7/b 13.5/b 8.3/a 1.6/a 9.6/b 3.3/a 0.0 5.8/a 3.3/a
Chittenden/ 27.2Ib* 387 42.7/c 44.4jc 32.3/c 41.2ic 9.9/b 14.5/b 5.9/a 3.7/a 1.6/a  15/a 25a  1.6/a 1.5/a
Grand Isle
Essex/
Orleans 42.2/c 38.9/c  29.1/b* 31.3/c 33.3/c 40.0/c  14.1/b 9.3/b 21.8/b* 1.6/a 1.9/a 0.0* 0.0 1.9/a 0.0*
Orange/ 36.9/b 32.8/c  46.4/c 44.1/b 48.3/c 34.8/b 9.9/b 13.8/b 15.9/b 0.0 1.7/a 0.0* 0.9/a 0.0 1.5/a
Windsor
Statewide 36.6/a 33.8/a 42.9/a 38.5/a 37.9/a 38.1/a 9.7/a 12.8/a 9.3/a 2.3/a 3.5/a 1.8/a 1.1/a 2.5/a 1.2/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 1.1: Percentage of Respondents Rating Amount of
Choice and Control as Above Average
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year
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4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also1999 and 2001
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C. Quality of Help Received

Statewide, 89.3% of consumersrated their satisfaction with the overdl qudity of help received as
above average, with nearly haf (48.4 %) of respondents rating this aspect as“excdlent” (Figure
1.3). Thislevd of satidfaction is sgnificantly greater than in 2000 (81.9%). Qudlity of help
received was one of the highest rated service elementsin 2001.

Looking at specific aress within the state, consumers in Bennington, Caledonia, Lamoille, and
Chittenden/Grand Ide dl responded with greater satisfaction with the quality of help received in
2001 compared to 2000. Furthermore, at least haf of consumers in Addison (56.9%) and
Washington (54.7%) rated overal quality as “excdlent.” Consumers in Franklin (94.9%) and
Lamoille (94.4%) were more likely than consumers statewide to indicate that they felt service
quality wasabove average; consumersin Essex/Orleanswerelesslikely than consumersacrossthe
date to rate the quaity of help received as above average (Chart 1.2).
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Figure 1.3: Overall Quality

3B. The overall quality of the help you receive. Would you say:

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 39.1/c 58.2/c  56.9/c 44.9/c 31.0/c 36.9/c 4.3/a 3.6/a* 4.6/a 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 1.8/a 0.0*
Bennington 52.4/c 37.2[c  44.4/c 25.4/c* 34.9/c 44.4/c 9.5/b 11.6/b 4.4/a 0.0 0.0 4.4/a 1.6/a  2.3/a 0.0*
Caledonia 36.4/c 39.6/c  44.0/c 45.5/c 31.3/b 42.0/c 12.7/b* 8.3/a 10.0/b 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 2.1/a 0.0*
Eranklin 51.5/c 56.9/c  47.5/c 36.8/c 29.3/b 47.5/c 5.9/b 12.1/b 5.1/a 1.5/a 1.7/a 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Lamoille 33.3/c* 39.5/c  42.6/c 54.2/c* 39.5/c 51.9/c* 4.2/a 16.3/b 5.6/a 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 46.2/c  50.0/c  53.1/c 43.0/c 357/ 39.1/c 2.2/a* 5.4/a 6.3/a 00 18a 00 0.0 3.6/a  0.0*
Washington 43.1/c 42.6/c  54.7/c 41.5/c 38.9/c 34.4/c 7.7/b 16.7/b 6.3/a 3.1/a 0.0 0.0* 1.5/a 1.9/a 1l.6/a
Windham 46.8/c 46.2/c  45.0/c 41.9/c 23.1/b* 36.7/c 1.6/a* 15.4/b 6.7/a 1.6/a  7.7/b 3.3/a 0.0 1.9/a 1.7/a
Chittenden/ 46.9/c 48.4/c  48.5/c 38.3/c 32.3/c 42.7/c 6.2/b 12.9/b 4.4/a 1.2/la  3.2/a 0.0* 0.0 1.6/a 1.5/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 39.1/c 40.7/c  32.7/b* 46.9/c 37.0/c 41.8/c 9.4/b 13.0/b  18.2/b* 0.0 1.9/a 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Orleans
Orange/ 43.2/b 48.3/c  47.8lc 44.1/b 43.1/c 40.6/c 3.6/a 5.2/a 11.6/b 2.7/a 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Windsor
Statewide 45.1/a 47.3/a 48.4/a 41.0/a 34.6/a 40.9/a 5.3/a 10.6/a 7.2/a 1.1/a 1.6/a .49/a 0.2/a 1.4/a .53/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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D. Timeliness of Services

Statewide, 84.5% of long-term care service consumers rated the timeliness of the services they
received asabove average, with approximatey 48% rating timelinessas“ excdlent” and 37% rating
itas“good” (Figure1.4). Theseratingsrepresent asignificant increase over 2000, when 75.9% of
consumers rated the imeliness of their services as above average (Chart 1.3). Consumersin
Cdedonia, Lamoaille, and Chittenden/Grand Idedl indicated improved satisfaction with timeliness of
service in 2001 compared to 2000.

Over haf of respondentsin Addison (55.4%), Caedonia(50.0%), Franklin (50.9%), Washington
(50.0%), and Chittenden/Grand I1de (52.9%) reported the timeliness of the servicesthey received
as“excdlent.” Consumersin Franklin (91.5%) and Lamaille (92.6%) were even more likely than
consumers statewide to indicate timeliness of service asbeing above averagein 2001 (Chart 1.3).
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3C. The timeliness of your services. For example, did your services start when you needed them? Would you say:

Figure 1.4: Timeliness of Services

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 39.1/c 50.9/c  55.4/c 44.9 /c 30.9/c 35.4/c 7.21/b 7.3/b 3.1/a* 0.0 3.6/a 0.0* 0.0 3.6/b 1.5/a
Bennington 47.6/c 34.9/c  31.1/c* 31.7/c 46.5/c* 44.4/c 4.8/a 7.0/b 15.6/b*  3.2/a 0.0 6.7/a  1.6/a 0.0 0.0*
Caledonia 31.5/c*  33.3/c  50.0/c 46.3/c 31.3/b 32.0/b 13.0 /b 8.3/a 8.0/a 0.0 2.1/a  2.0/a 36/a 4.2/a  4.0/a
Franklin 52.9/c*  55.2/c*  50.9/c 32.4/c 31.0/b 40.7/c 8.8 /b 5.2/a* 8.5/a 1.5 1.7/a 0.0* 0.0 3.5/a 0.0*
Lamoille 43.8/c 37.2lc  37.0/b* 41.7/c 39.5/c 55.6/c* 6.3/b 7.0/b 3.7/a 0.0 7.0/b 3.7/a  2.1/a 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 40.9/c 53.6/c  46.9/c 37.6/c 28.6/c 35.9/c 9.7 /b 8.9/b 10.9/b  2.2/a  3.6/a  3.l/a 0.0 1.8/a 0.0*
Washington 46.2/c 35.2/c  50.0/c 36.9/c 38.9/c 34.4/c 3.1/a* 11.1/b 6.3/a 46/la  5.6/a 0.0* 4.6/a  7.4/b 3.1/a
Windham 37.1/c 48.1/c  45.0/c 40.3/c 23.1/b* 31.7/b 9.7 /b 7.7/b 6.7/a 1.6/a 3.9/a 6.7/a 16/a 9.6/b* 1.7/a
Chittenden/ 40.7/c 35.5/c  52.9/c 37.0/c 27.4/c 32.4/c 9.9/b 22.6/b* 5.9/a 1.2/a  4.8/a 2.9/a 2.5/a 0.0 1.5/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 45.3/c 44.4lc  38.2/c 42.2/c 40.7/c 40.0/c 4.7 |b* 7.4/a 9.1/b 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 1.8/a
Orleans
Orange/ 44.1/b 36.2/c 46.4/c 40.5/b 39.7/c 37.7/c 8.1/a 12.1/b 5.8/a 0.9/a 5.2/a 5.8/a 0.0 1.7/a 1.5/a
Windsor
Statewide 42.5/a 42.3/a 47.5/a 38.4/a 33.7/a 37.0/a 8.3/a 10.8/a 7.1/a 1.5/a 3.7/a 2.71a 1.3/a 2.8/a 1.4/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average
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Chart 1.3: Percentage of Consumers Indicating Timeliness
of Services was Above Average
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E. Scheduling of Services

In 2001, 84.9% of consumers statewide said the schedule for receiving their service or care was
“excdllent” or “good” (Figure 1.5), asignificant increase over 2000 (78.3%). In Addison (53.9%),
Franklin (50.9%), Lamoaille (50%), and Orange/Windsor (52.2%), at least 50% of respondents
rated service scheduling as*excdlent.” Furthermore, consumersin Franklin (94.9%) were more
likely than consumers statewideto indicate that service scheduling was above average (Chart 1.4),
aggnificant increase over last year (84.5%). Consumersin Caedoniaand Washington were aso
more likely to report that scheduling of serviceswas* excdlent” or “good”’ in 2001 thanthey didin
2000.
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Figure 1.5: Service Scheduling

3D. When you receive your services or care? For example, do they fit with your schedule? Would you say:

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 40.6/c 43.6/c  53.9/c 43.5/c 41.8/c 32.3/c 2.9/a* 5.5/a* 7.7la l.4/a  1.8/a 0.0* 1.4/a 0.0 0.0*
Bennington 52.4/c 27.9/c*  46.7/c 27.0/c* 46.5/c 37.8/c 4.8/a 9.3/b 11.1/b  6.3/b* 2.3/a 0.0* 0.0 2.3la  4.4/a
Caledonia 40.0/c 31.3/lb  42.0/c 32.7/c 31.3/b 44.0/c 14.5/b 12.5/b 6.0/a 0.0 4.2/a 0.0* 3.6/a 4.2/la  2.0/a
Franklin 54.4/c 53.5/c*  50.9/c 33.8/c 31.0/b 44.1/c 5.9/b 8.6/b 3.4/a* 29/a 1.7/a 1.7/a 0.0 3.5/a 0.0*
Lamoille 54.2/c* 34.9/c  50.0/c 37.5/c 44.2/c 40.7/c 0.0 7.0/b 7.4la 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 41.9/c  44.6/c  40.6/c 41.9/c  357/c  406/c  10.8/b  14.3/b 141/ 0.0 0.0 1.6/a 00 1.8/a  0.0*
Washington 38.5/c 37.0/c  45.3/c 40.0/c 37.0/c 43.8/c 10.8/b 16.7/b 7.8/a 1.5/a  3.7/a 0.0* 3.1/a 3.7/a 0.0*
Windham 38.7/c 42.3lc  46.7/c 41.9/c 26.9/c 30.0/b 6.5/b 11.5/b 10.0/b 1.6/a 1.9/a 5.0/a 0.0 7.7/b 1.7/a
Chittenden/ 43.2/c 50.0/c  47.1/c 34.6/c 29.0/c 35.3/c  12.3/b 14.5/b 5.9/a 25/a 16/a 4.4la 0.0 1.6/a 1.5/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 45.3/c 33.3/c 27.3/b* 40.6/c 40.7/c 49.1/c 7.8/b 11.1/a 10.9/b 1.6/a 5.6/a 5.5/a 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Orleans
Orange/ 47.7/b 36.2Ic  52.2/c 38.7/b 46.6/c 34.8/b  4.5/a* 8.6/b 11.6/b 0.0 3.5/a 1.5/a 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Windsor
Statewide 44.5/a 41.0/a 46.4/a 37.7/a 37.1/a 38.4/a 8.2/a 11.3/a 8.8/a 1.6/a 2.3/a 2.0/a 0.5/a 2.1/a .68/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average
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Chart 1.4: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated Service

Scheduling was Above Average
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F. Communication with Caregivers

Statewide, 87.8% of consumers rated their satisfaction with communication between themselves
and their caregivers as above average in 2001, a sgnificant increase from the 83.2% who gave
caregiver communicetion an above average rating in 2000.  Above average ratings in specific
Vermont counties or regions did not differ significantly from the satewide average for this service
element (Chart 1.5). However, consumersin Caedoniaand Lamoillewere morelikely to ratetheir
satisfaction with caregiver communication as*good” or “excdlent” in 2001 than 2000.
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3E. The communication between you and the people who help you?

Figure 1.6: Communication with Caregivers

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 49.3/c 58.2/c  58.5/c 34.8/c 30.9/c 29.2/b 4.3/a 3.6/a 7.7/a 1.4/a 1.8/a 1.5/a 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Bennington 55.6/c 37.2lc  55.6/c 28.6/c* 44.2/c 31.1/c 4.8/a 2.3/a* 6.7/a 3.2/la  2.3/a 0.0* 0.0 2.3/a  4.4/a
Caledonia 32.7/c* 45.8/c  58.0/c 41.8/c 27.1/b 32.0/b  16.4/c* 10.4/b 6.0/a 3.6/a 0.0 0.0* 1.8/a 0.0 0.0*
Franklin 52.9/c* 60.3/c  50.9/c 38.2/c 29.3/b 33.9/c 2.9/a* 6.9/a 13.6/b 1.5/a 1.7/a 1.7/a 0.0 1.7/a 0.0*
Lamoille 52.1/c 41.9/c  61.1/c 31.3/c* 37.2lc 31.5/b  10.4/b 2.3/a* 7.4/a 0.0 7.0/b 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 48.4/c  51.8/c  59.4/c 39.8/c  28.6/c 281/  54/a  107/b 109/ 0.0  1.8a 00 0.0 1.8/a  0.0*
Washington 43.1/c 42.6/c  53.1/c 41.5/c 40.7/c 37.5/c 7.7/b 11.1/b 1.6/a* 0.0 1.9/a 0.0* 3.1/a 1.9/a 0.0*
Windham 40.3/c 46.2/c  55.0/c 40.3/c 25.0/c 25.0/b 9.7/b 11.5/b 8.3/a 1.6/a 7.7/b 3.3/a 0.0 3.9/a 1.7/a
Chittenden/ 43.2/c 46.8/c  52.9/c 40.7/c 37.1/c 36.8/c 6.2/b 9.7/b 4.4/a 1.2/a 0.0 0.0* 1.2/a 16/a 1.5/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 50.0/c 50.0/c  41.8/c* 39.1/c 33.3/c 40.0/c 6.3/b 9.3/b 7.3/la 0.0 0.0 1.8/a 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Orleans
Orange/ 50.5/b 51.7/c  52.3/c 31.5/b 37.9/c 39.1/c 10.8/b 6.9/a 5.8/a 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 1.5/a
Windsor
Statewide 46.9/a 49.1/a 54.4/a 37.6/a 34.2/a 33.4/a 7.2/a 8.1/a 7.1/a 1.0/a 1.9/a .72/a 0.5/a 1.2/a .75/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 1.5: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated Communication
with Caregivers was Above Average
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G. Caregiver Reliability

Similar to other service eements, consumers statewideindicated high levels of satisfaction with the
reliability of the people who offer care. Overdl, 87.9% of consumers statewide rated caregiver
reliability as aether “excdlent” or “good” in 2001 (Figure 1.7), a Sgnificant increase over 2000
(79.3%). Among Vermont counties and regions, consumers in Washington (93.8%) were more
likely than consumers statewideto rate caregiver reliability asabove average. Furthermore, above-
average ratings in Bennington and Caledoniaincreased significantly in 2001 (91.9% and 92.0%)
compared to 2000 (74.4% and 60.4%). Windham (76.7%) and Essex/Orleans (76.4%)
consumers, however, werelesslikely than other consumers satewideto ratethisservicedement as

above average.
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3F. The reliability of the people who help you. For example, do they show up when they are supposed to be there? Would you say:

Figure 1.7: Caregiver Reliability

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 46.4/c 58.2/c  64.6/c 43.5/c 25.5/c 24.6/b 2.9/a* 7.3/b 7.7/a 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 1.8/a 0.0*
Bennington 57.1/c  34.9/c* 51.1/c 27.0/c* 39.5/c 40.0/c 4.8/a 11.6/b 6.7/a 1.6/a  2.3/a 0.0* 0.0 0.0 2.2/a
Caledonia 40.7/c 41.7/c  48.0/c 38.9/c 18.8/b*  44.0/c* 7.4/b 22.9/b* 6.0/a  7.4/b*  2.1/a 0.0* 0.0 2.1/a 0.0%
Franklin 52.2/c 58.6/c  50.9/c 31.3/c 29.3/b 42.4/c* 9.0/b 8.6/b 5.1/a 0.0 0.0 0.0* 1.5/a 3.5/a 1.7/a
Lamoille 52.1/c 41.9/c  48.2/c 33.3/c 37.2/c 42.6/c* 4.2/a 7.0/b 5.6/a 21/a  23/a  1.9/a 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 50.5/c  67.9/c*  62.5/c 37.6/c 16.7/b* 26.6/b 5.4/a 8.9/b 6.3/a 1.1/a  1.8/a 0.0* 0.0 1.8/a 0.0*
Washington 41.5/c 46.3/c  62.5/c 41.5/c 40.7/c 31.3/b 10.8/b 1.9/a* 1.6/a* 0.0 3.7/a 0.0* 1.5/a 3.7/a 0.0*
Windham 41.9/c  36.5/c*  55.0/c 32.3/c 36.5/c 21.7/b 12.9/b 11.5/b 8.3/a 1.6/a 3.9/a 5.0/ 0.0 3.9/a 3.3/a
Chittenden/ 49.4/c 46.8/c  §1.8/c 39.5/c 30.7/c 23.5/b 4.9/a 14.5/b 8.8/b 25/a 16/a 1.5/a 1.2/a 16/a 1.5/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 43.8/c 46.3/c  455/cx  46.9/c* 29.6/c 30.9/b 1.6/a* 11.1/b  18.2/b* 1.6 5.6/a 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Orleans
Orange/ 47.8/b 55.2/c  60.9/c 39.6/b 24.1/c 29.0/b 6.3/a 13.8/b 7.3/a 0.0 1.7/a  1.5/a 0.0 1.7/a 0.0%
Windsor
Statewide 47.9/a 50.2/a 57.6/a 37.4/a 29.4/a 30.3/a 6.6/a 10.5/a 7.3/a 1.4/a 2.2/a .93/a 0.5/a 1.9/a .75/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 1.6: Percentage of Consumers Who Rated Caregiver
Reliability as Above Average
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H. Degree to Which Services Meet Consumer Needs

Statewide, 84.5% of consumers felt that the long-term care services they received from the state
were an “excdlent” or “good” match for their needs in 2001 (Figure 1.8). This rating did not
change dgnificantly compared to 2000 survey results (79.7%).

Consumers in Bennington (91.1%) and Orange/Windsor (95.7%) were more likely than their
neighbors across the state to consider the degree to which services met their needs above average
(Chart 1.7). Furthermore, aboveaverageratingsincreased sgnificantly between 2000 and 2001in
Bennington (74.4% vs. 91.1%) and Caedonia (64.6% vs. 82.0%). However, consumersin
Windham (71.7%) were lesslikely than consumers statewide to indicate that the degree to which
the services they received met their needs was above average.
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Figure 1.8: Degree to which Services
Meet Consumer Needs

3G. The degree to which the services meet your needs? Would you say:

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 36.2/c 50.9/c  52.3/c 46.4/c 36.4/c 30.8/b 5.8/b* 3.6/a* 9.2/b 1.4/a 0.0 0.0* 0.0 3.6/a 0.0*
Bennington 58.7/c* 34.9/c  44.4/c 27.0/c* 39.5/c 46.7/c 4.8/a* 4.7/a 2.2/a* 1.6/a 2.3/a 2.2/a 0.0 4.7/a 2.2/a
Caledonia 43.6/c 35.4/c  44.0/c 32.7/c 29.2/b 38.0/c 7.3/b 10.4/b 12.0/b  9.1/b*  4.2/a 2.0/a 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Franklin 44.1/c 46.6/c  44.1/c 33.8/c 39.7/c 45.8/c 11.8/b 8.6/b 8.5/a 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 1.7/a 0.0*
Lamoille 54.2/c* 34.9/c  40.7/c 29.2/c* 39.5/c 42.6/c 10.4/b 14.0/b 11.1/b 0.0 2.3/a 1.9/a 0.0 0.0 1.9/a
Rutland 40.9/c 46.4/lc  46.9/c 44.1/c 41.2/c 37.5/c 6.5/a 7.1/b 9.4/b 2.2/a 0.0 3.1/a 0.0 1.8/a 0.0*
Washington 38.5/c 42.6/c 53.1/c 41.5/c 38.9/c 32.8/b 9.2/b 11.1/b 4.7/a 1.5/a 0.0 1.6/a 3.1/a 3.7/a 1.6/a
Windham 33.9/c 36.5/c  50.0 40.3/c 25.0/c* 21.7* 14.5/b 15.4/b 15.0 1.6/a  9.6/b* 5.0 0.0 3.9/a 1.7/a
Chittenden/ 42.0/c 35.5/c  44.1/c 34.6/c 43.6/c 38.2/c 16.0/b 12.9/b 8.8/b 2.5/a 1.6/a 0.0* 0.0 1.6/a 1.5/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 35.9/c 38.9/c  36.4/c 42.2/c 35.2/c 40.0/c 10.9/b 13.0/b 16.4/b  3.1/a 1.9/a 1.8/a 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Orleans
Orange/ 36.9/b 37.9/c  46.4/c 42.3/b 48.3/c 49.3/c* 11.7/b 10.3/b 1.5/a* 1.8/a 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 1.5/a
Windsor
Statewide 41.1/a 40.5/a  46.4/a 38.6/a 39.1/a 38.1/a 10.6/a 10.1/a 8.6/a 2.1/a 1.6/a 1.4/a 0.2/la  1.9/a .92/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average
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Problem and Concern Resolution

Almogt 85% of consumers statewide rated satisfaction with the resolution of their problems or
concerns about their care as either “excdlent” or “good” (Figure 1.9), a Sgnificant increase
compared to 2000 (78.5%). Consumers in Essex/Orleans (70.5%) were less likely than
consumers statewide to report that problem resolution was above average (Chart 1.8). However,
consumersin Franklin (91.5%) and Rutland (92.29%%) weremorelikely torate problem resolution as
above average than consumers acrossthe sate. Furthermore, consumersin Addison (90.8% vs.
80.0%) and Bennington (88.9% vs. 65.1%) were more likely to indicate that problem resolution
was above average in 2001 compared to 2000.
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3H. How well are problems or concerns you have with your care
taken care of?

Figure 1.9: Problem Resolution

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 36.2/c 41.8/c  53.9/c 39.1/c 38.2/c 36.9/c 4.3/b 1.8/a* 1.5/a* 2.9/a 0.0 0.0* 0.0 1.8/a 0.0*
Bennington 54.0/c*  20.9/c*  46.7Ic 27.0/c* 44.2/c 42.2/c 3.2/a* 11.6/b 4.4/a 3.2la  2.3/la 22/a 1.6/a 23/a 22/a
Caledonia 36.4/c 35.4/c  44.0/c 34.5/c 33.3/c 38.0/c 10.9/b 10.4/b 8.0/a 3.6/a 6.3/a 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Franklin 44.1/c 48.3/c* 42 .4/c 41.2/c 40.0/c 49.2/c* 5.9/b 6.9/a 6.8/a 0.0 0.0 1.7/a 0.0 3.5/a 0.0*
Lamoille 45.8/c  27.9/c  50.0/c 375/c  51.2/c 38.9/c 8.3/b 9.3/b 7.4/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 40.9/c 35.7/c  50.0/c 43.0/c 46.4/c 42.2/c 4.3/a 7.1/b 4.7/a 1.1/a 1.8/a 0.0* 1.1/a  1.8/a 0.0*
Washington 33.8/c 35.2lc  42.2/c 44.6/c 44.4/c 35.9/c 9.2/b 14.8/b 6.3/a 0.0 0.0 1.6/a 1.5/a 1.9/a 0.0*
Windham 43.5/c 38.5/c  55.0/c 30.6/c 30.8/c* 26.7/b* 11.3/b 5.8/a 8.3/a 3.2la  7.7/b 1.7/a 0.0 5.8/a  3.3/a
Chittenden/ 39.5/c 38.7/c  45.6/c 39.5/c 41.9/c 36.8/c 11.1/b 9.7/b 10.3/b  1.2/la  4.8/a 1.5/a 1.2/a 0.0 1.5/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 42.2/c 37.0/c  30.9/b* 32.8/c 44.4/c 40.0/c  15.6/b* 5.6/a 16.4/b* 0.0 1.9/a 1.8/a 0.0 0.0 1.8/a
Orleans
Orange/ 36.0/b 31.0/c  47.8/c 45.9/b 46.6/c 36.2/b 6.3/a 13.8/b 10.1/b  1.8/a 1.7/a 1.5/a 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Windsor
Statewide 40.5/a 36.1/a 46.8/a 39.2/a 42.3/a 38.1/a 7.8/a 9.0/a 7.6/a 1.6/a 2.3/a l.1/a 0.6/a 1.4/a .73/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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J. Caregiver Courtesy

In 2001 (asin 1999 and 2000) consumersindicated higher levels of satisfaction with the courtesy
shown by their caregivers than any other aspect of the date’'s long-term care programs and
services. Overdl, 93% of consumers satewide indicated that caregiver courtesy was above
average, with over 66% of consumersinal Vermont areasrating caregiver courtesy as* excellent”
(Figure 1.10). Consumersin Lamoaille (98.2%) were even more likely than the State average to
indicate higher than average satisfaction with caregiver courtesy (Chart 1.9).  Although highly
satisfied, consumers in Essex/Orleans (81.8%) were less likely than consumers statewide to rate
courtesy as above average.

Ratingsof caregiver courtesy increased sgnificantly in Caedonia, Lamoille, and Windham in 2001.

Whereas 77.1% of Caedonia consumers rated caregiver courtesy as above average in 2000,
94.0% rated it above average in 2001. Furthermore, courtesy ratings increased from 88.4% to
98.2% in Lamoaille, and from 73.1% to 86.7% in Windham between 2000 and 2001.
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Figure 1.10: Caregiver Courtesy

3l. The courtesy of those who help you? Would you say:

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 55.1/c 65.5/c  76.9/b* 34.8/c 29.1/c 18.5/b 1.4/a 0.0 1.5/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Bennington 65.1/c 58.1/c  66.7/c 19.0/c* 30.2/c 26.7/b 4.8/a 0.0 2.2/a 1.6/a 0.0 0.0 1.6/a 0.0 2.2/a
Caledonia 46.3/c* 60.4/c  66.0/b 40.7/c 16.7/b* 28.0/b 11.1/b* 6.3/a 2.0/a 0.0 2.1/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0/a
Franklin 67.2/c 67.2lc  57.6/c 25.4/c 28.9/b 37.3/c* 3.0/a 5.2/a 5.1/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Lamoille 62.5/c 46.5/c  64.8/b 27.1/c 41.9/c 33.3/b 6.3/b 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3/a 0.0*
Rutland 61.3/c 67.9/c  64.1ic 31.2/c 23.0/b 29.7/b 2.2/a 1.8/a 3.1/a 0.0 0.0 1.6/a 0.0 1.8/a 0.0*
Washington 55.4/c  55.6/c  67.2/b 35.4/c  29.6/c  26.6/b 1.5/a 7.4b  16/a 0.0 1.9/a 0.0 3.1/a 19/a 0.0
Windham 56.5/c 48.1/c  73.3/b 27.4ic 25.0/c 13.3/b* 6.5/b 9.6/b 5.0/a 0.0 1.9/a 1.7/a 0.0 3.9/a 1.7/a
Chittenden/ 59.3/c 51.6/c  70.6/b 33.3/c 38.7/c 22.1/b 3.7/a 6.5/a 4.4/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 56.3/c 51.9/c  50.9/c* 32.8/c 31.5/c 30.9/b 4.7/a 5.6/a 9.1/b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8/a
Orleans
Orange/ 57.7/b 62.1/c  63.8/b 36.9/b 31.0/c 31.9/b 0.0 1.7/a 1.5/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Windsor
Statewide 58.8/a 58.1/a 66.5/a 31.6/a 30.1/a 26.5/a 3.3/a 4.1/a 3.2/a 0.1/a 0.5/a .32/a 0.3/a 0.8/a .69/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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K. How Well Program Staff Listen

Statewide, long-term care consumers were satisfied with how well program saff listened to their
needs and preferencesin 2001: 83% of consumers reported their as either “excdlent” or “good,”
with 51% rating this agpect as “excdlent” (Figure 1.11). Thisrating, while high, was among the
lowest for the service eements examined in the survey.

Only oneregiond difference wasfound for this service rating: Consumersin Washington (73.4%)
rated program Saff ligening skills as “excdlent” or “good” less frequently than did consumers
statewide (Chart 1.10).

In addition, above average ratings of how well program staff listened to needs and preferences of
consumersin 2001 did not differ sgnificantly from those measured in 2000 (80.7%). However,
consumersin Lamoaille were sgnificantly more likdly to indicate thet program seff listening kills
were above average in 2001 (86.0%) than in 2000 (66.7%).
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Figure 1.11: Program Staff Listening Skills

3J. How well did people listen to your needs and preferences?
Would you say:

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 50.7/c 52.7/c  60.0/c 31.9/c 36.4/c 24.6/b 4.3/a 3.6/a* 7.7/a 1.4/a 0.0 1.5/a 0.0 1.8/a 0.0*
Bennington 55.6/c* 34.9/c  51.1/c 27.0/c* 41.9/c 37.8/c 3.2/a 4.7/a 6.7/a 1.6/a 2.3/a 0.0* 1.6/a 0.0 2.2/a
Caledonia 43.6/c 33.3/c  48.0/c 27.3/c* 33.3/c 38.0/c  14.5/b* 12.5/b 8.0/a 5.5/b*  4.2/a 2.0/a 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Franklin 48.5/c 43.1/c  44.1/c 36.8/c 48.3/c 40.7/c 7.4/b 8.6/b 10.2/b 0.0 0.0 1.7/a 0.0 0.0 1.7/a
Lamoille 54.2/c* 37.2lc  51.9/c 29.2/c* 44.2/c 35.2/b 8.3/b 4.7/a 7.4/a 0.0 4.7/a 1.9/a 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 44.1/c 35.7/c  46.9/c 37.6/c 44.6/c 37.5/c 8.6/b 12.5/b 14.1/b 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 1.8/a 0.0*
Washington 38.5/c 35.2/c  48.4/c 44.6/c 44.4/c 25.0/b 7.7/b 13.0/b 12.5/b 0.0 1.9/a 3.1/a 3.1/a 1.9/a 0.0*
Windham 45.2/c 42.3/c  56.7/c 33.9/c 30.8/c 28.3/b 8.1/b 1.9/a* 3.3/a* 1.6/a  9.6/b* 3.3/a 0.0 5.8/a 1.7/a
Chittenden/ 40.7/c 452/c  s54.4/c 42.0/c 38.9/c 29.4/b 9.9/b 14.5/b 8.8/b 1.2/a 0.0 1.5/a 1.2/a 1.6/a 1.5/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 46.9/c 48.2/c  41.8/c 37.5/c 31.5/c 32.7/b 7.8/b 7.4/a 12.7/b 0.0 1.9/a 5.5/a 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Orleans
Orange/ 45.1/b 48.3/c  50.7/c 37.8/b 34.5/c 33.3/b 8.1/a 8.6/b 11.6/b 0.0 1.7/a 0.0* 0.9/a 0.0 1.5/a
Windsor
Statewide 45.3/a 42.4/a 51.0/a 36.7/a 38.4/a 32.0/a 8.1/a 9.1/a 9.7/a 0.9/a 1.9/a 1.7/a 0.7/a 1.3/a .79/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average
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L. Perceived Value of Services Received

Statewide, approximately 80% of consumersfdt the servicesthey received were agood vauein
2001, a very smilar rating to that measured in 2000 (Figure 1.12). Consumers in Caedonia
(88.0%) and Rutland (89.1%) were more likely to have reported that services received were a
good vauethan consumers statewi de, whereas consumersin Windham (68.3%) werelesslikely to
find the services agood vaue than their neighbors around the sate. 1n addition, dl respondentsin
Rutland indicated they found the services they received to be a good value. Furthermore,
consumersin Bennington, Caedonia, and Franklin weremorelikely to report that servicesprovided
were agood vaue in 2001 compared to 2000.
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Figure 1.12: Value of Services
4. For what you had to pay for the services you receive(d),
did you find them of good value?
Yes No

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001

Addison 76.8/c 83.6/b 87.7/b 4.3/a 1.8/a 1.5/a

Bennington® 74.6/c 67.4/c*  84.4/b 12.7/b 2.3/a 2.2/a

Caledonia® 72.7c 75.0/b  88.0/b* | 12.7/b 4.2/a 4.0/a

Franklin® 76.5/c 84.5/b 84.8/b 2.9/a* 6.9/a 3.4/a

Lamoille 85.4/b* 81.4/b 81.5/b 2.1/a* 0.0* 1.9/a

Rutland 76.3/b 75.0/c 89.1/b* 5.4/a 3.8/a 0.0*

Washington 70.8/c 83.3/b 73.4/b 10.8/b 3.7/a 3.1/a

Windham 64.5/c 75.0/c 68.3/b* 6.5/b 9.6/b 8.3/a

Chittenden/ 728/c 839/ 735 | 6.2/b 6.5/a 5.9/a
Grand Isle

Essex/ 71.9/c 81.5/b 80.0/b 4.7/a 0.0* 1.8/a
Orleans

Orange/ 70.3/b 84.5/b 84.1/b 9.0/b 5.2/a 2.9/a
Windsor

Statewide 73.1/a 80.6/a  80.8/a 7.0/a 4.3/a 3.3/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%

1 Indicates “yes” estimate is statistically different between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates “yes” estimate is statistically different between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates “yes” estimate is statistically different between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates “yes” estimate is statistically different between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates “yes” estimate is statistically different between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates “yes” estimate is statistically different between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates “yes” estimate is statistically different between 1999 and 2000 and also1999 and 2001
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M. Impact of Programs and Services on Consumers’ Lives

An overwheming mgority (89.1%) of long-term care program consumers felt the help they
received from date services made their lives “much” or “somewhat” better (Figure 1.13).
Furthermore, 69.1% of consumersinal Vermont counties and regions sated the help they received
made their lives “ much better.” Only 6.5% of consumers felt that the help they receive has made
their lives “about the same” and about 1% reported that it made their lives worse. Fewer
consumers in Essex/Orleans (54.6%) reported that |ong-term care services have made their lives
“much better” than other areas of the Sate,
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Figure 1.13: Impact of Programs and Services

5. Would you say the help you have received has made your life:

Much better Somewhat better About the same Somewhat worse Much worse

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 55.1/c 70.9/c  70.8/b 27.5lc 20.0/b 21.5/b  13.0/b 5.5/a 7.71a 0.0 1.8/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Bennington 55.6/c 46.5/c*  66.7/c 27.0/c 32.6/c 22.2/b 9.5/b 7.0/b 11.1/b 0.0 2.3/a 0.0 1.6/a 0.0 0.0*
Caledonia 54.5/c 54.2/c  68.0/b 30.9/c 20.8/b 28.0/b 9.1/b 12.5/b 2.0/a* 1.8/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Eranklin 61.8/c 63.8/c  69.5/b 20.6/c 27.6/b 17.0/b  11.8/b 8.6/b 11.9/b 1.5/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7/a
Lamoille 64.6/c* 60.5/c  77.8/b 22.9/c 23.3/c 18.5/b 8.3/b 7.0/b 1.9/a* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 52.7/c 73.2/c*  70.3/b 33.3/c 19.6/b 15.6/b 9.7/b 0.0 10.9/b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8/a 0.0*
Washington 56.9/c 59.3/c  64.1/c 24.6/c 22.2lc 23.4/b  13.8/b 14.8/b 4.7/a 0.0 0.0 1.6/a 1.5/a 1.9/a 1.6/a
Windham 62.9/c 65.4/c  70.0/b 12.9/b* 17.3/b 21.7/b 9.7/b 5.8/a 1.7/a* 0.0 3.9/a 0.0 0.0 3.9/a 1.7/a
Chittenden/ 64.2/c 62.9/c  72.1/b 21.0/b 25.8/c 16.2/b  11.1/b 8.1/b* 5.9/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 56.3/c 66.7/c  54.6/c* 25.0/c 20.4/b 29.1/b  14.1/b 3.7/a 5.5/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8/a
Orleans
Orange/ 54.1/b 43.1/c*  71.0/b 29.7/b 50.0/c*  17.4/b  11.7/b 3.5/a 5.8/a 0.0 1.7/a 1.5/a 0.0 0.0 1.5/a
Windsor
Statewide 58.0/a 60.1/a 69.1/a 25.2/a 26.3/a 20.0/a 11.1/a 6.7/a 6.5/a 0.2/a 0.8/a .34/a 0.2/a 0.7/a .96/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 1.11: Q5 "Would you say the help you have received has made your life:"
Percent Responding "Much Better" or "Somewhat Better"

I
Addison 0.9
| | | | -
. 82.6
Bennington
| | | I
. 85.4
Caledonia5
96 {0*
1 | \ | |
Franklin 91.4
| | | 86.5
. 87.5
Lamoillel
96{3*
1 | | |
Rutland 92.8
| | | | 85.9
81.5
Washington
87.5
1 | \ |
Windham2
91.7
1 | \ | | ,
Chittenden/Grand Isle '88.7
88.3
1 | \ | |
Essex/Orleans 87.1
83.7
1 | \ | |
Orange/Windsor3 93.1
88.4
1 | \ | |
) 2
Statewide2 MA
89.1
! ! ! ! !
0 20 40 60 80 100

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and als01999 and 2001

D 1999
2000
2001

2001 Consumer Satisfaction Survey

Chapter I: Page 38




N. Program Impacts on Consumers’ Ability to Remain in Their Homes

Over 80% of consumers statewide indicated they felt it would be “difficult” or “very difficult’ to
remain in ther homesif they did not receive long-term care services (Figure 1.14). Consumersin
Orange/Windsor (62.3%) indicated more often than consumers statewide that they would find it
“very difficult” to stay in their homes absent long-term care support services. Similarly, consumers
in Chittender/Grand I de (45.6%) were morelikely than others statewide to report that it would be
“difficult” to gay in their homes without these services.  In contradt, over 11% of consumersin
Bennington felt the ability to stay in thar homeswithout long-term care serviceswould be* easy” —
over three times the State average.
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Figure 1.14: Ability to Stay at Home

6. How easy would it be for you to stay in your home if you did not receive services? Would you say:

Very difficult Difficult About the same Easy Very easy

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 34.8/c 40.0/c  53.9/c 23.2/c 34.6/c 29.2/b 8.7/b 5.5/a 3.1/a* 8.7/b 5.5/a 6.2/a 14.5/b 0.0 0.0*
Bennington 23.8/c 44.2/c  44.4c 27.0/c 27.9/c 28.9/c 17.5/b 11.6/b  13.3/b  12.7/b 2.3/a 11.1/b*  11.1/b 2.3/a 0.0*
Caledonia 30.9/c 37.5/c  44.0/c 30.9/c 37.5/c 32.0/b  16.4/b 10.4/b  12.0/b 5.5/b 2.1/a 2.0/a 10.9/b 2.1/a 6.0/a
Franklin 36.8/c 55.2/c  52.5/c 29.4/c 31.0/b 33.9/c 14.7/b 6.9/a 5.1/a 5.9/b 1.7/a 1.7/a 7.4/b 3.5/a 3.4/a
Lamoille 29.2/c 48.8/c  50.0/c 33.3/c 25.6/c  22.2/b*  14.6/b* 4.7/a 20.4/b*  12.5/b* 2.3/a 0.0* 4.2/b 2.3/a 5.6/a
Rutland 14.0/b  42.9/c  35.9/c*  37.6/c 39.3/c  46.9/c*  16.1/b 7.1/b 10.9/b  10.8/b 3.6/a 3.1/a 9.7/b 0.0 3.1/a
Washington 23.1/c 46.3/c  37.5/c*  35.4/c 25.9/c 29.7/b  16.9/b 11.1/b  12.5/b 9.2/c 0.0 7.8/a 6.2/c 1.9/a 4.7/a
Windham 29.0/c 59.6/c  56.7/c 29.0/c 23.1/b  21.7/b*  12.9/b 3.9/a 8.3/a 4.8/b 0.0 5.0/a 9.7/b 1.9/a 0.0*
Chittenden/ 38.3/c  62.9/c* 45.6/c 37.0/c*  22.6/b  45.6/c* 3.7/a 1.6/a* 7.4/a 3.7/a 1.6/a 0.0% 9.9/b 4.8/a 0.0*
Grand Isle
Essex/ 48.4/c 50.0/c 50.9/c 29.7/c 29.6/c 29.1/b 7.8/b 9.3/b 7.3/a 6.3/b 0.0 5.5/a 4.7/a* 7.4]a 3.6/a
Orleans
Orange/ 32.4/b  32.8/c* @g23jc*x 28.8/b  39.7/c  20.3/b* 9.9/b 8.6/b 11.6/b 8.1/a 8.6/b 0.0* 8.1/a 6.9/a 4.4/a
Windsor
Statewide 29.9/a 47.7/a 48.6/a 32.1/a 30.7/a 32.2/a 11.8/a 6.9/a 9.5/a 7.5/a 2.8/a 3.4/a 9.2/a 3.2/a 2.5/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=105, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 1.12: Q6 "How easy would it be for you to stay in your home if you did not
receive services?" Percent Responding "Very Difficult" or "Difficult"
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001
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4 |Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also1999 and 2001
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CHAPTERII. Quality of Life Among Vermonters Using Long-Term Care
Services

Asinprior years, 2001 survey resultsshow thet, overdl, ederly and disabled Vermonterswho participated
in the gate' slong-term care programs seemed to hold very different perceptions about their qudity of life
compared to the perceptions of the generd Vermont public.

A totd of 12 questions designed to assess qudlity of life were administered to long-term care survey
participants. The 2000 and 2001 surveys included the 11 questions asked in the 1999 survey, with one
additiona question. These same 11 questions from the 1999 survey were aso administered to arandom
sample of Vermontersin aMacro Poll in 1999, 2000, and 2001. Macro Poll results are generdizable to
the Vermont population asawhole, provide agood picture of trends and perceptions statewide, and may
be compared descriptively to results from the Department’s Consumer Satisfaction Survey. Statewide
results for the qudity-of-life questions presented in the Macro Poll and to long-term care consumersin
1999, 2000, and 2001 are provided in Figure 2.1.

Results showed that most el derly and disabled V ermonters who received ass stance from the state’ slong-
term care programs percelved ther qudity of life as good:

The mgority of consumers (90.6%) reported feding safein their homes.

Morethan three-quarters of consumers (78.8%) indicated they can get around insdetheir homeas
much as needed.

Most consumers (91.0%) had someone they could rely on for support in an emergency.

The mgjority of consumers (78.9%) felt valued and respected.

Survey datadso suggested, however, that consumers of long-term care may experiencealower quaity of
life than other Vermonters in some respects. Comparison of Department consumers with Vermonters
datewide (as measured by the Macro Poll) shows that the genera Vermont public was consstently more
positive about the quality of ther lives than long-term care consumers and indicated substantialy higher
levels of satisfaction on anumber of measures (Chart 2.1). Infact, responses of long-term care recipients
were datidicaly different from statewide results for nine of the 11 questions dso asked of the generd
Vermont public. The areas of greatest difference between the genera Vermont public and Department
consumers include mobility outside the home; satisfaction with socid life, safety outside of the home, and
satisfaction with free time:

Whereas 93% of Vermontersfelt that they can “ get where | need and want to go,” only 58.4% of
Department consumers agree.

While 88% of Vermonters were satisfied with their socid life and ther connection to the
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community, just over haf of consumers (56.6%) were satisfied.

Whereas 94% of Vermonters felt safe out in their community, only 71.5% of Department
consumers felt safe outside.

While 88% of Vermonterswere satisfied with how they spend their freetime, 66.3% of consumers
were satisfied.

The two qudity of life measures for which no differences were found between long-term care consumers
and the genera Vermont public included:

The percentage of consumers who were concerned that they don’t have enough money for the
essentias (27.0% of consumers and 21.0% of al Vermonters).

The percentage of consumerswho were concerned that someday they may haveto gotoanursng
home (44.6% of consumers and 44.0% of al Vermonters).
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Figure 2.1: Quality-of-Life Measures

Macro Poll Results Survey
Quality-of-Life Measure Percentage Responding “Yes” Percentage Responding “Yes”
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001

Safety at Home N/A 98.8% 96.0% 88.0% 90.0% 90.6%*
Safety in Community N/A 96.8% 94.0% 73.6%  70.5%  71.5%*
(Outside of Home)
Mobility Outside of Home 93.6%  93.8%  93.0%  58.9%  53.0%  58.4%*
(“Get Where They Want to Go”)
Mobility in Home 96.0% 98.8% 98.0% 78.4% 74.8% 78.8%*

87.6% 90.0% 88.0% 67.6% 57.9% 66.3%*
Satisfied with Free Time

Satisfied with the Amount of 87.6%  86.3% 87.0% 71.1%  64.1% 71.8%*
Contact with Family and Friends

Support in an Emergency 95.1%  98.5% 96.0% 89.9%  87.7% 91.0%*
Satisfied with Social Life and 86.1%  87.5% 88.0% 60.1%  51.1% 56.6%*
Connections with the Community

Concern About 25.8%  20.4% 21.0% 28.0%  32.3% 27.0%
Financial Security

Feel Valued and Respected 90.8%  94.0% 90.0% 75.3%  70.7% 78.9%*
Concern About Going to a 40.0%  37.4%  440%  44.7%  48.4% = 44.6%

Nursing Home in the Future

* Indicates statistical difference fromMacro Poll results at .05%
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Chart 2.1: Quality-of-Life Measures: A Comparison of Macro Poll and HCB Survey
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A. Safety at Home

Ineach of thelast three survey years, an overwhdming mgority (88.0%in 1999, 90% in 2000, and
90.6% in 2001) of long-term care consumersfelt safe in their homes (Figure 2.2). Consumersin
Orange/Windsor (95.7%) weresgnificantly morelikely toindicatethey felt safeintheir homesthan
the Statewide average. Furthermore, there were no consumersin Bennington, Franklin, Lamoille,
Rutland, Windham, and Orange/Windsor who indicated they did not fed safein their homes.

Figure 2.2: Safety at Home

7A. | feel safe in the home where | live. Would you say:

Yes Somewhat No

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 97.1/a* 92.7/b  90.8/b l.4/a*  5.5/a 6.2/a 0.0 1.8/a 3.1/a
Bennington 921/ 86.1/b  93.3/a 4.8/a 7.0/b 6.7/a 3.2/a 2.3/a 0.0
Caledonia 87.3lb  89.6/b 86.0/b 9.1/b 6.3/a 6.0/a 0.0 2.1/a 4.0/a
Eranklin 92.6/b* 87.9/b 91.5/a 59b 121/  6.8/a 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lamoille 89.6/b  86.1/b 88.9/b 4.2/a 7.0/b 9.3/a 2.1/a 2.3/a 0.0
Rutland 86.0/b 94.6/a 93.8/a 6.5/a 0.0 4.7/a 0.0 1.8/a 0.0
Washington ~ 84.6/b  77.8/c*  92.2/a 7.7/b  16.7/b*  6.3/a 1.5/a 0.0 1.6/a
Windham 742/c  827/b 86.7/b  113b  7.7/b 117/  3.2/a 5.8/a 0.0
g?;;zngfgf 90.1/b  96.8/a* 88.2/b 2.5/a*  1.6/a* 7.45a  4.9/a 0.0 2.9/a
(E)flzzﬁfs 89.1/b  94.4/a 855/b 4.7/a 3.7/a 7.3/a 1.6/a 1.8/a 1.8/a
Orange/ 89.2/b* 93.1/a 95.7/a*  4.5/a 3.5/a 4.4/a 0.9/a 0.0 0.0*
Windsor
Statewide 88.0/a  90.0/a  90.6/a 5.5/a 6.0/a 6.7/a 1.8/a 1.3/a 1.3/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%
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B. Safety in the Community (Outside of the Home)

In 2001, 71.5% of long-term care consumers statewide felt safein their communities (Figure 2.3).
This figure is Smilar to previous years (73.6% in 1999 and 70.5% in 2000). No datistical
difference was found between the percentage of consumerswho felt safe outside their homesin any
county or region compared to the statewide average.

Figure 2.3: Safety Outside of Home

7B. | feel safe out in my community. Would you say:

Yes Somewhat No
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001

Addison 81.2/b* 78.2/b 72.3/b 8.7/b 109/ 20.0/b  4.3/a 0.0 1.5/a*
Bennington 84.1/b*  69.8/c  75.6/b 48la* 16.3/b 11.1/b  6.3/a 4.7/a 8.9/b
Caledonia 60.0/c* 68.8/b 70.0/b  21.8/c* 14.6/b 16.0b  9.1/b 6.3/a 0.0*
Eranklin 75.0/c  60.3/c  71.2/b 17.6/b  28.9/b* 186/b  1.5/a* 5.2/a  10.2/b
Lamoille 75.0/c  76.7/c  77.8/b 14.6/6  7.0/b  11.1/b 0.0 2.3/a 7.4/a
Rutland 64.5/c  73.2lc  65.6/c 129/  89/b  23.4/b  6.5/a 5.4/a 3.1/a
Washington 76.9/c  63.0/c  68.8/b 9.2/b  148/b  9.4/b 4.6/a 9.3/b  10.9/b
Windham 67.7/c  71.2lc  66.7/b 145/  9.6/b  183/b  4.8/b 3.9a 3.3/a
g?:rt]zngleen/ 70.4/c  69.4/c 70.6/b  148b  16.1/b  147/b  7.4/b 8.1/b 8.8/b
(E)ﬁ:r(]/s 76.6/c  79.6/b 78.2/b 10.9/6 111/  9.1/b 0.0 3.7/a  1.8/a*
Orange/ 84.7/b*  69.0/c  75.4/b 5.4/a*  13.8/b 11.6/b  3.6/a 8.6/b 4.4/a
Windsor

Statewide 73.6/a 70.5/a 715/a  12.1/a 13.7/a 15.3/a  5.0/a 5.7/a 5.6/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%
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C. Mobility Outside the Home

Statewide, 58.4% of long-term care consumers surveyed in 2001 reported they could get where
they needed or wanted to go (Figure 2.4), an increase over 2000 results (53%). An additiona
26.1% indicated they were only “somewhat” mobile outsde of their homesin 2001, and nearly
12% of long-term care consumers did not fedl they could get where they needed or wanted to go.
Consumers in Bennington were less likely than those in other aress of the date to fed mobile
outside the home (40.0%).

Figure 2.4: Mobility Outside of Home

7C. | can get where | need or want to go. Would you say:

Yes Somewhat No
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 75.4/c* 54.6/c 67.7/c 20.3/b 27.3lc 20.0/b 2.9/a* 12.7/b 12.3/b

Bennington 58.7/c  44.2/c  40.0/c*  222/c  30.2/c  35.6/c  14.3b  16.3/b  17.8/b

Caledonia 54.5/c  52.1/c 52.0/c  236/c 250/b 22.0/b 145b 18.8b  16.0/b
Eranklin 67.6/c 56.9/c 54.2/c  20.6/c 241/  305b  7.4/b  155b  13.6/b
Lamoille 60.4/c  58.1/c 55.6/c  250/c  20.9/c  27.8/b  6.3a*  9.3/b  14.8/b
Rutland 52.7/c  53.6/c 67.2ic  312/c 321/c  250/b 54/a* 7.1/b 7.8/

Washington ~ 60.0/c  51.9/c 547/c  29.2/c  222/c 281  62b  167/b  10.9/b

Windham 48.4/c  55.8/c 58.3/c  29.0/c 21.2/b  30.0/b 11.3b 17.3b 6.7/

Chittenden/ 58.0/c  56.5/c  50.0/c 22.2/c  30.7/c  29.4/b  14.8/b 8.1/b 17.7/b
Grand Isle

Essex/ 64.1/c 55.6/c 61.8/c 12.5/b* 37.0/c 18.2/b 12.5/b 7.4/b 9.1/b
Orleans
Orange/ 60.4/b  44.8/c  66.7/b 18.9/b  37.9/c  23.2/b  12.6/b  10.3/b 7.3/a
Windsor
Statewide 58.9/a  53.0/a  58.4/a 23.9/a  28.8/a 26.1/a  10.1/a  12.0/a 11.9/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=105, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%
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D. Mobility at Home

Long-term care consumerswere consderably more positive about their ability to get around inside
their homes than outside of their homes. Nearly 80% (78.8%) of consumers statewide indicated
that mobility within their homeswas not a problem; another 14.7% indicated that they could do so
“somewhat” (Figure 2.5).

Consumersin Lamoilleweresgnificantly morelikely to respond both “yes’ and * somewhat” to the
guestion of whether they fed mobile in their homes, compared to respondents across the state.

Figure 2.5: Mobility at Home

7D. | can get around inside my home as much as | need to.
Would you say:

Yes Somewhat No

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 82.6/b  70.9/c 81.5/b 8.7/b 16.4/b  123/b  7.2/b 9.1/b 6.2/a
Bennington 85.7/b*  74.4lc  84.4/b 11.1/6 116/  133/b  3.2/a 116/  2.2/a
Caledonia 78.2/c  77.1/b  72.0/b 12.7/b  16.7/b  12.0b  3.6/a 2.1/a  10.0/b
Franklin 779/c  67.2lc  78.0/b 19.1/6  20.7/b  15.3/b 0.0 6.9/a 6.8/a
Lamoille 79.2/c  79.1/c  88.9/b* 8.3/b 7.0lb*  7.4/a* 6.2/b 7.0/b 1.9/a
Rutland 80.6/b  76.8/b 81.3/b 5.4/a«  16.1/b  15.6/b  6.5/a 0.0 3.1/a
Washington ~ 87.7/6*  75.9/c  79.7/b 6.2/b* 14.8b  156/b  3.1/a 5.6/a 1.6/a
Windham 75.8/c  78.9/b  76.7/b 129/  115b 16.7/b  3.2/a 3.9/a 3.3/a
Chittenden/ 72.8/c  67.7/c 77.9/b  14.8b  19.4/b 177/  99b  97/b  29/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 71.9/c  85.2/b* 78.2/b 9.4/b 130/  12.7/b  156/b*  1.9/a 1.8/a
Orleans
Orange/ 76.6/b  77.6/b 72.5/b 12.6/b  5.2/a* 159/b  5.4/a 6.9/a 8.7/a
Windsor
Statewide 78.4/a  74.8/a 78.8la 11.4/a 14.1/a 14.7/a  5.8/a 6.1/a 4.4/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%
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E. Satisfaction with Leisure Activities

In 2001, 66.3% of long-term care consumers reported satisfaction with the way they spent their
freetime. Inaddition, 22.7% of consumersindicated that they were* somewhat” satisfied withtheir

freetime (Figure 2.6).

While respondents across the state were equaly likely to fed satisfied or somewhat satisfied with
how they spend freetime, consumersin Addison werelesslikely than the State averageto respond

that they were not satisfied with how they spend their freetime.

Figure 2.6: Satisfaction with Leisure Activities

7E. | am satisfied with how | spend my free time. Would you say:

Yes Somewhat No

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 81.2/b* 582/c 75.4/b 159/  21.8/b  185/b  1.4/a* 109/  3.1/a*
Bennington ~ 68.3/c  44.2/c* 733  190/c  349/c 178b  95b 186l 6.7/
Caledonia 60.0/c  50.0/c 60.0/c  30.9/c* 35.4/c  22.0/b 36/a* 10.4/b  14.0/b
Eranklin 735/c  51.7/c  61.0/c 17.6/b  29.3/b  288/b 7.4/  10.3/b  10.2/b
Lamoille 729/c  628/c 66.7/b  16.7/b  233/c  27.8b  6.3/b 7.0/b 3.7/a
Rutland 63.4/c  60.7/c  65.6C 247/b  25.0/c  21.9/b  4.3/a 8.9/b 9.4/b
Washington ~ 70.8/c  61.1/c 719/ 185l 204/b 156/  6.2/b  148b  7.8/a
Windham 66.1/c  69.2/c* 68.3/b  16.1/b  15.4/b* 20.0/b  6.5/b 9.6/b 8.3/a
Chittenden/  61.7/c  50.0/c 63.2/c  185/b  323/c  235/b 14.8/b* 129b  7.4/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 60.9/c 55.6/c 69.1/b  20.3/b 29.6/c 182/ 7.8/  13.0/b  7.3/a
Orleans
Orange/ 72.1/b  67.2/c 58.0/c  11.7/b* 20.7/b  31.9/b  9.0/b 6.9/a  10.1/b
Windsor
Statewide 67.6/a 57.9/a 66.3/a  18.8/a 256/a 22.7/a 7.8/la 1l.l/a  7.9/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%

* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%
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F. Contact with Family and Friends

Satisfaction levelswith the amount of contact long-term care consumers had with family and friends
increased in 2001 compared to 2000 (Figure 2.7), from 64.1% to 71.8%. However, consumersin
Cdedonia(58.0%) werelesslikdy than consumers statewideto indicate satisfaction with amount of
contact with family and friends. Long-term care consumers in Chittenden/Grand I1de were less
likely than othersacrossthe stateto be somewhat satisfied with their contact with family and friends
(10.3%), while consumersin Caedonia (20.0%) were morelikely than other V ermonter consumers
to indicate that they were not satisfied with this type of contact. Findly, consumersin Franklin
were less likely to be unsatisfied with levels of contact than the state average (3.4%).

Figure 2.7: Contact with Family and Friends

7F. | am satisfied with the amount of contact | have
with my family and friends.

Yes Somewhat No
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001

Addison 76.8/c 61.8/c 76.9b  17.4/b 182/ 169b  43/a 16.4/b  6.2/a
Bennington 69.8/c 55.8/c 71.1/c  14.3/b 25.6/c 17.8/b  14.3/b* 14.0b  11.1/b
Caledonia 69.1/c  66.7/c 58.0/c* 23.6/c 14.6/b 16.0/b  55/b  14.6/b  20.0/b*
Franklin 67.6/c 63.8/c 72.9/b  221/c 20.7/b 220/b  7.4/b  12.1/b  3.4/a*
Lamoille 68.8/c 69.8/c 68.5/b  16.7/b 18.6/b 20.4/b  83/b  7.0/b 9.3/a
Rutland 72.0lb  69.6/c 70.3/b  16.1/b 14.3/b 219/b 54/a 125b  4.7/a
Washington 66.2/c 59.3/c 71.9b 185/ 204/ 188/ 7.7/  16.7/b  4.7/a
Windham 67.7/c 57.7/c 63.3/c  19.4/c 289/c 26.7/b 48/  58a*  8.3/a
Chittenden/ 75.3/c  645/c 77.9/b  17.3/b 16.1/b 10.3b* 6.2/b  16.1/b  10.3/b
Grand Isle

Efliiﬁ’s 73.4/c  66.7/c 72.7/b  156/b 222/b 146/ 7.8b  9.3/b 7.3/a
Orange/ 70.3/b  67.2/c 72.5/b  14.4/b 20.7/b 18.8/b 10.8/b 3.5a&*  8.7/a
Windsor

Statewide 71.1/a 64.1/a 71.8/a 17.5/a 19.6/a  18.2/a 7.3/a 11.9/a 7.9/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=105, /g=13%

* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%
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G. Supportin An Emergency

A very large proportion of 2001 consumers statewideindicated they had someoneto count oninan
emergency (91.0%) (Figure 2.8). Consumersin Addison (96.9%) were even more likely to fed
that they did have someone to count on, and to fed that they somewhat had someonetorely onin
an emergency. However, 11.1% of consumers in Bennington indicated that they did not have
someoneto rely on in an emergency. No respondents in Addison, Cadedoniaor Rutland felt that
they did not have someone they could count on in an emergency.

Figure 2.8: Support in an Emergency

7G. | have someone | can count on in an emergency.

Yes Somewhat No

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 94.2/b  90.9/b  96.9/a* 1.4/a* 5.5/a 1.5/a* 2.9/a 0.0 0.0
Bennington ~ 95.2/a*  93.0/b  86.7/b 0.0 2.3/a 2.2/a 4.8/a 23la  11.1/b*
Caledonia 94.5b  89.6/b  84.0/b 1.8/a 42/a  12.0/b* 0.0 4.2/a 0.0
Franklin 97.1/a*  91.4/b  93.2/a 1.5/a* 1.7/a* 3.4/a 0.0 1.7/a 1.7/a
Lamoille 93.8/b*  86.1/b 87.0/b 2.1/a* 9.3/b 5.6/b 0.0 0.0 3.7/a
Rutland 84.9/b  91.1/b 95.3/a 7.5/b 0.0 4.7/a 3.2/a 5.4/a 0.0
Washington ~ 89:2/b 815/  89.1/b 3.1/a 5.6/a 6.3/b 1.5/a 9.3/b 4.7/a
Windham 82.3/c  78.9/b 91.7/a 8.1/b 9.6/b 1.7/a* 1.6/b 7.7/b 5.0/a
Chittenden/ 90.1/b  88.7/b 89.7/b 3.7/a 9.7/b 5.9/a 6.2/a 0.0 2.9/a
Grand Isle
gflsezﬁfs 87.5/lb  88.9/b 87.3/b 7.8/b 7.4la 7.3/a 1.6/a 0.0 1.8/a
Orange/ 90.1/b  86.2/b 91.3/a 4.5/a 6.9/a 5.8/a 0.9/a 1.7/a 1.5/a
Windsor
Statewide 89.9/a 87.7/la  91.0/a 4.3/a 5.8/a 4.9/a 2.6/a 2.9/a 2.5/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%
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H. Social Life and Connections to the Community

Sightly more then hdf of long-term care consumers Statewide (56.6%) indicated satisfaction with

their socid life and connections to the community (Figure 2.9).

with their socid lives and connections to community.

7H. 1 feel satisfied with my social life and with my connection to my community.

Figure 2.9: Social Life and Connections
to the Community*

Would you say...

Additiondly, 27.3% of
respondentswere somewhat satisfied with their socid lives, while 11.4% expressed dissatisfaction.
While county and regiond satisfaction levels do not deviate sgnificantly from date averages,
Department dlientsin Caedoniawere morelikely than consumers acrossthe sate to be dissatisfied

Yes Somewhat No

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 65.2/c 56.4/c  61.5/c 17.4/b  255/c  29.2/b  11.6/b  10.9/b 6.2/a
Bennington 63.5/c 39.5/c  48.9/c 19.0/b  27.9/c  35.6/c 15.9/b  20.9/c 13.3/b
Caledonia 50.9/c 47.9/c  50.0/c 29.1/c 27.2lb 220/ 109/  16.7/b  22.0/b*
Franklin 61.8/c 56.9/c  59.3/c 23.5/c 29.3/b  30.5/b 8.8/b 8.6/b* 8.5/a
Lamoille 58.3/c 53.5/c  59.3/c 18.8/b 25.6/c  222/b 146/  116/b  16.7/b
Rutland 55.9/c 53.6/c  56.3/c 28.0/b  25.0/c  32.8/c 8.6/b 16.1/b 6.3/a
Washington ~ 50.8/c 55.6/c  64.1/c 24.6/c 222/c 250/  12.3/b  14.8/b 6.3/a
Windham 59.7/c  46.2lc  51.7/c 22.6/c 25.0/c  30.0/b 8.1/b 21.2/b 8.3/a
Chittenden/ 61.7/c  45.2/c  55.9/c 19.8/b  29.0/c  19.1/b  11.1/b  19.4/b  19.1/b
Grand Isle
gflse(;ﬁ/s 56.3/c 50.0/c  58.2/c 23.4/c 33.3/c 236/  109b  13.0b 7.3/a
Orange/ 67.6/b 53.5/c  52.2/c 15.3/b*  22.4/b  31.9/b 9.0/b 13.8/b 14.5/b
Windsor
Statewide 60.1/a  51.1/a 56.6/a 21.9/a  26.4/a  27.3/a  10.4/a  152/a  1l.4/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%

2001 Consumer Satisfaction Survey

Chapter II: Page 53



Concerns About Financial Security

Sightly less than one-third (27%) of consumers were concerned that they don’t have enough

money for the essentidsin 2001 (Figure 2.10). A similar percentage of long-term care consumers
were somewhat concerned about their financial security (27.7%). Over 40% of consumerswere
not concerned about having enough money for essentids, however. Consumers in Franklin

(52.5%) and Orange/Windsor (53.6%) were more likely than consumers statewide to express no
concern about having enough for essentials.

Figure 2.10: Financial Security

71. I am concerned that | don’t have enough money
for the essentials.

Yes Somewhat No
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 31.9/c 23.6/c 24.6/b 18.8/b 23.6/c 21.5/b 44.9/c 45.5/c 49.2/c

Bennington ~ 23.8/c  30.2/c  20.0/b 20.6/c  20.9/c  37.8/c  49.2/c  395/c  37.8/c

Caledonia 20.0/c  29.2/b 26.0/b  345/c* 39.6/c* 30.0/b  40.0/c  27.1/b  36.0/c
Franklin 235/c  29.3lb  22.0/b 33.8/c  241/b  237b  41.2/c  4l4ic  52.5/c*
Lamoille 29.2/c  27.9/c 27.8/b 229/c  16.3/b*  27.8b  39.6/c  465/c  42.6lc
Rutland 215/b  33.9/c  25.0/b 30.1/c  32.1/c  359/c  409/c  304/ic  32.8/c
Washington ~ 30.8/c  40.7/c  32.8/b 20.0/c  259/c  26.6/b  385/c  259/c  37.5/c
Windham 29.0/c  26.9/c  26.7/b 242/c  269/c  36.7/c  355/c  40.4/c  33.3/b

Chittenden/ 35.8/c 35.5/c 36.7/c 16.0/b*  27.4lc 23.5/b  42.0/c 33.9/c 35.3/c
Grand Isle

Essex/ 26.6/C 37.0/c  23.6/b 26.6/c 25.9/b 29.1/b  32.8/c*  37.0/c 41.8/c
Orleans
Orange/ 29.7/b 32.8/c 21.7/b 25.2/b 29.3/c 23.2/b 37.8/c 29.3/c  53.6/c*
Windsor
Statewide 28.0/a  32.3/a 27.0/a 24.4/a  26.8/la  27.7/la  40.4/a  35.3/a  41.4/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%
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J. Perceived Value and Degree of Respect

An increased number of consumers felt valued and respected in 2001 (78.9%) than in 2000
(75.3%) (Figure2.11). A very smdl percentage of consumersacrossthe state reported not feding
valued and respected (3.7%). Consumersin Caedonia (64.0%) werelesslikely tofed vaued and
respected than consumersin other areas, and more likely to report feding “ somewhat” valued and
respected (24.0%). No long-term care consumersin Orange/Windsor reported that they did not
fed valued and respected.

Figure 2.11: Perceived Value and Degree of Respect

7J. | feel valued and respected.

Yes Somewhat No

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 89.9/b*  78.2/b  84.6/b 5.8/b*  10.9/b  10.8/b 1.4/a 5.5/a 3.1/a
Bennington 71.4/c 62.8/c  73.3/b 20.6/c 20.9/c 15.6/b 4.8/a 7.0/b 4.4/a
Caledonia 745/c  75.0/b 64.0/c*  182/c  16.7/b  24.0/b*  1.8/a 2.1/a* 4.0/a
Franklin 76.5/c  75.9/b  84.8/b 14.7/b  12.1/b  13.6/b 4.4/a 5.2/a 1.7/a
Lamoille 58.3/c*  72.1/c  77.8/b 29.2/c*  11.6/b  11.1/b 4.2/a 9.3/b 7.4/a
Rutland 73.1/b  71.4/lc  76.6/b 17.2/b  16.1/b  15.6/b 3.2/a 8.9/b 3.1/a
Washington ~ 75.4c  72.2/c 76.6/b 12.3/b  13.0b  17.2/b 4.6/a 5.6/a 4.7/a
Windham 67.7/c  65.4lc  73.3/b 16.1/6  17.3/b  15.0/b 48/b  11.5/b 6.7/a
Chittenden/ 77 8/c  69.4/c  80.9/b 136/b  226/b  132/b  6.2/b 3.2/a 4.4/a
Grand Isle
Essex/ 76.6/lb  64.8/c  76.4/b 125/b  25.9/b  14.6/b 6.3/b 5.6/a 3.6/a
Orleans
Orange/ 76.6/lb  69.0/c  85.5/b 15.3/b  12.1/b  13.0b  0.9/a* 8.6/b 0.0*
Windsor
Statewide 75.3/la  70.7/a 78.9/a 15.2/a  16.2/la  14.4/a  3.9/a 6.5/a 3.7/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%
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K. Concern About Going to a Nursing Home

In 2001, 69.2% of long-term care consumers reported having some concern about going to a
nursing home in the future, a amilar figure 2000 (67.3%) results (Figure 2.12). Of those
consumers, 44.6% had definite concerns and 24.6% reported being “somewhat” concerned. In
contragt, only 27.2% of consumers statewide indicated that they were no concern about goingtoa
nursing home in the future,

Consumersin Essex/Orleans were less likely to express certain concern (30.9%) than consumers
statewide, but more likely to be somewhat concerned (36.4%) that someday they may haveto go

to anursng home.
Figure 2.12: Future Nursing Home Usage
7K. | am concerned that someday | may have to go
to a nursing home.
Yes Somewhat No
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 40.6/c 57.3lc  46.2/c 20.3/b 20.0/b 24.6/b 36.2/c 23.6/c 24.6/b
Bennington 49.2/c 55.8/c  48.9/c 14.3/b 14.0/b 28.9/c 30.2/c 14.0/b* 22.2/b
Caledonia 54.5/c 37.5/c*  38.0/c 7.3/b* 18.8/b 24.0/b 32.7/c 31.3/b 32.0/b
Franklin 55.9/c* 53.56/c  42.4/c 16.2/b 12.1/b 28.8/b 19.1/b* 29.3/b 27.1/b
Lamoille 50.0/c 41.9/c  53.7/c 14.6/b 9.3/b* 18.5/b 25.0/c 30.2/c 22.2/b
Rutland 45.2/c 41.1/c  48.4/c 19.4/b 19.6/b 20.3/b 22.6/b 35.7/c*  28.1/b

Washington ~ 43.1/c  556/c  453c 16.9b  185/b  188b  32.3/c  185b  32.8/b

Windham 32.3/c*  48.1/c  40.0/c 21.0/c 231/  30.0/b  355/c  135/b* 23.3/b
Chittenden/ 43.2/c  452/c  50.0/c 235/c  22.6/b  19.1/b  284/c  22.6/b  26.5/b
Grand Isle

Essex/ 30.1/c  44.4/c  30.9/b* 18.8/b  29.6/c  36.4/c* 40.6/c* 24.1/b  25.5/b
Orleans

Orange/ 450/b  51.7/c  40.6/c 9.9/b* 15.5b  29.0/b  35.1/b  24.1/c  30.4/b
Windsor

Statewide 44.7/a 48.4/a  44.6/a 17.4/a 18.9/a  24.6/a 29.8/a 24.2/a 27.2/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%
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Overall Quality of Life

Beginning in 2000, a new question was added to the Consumer Satisfaction Survey that asked
clientsof long-term care programs and services how they would ratetheir quaity of life, overdl, on
afive-point scale (Figure 2.13). Over 61% of consumersin 2001 indicated that their qudity of life
was above average, compared to 56.2% in 2000. In 2001, 17.2% reported the quality as
“excdlent,” while 41.4% reported it as“good.” Additiondly, only 8% of consumersreported their
qudlity of life overdl as below average in 2001, down from 12.6% in 2000.

Consumersin Bennington (41.9%) were lesslikely than consumers statewide (56.2%) to indicate
that their qudlity of life was above average (Chart 2.2).

Figure 2.13: Overall Quality of Life

8. Overall, how would you rate your quality of life?

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory
2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001
Addison 10.9/b 21.5/b 54.6/c 46.2/c 16.4/b* 24.6/b 10.9/b 4.6/a 0.0 0.0*

Bemnington ~ 14.0b  11.1/b  27.9/c* 46.7/c 41.9/c* 333/c 47/a  44la  7.0b  22la

Caledonia ~ 25.0/b* 16.0/b 313/b* 44.0/c 27.1/b 320/b 63/a 40a 00 20

Franklin 8.6/b 20.3/b 51L7/c 339/« 31.0/b 356/c 5.2/a 6.8/a 0.0 0.0*
Lamoille 11.6/b 20.4/b 44.2/c 42.6/c 23.3/c 24.1/b  7.0/b 7.4/a 4.7/a 1.9/a
Rutland 89/b 14.1/b 357/c 43.8/c 37.5/c* 34.4/c 10.7/b  6.3/a 1.8/a 0.0*

Washington ~ 13.0/b  17.2/b  48.2/c 48.4/c 204/b 21.9b 93b  7.8a 37a 00

Windham 154/b 25.0/b 50.0/c 43.3/c 17.3b 16.7/b* 7.7/  83/a 1.9/a 3.3/

Chittenden/  173/b 16.2/b 40.3/c  44.1/c 29.0/c 20.6/b 12.9/6 10.3/b  3.3/b 2.9/a
Grand Isle

Essex/ 13.0/b 10.9/b  46.3/c  49.1/c 22.2/b  29.1/b 9.3/b 5.5/a 3.7/b 0.0*
Orleans

Orange/ 12.1/b 14.5/b 44.8/c 43.5/c 20.7/b 31.9/b 15.5/b 5.8/a 3.5/a 1.5/a
Windsor

Statewide 12.3/a 17.2/la 43.9/a 44.1/a 25.7/a 27.0/a 10.0/a 6.8/a 2.6/a 1.2/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05%
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Chart 2.2: Percentage of Respondents who Rated
Overall Quality of Life Above Average
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Statewide
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* Indicates statistical difference fromstatewide average at .05% in that year
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CHAPTER III. Satisfaction with the Attendant Services Program

Long-term care consumers who participated in the State's Attendant Services Programs indicated high
levels of satisfaction with the care they had received in 1999, 2000, and 2001 (Figure 3.1). For each
sarvice dement, at least 70% of consumersindicated they were “dways’ or “dmost dways’ satisfied in
2001. Overdl, consumers statewide were most satisfied with the respect and courtesy shown them by
their caregivers (94.1%) and the overal qudlity of the servicesthey had received (92.9%). However, an
increased number of consumers satewide felt that the Attendant Services Program “sddom” or “never”
provided enough hours to meet their needs in 2001 (8.7%), compared to 2000 (6.7%).

Figure 3.1: Satisfaction with Attendant Services Program

Percentage of Consumers  Percentage of
Statewide Who Answered Consumers Statewide
“Always” or “Almost Who Answered
Always” “Seldom” or “Never”

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001

Satisfaction with the Quality of 87.0% 85.8% 92.9% 6% 2.4% 0.0%
the Services*

Program Provides Enough Hours 71606  736% 708% 59% 6.7%  8.7%
to Meet Needs

Caregivers Treated Them with 92.1%  92.0% 94.1%  .6% 1.8%  1.9%
Respect and Courtesy

Know Whom to Contact with 75.3%  83.9% 83.0% 7.4% 3.7% 4.0%
Complaints or Requests’

Program Provides Services 79.9% 84.9%  858% 35% 16% 2.3%
When Needed

Total Yearly Average 81.2% 84.0% 85.3% 3.6% 3.2% 3.4%

1 Indicates “always” or “almost always” statistical difference between 2000 and 2001
7 Indicates “always” or “almost always” statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also1999 and 2001

Levesof satisfaction among consumersinVermont areasvaried consderably. Specificdly, resultsindicate
atrend toward higher levels of consumer satisfaction for the Attendant Services Program in the following
Vermont aress:

Addison

Cdedonia

Lamaille

Chittenden/Grand Ide

Orange/Windsor
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A. Satisfaction with Quality of Services

A vast mgjority of Attendant Services Program consumers were satisfied with the qudity of the
services provided by the program (Figure 3.2), with 92.9% indicating they were “dways’ or
“dmog dways’ satisfied. Furthermore, the percent of consumers who indicated that they were
“dways’ or “dmos dways’ satisfied increased significantly from 2000 survey results (85.8%).

In sx Vermont counties or regions, 100% of consumers reported “aways’ or “amogt aways’

beng saidfied with the quaity of services these were Addison, Cdedonia, Lamoaille,
Chittender/Grand 19 e, Essex/Orleans, and Orange/Windsor (Chart 3.1). Inal of these counties
or regions except Essex/Orleans, these results represent asignificant increase over above-average
ratingsin 2000. No respondentsin any county or region reported they were®seldom” or “ never”

satisfied with the quality of services they received from the Attendant Services Program.

2001 Consumer Satisfaction Survey Chapter IIl: Page 60



Figure 3.2 Quality of Services from Attendant Services Program

9A. | am satisfied with the quality of the services | receive
from the Attendant Services Program.

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 139 2000 2001
Addison 7006 667/  100.0/a* 250/e  16.7/d  0.0* 0.0 11.1/c 00 00 56b 00 00 0.0 0.0
Bennington 58.3/f  556/g 857/l  41.7/f  33.3f  0.0* 0.0 00 143 00 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0
Caledonia 38.9/e*  45.0/d 75.0/f  27.8le  450/d 250/  33.3/e* 15.0/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0
Franklin 741/d  75.0/d* 667/  148/c  16.7/c* 250k  1ll/c  83b 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0
Lamoille 66.7/f 417/  60.0/h  16.7/d 417/ 400h 8.3l 8.3/c 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0
Rutland 70.6/le  56.0/f  83.3/e 235k  32.0f 83lc*  5.9/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 40b 00
Washington 65.0/e 333/ 444y 350k  51.9f 33.3ig 0.0 00 11.1d 00 37b 00 00 0.0 0.0
Windham 52.9/f  47.4/e  625/g  29.4/e  421/e 250/  11.8d  53b 00  59c 53b 00 00 0.0 0.0
g‘::]ed”gle;/ 483/e 500/  625h  31.0e 267/ 37.5h 207/  13.3/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
gsr;e;r/] . 65.4/d  682/d  60.0h  19.2/c 27.3id 40.0h  77b  46b 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 0.0
\?Vrlir(]ji((e)/r 70.8/le  68.0/f  42.9h 208/ 200/ 57.1/h 0.0 40b 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 40b 00
Statewide 61.0b  550/a  656/b  260b 30.8a 273b 105a 63/a 21/a 06a 13a 00 00 10a 00

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13-14%; /h=15-17%; /i=18-20%); /j >20%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 3.1: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated They Were "Always" or
"Almost Always" Satisified with the Quality of Attendant Services Program
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and als01999 and 2001
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B. Satisfaction with Number of Hours Provided

In 2001, 70.8% of consumers satewide were “dways’ or “dmog dways’ saisfied with the
number of hours provided by the Attendant Services Program, a Smilar figure to 2000 survey
results (73.6%). However, subgtantia variation intheleve of satisfaction with the number of hours
provided wasfound among counties and regions (Figure 3.3). While 100% consumersin Addison,
Franklin, and Orange/Windsor were“ dways’ or “dmogt dways’ satisfied with the number of hours
provided (al sgnificant increases over 2000), only 22.2% of consumers in Washington shared
those opinions (sgnificantly fewer than the statewide average, and a significant drop from 2000
results in Washington county). In fact, one-third of consumers (33.3%) in Washington reported
being “never” satisfied with the number of Attendant Service Program hours provided (Chart 3.2).

Sdidfaction with the number of hours provided increased, however, among consumers in
Chittenden/Grand 1de from 60% in 2000 to 87.5% in 2001.
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Figure 3.3 Satisfaction with Number of Attendant Services Hours Provided

9B. The Attendant Services Program provides enough hours to meet my needs.
Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 139 2000 2001
Addison 45.0/e  55.6/e 0.0+  40.0/e* 222/d 100.0/a* 5.0/* 11.1/c  0.0* 00 0.0 0.0+ 00 56/ 0.0*
Bennington 41.7/f  556lg 429/  50.0/* 333/  14.3/e 8.3/d 11.1/d 286/ 0.0 00 143/ 00 0.0 0.0*
Caledonia 389/ 500/ 250/ 222/e 400/  500/g 278/ 100b 250/ 11.1/d 0.0 0.0+ 00 0.0 0.0
Franklin 59.3fe  50.0/d 583/ 148 29.2d 417/ 148 125/c  0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0+ 37b 42/ 0.0*
Lamoille 333/ 250/  40.0h  16.7/d 417/  200/g 167/ 167/ 20.0/g 167[d* 00  20.0/g 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rutland 47.1/f  400/d 500/  11.8/d 36.0/d  83/c*  17.6/e 120/c 250 59/c 40b  0.0* 00  4.0b 0.0*
Washington 70.0/e*  37.0d  11.1/d* 150d 296/  11.1/d  10.0/c 185/c 22.2/f 50b  74b 11.1d 0.0 00  33.3/g*
Windham 412/f  316/d  500/g 235 421/d 125k 294/ 53b 250/g 59/ 53b  00* 00 53b 0.0
Chittenden/ 483/e  433/d  625h  207/d 16.7/c 250/  17.2/d 233/d 0.0~ 103/c 67b 125 00 00 0.0*
Grand Isle
(E)Srfee:rll . 423/d  455/d  20.0/)g 30.8/d 27.3id  40.0/h  7.7/b* 22.7/d 400h 7.7b 00 0.0+ 00 46 0.0*
Orange/ 62.5/le  48.0/d  7l.4/g 125/ 36.0/d  286lg 167/ 0.0 0.0+ 00 40b 00* 00 80b 0.0*
Windsor
Statewide 50.4/b 43.6/a 45.2/b 21.2/b 30.0/a 25.6/b 16.2/b 13.7/la  15.2/b 5.4/a 3.6/a 48/a 05/a 3.5/a 3.9/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%,; /f=11-12%, /g=13-14%; /h=15-17%; /i=18-20%; /j >20%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 3.2: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated They Were "Always" or
"Almost Always" Satisfied with the Number of Attendant Services Hours Provided
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001
2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001
3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000
4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and als01999 and 2001
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C. Treatment by Attendant Services Caregivers

Consumers across the dtate rated their satisfaction with the respect and courtesy shown by
attendant services caregiversvery highly —94.1% were“dways’ or “amog dways’ satisfied withit
in 2001 (Figure 3.4), arating Smilar to 2000 survey results (92.0%). Furthermore, 100% of
consumers in seven counties and regions (Addison, Caedonia, Lamoaille, Washington,
Chittenden/Grand Ide, Essex/Orleans, and Orange/Windsor) indicated that their caregivers
“dways’ or“amog aways’ treated them with respect and courtesy (Chart 3.3). For Lamailleand
Orange/Windsor, these results were sgnificantly higher than those in 2000 (66.7% and 84.0%,

respectively).
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Figure 3.4: Respect and Courtesy Shown
by Attendant Services Caregivers
9C. My caregiver(s) in the Attendant Services Program treat(s) me with respect and courtesy.
Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 139 2000 2001
Addison 850l 944br 10008 4006 00 0.0* 5.0/b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0
Bennington 750/  100/a*  714/g 250/ 00 14.3/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 14.3/e
Caledonia  55.6/e*  80.0kc 090 2536 150 00¢ 222/ 50b 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
Franklin 88.9/c  833/c 750l  7.4/c 167/  16.7/d 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 8.3/
Lamoille 50.0/*  66.7/f  80.0/g  333/f* 00 20.0/g 0.0 16.7/d 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0
Rutland 765/ 760/ 833/  59/c  200d  0.0* 0.0 0.0 8.3/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 00  4.0b 0.0
Washington ~ 90.0/c  66.7/d  77.8f 100k  259/d  22.2/f 0.0 3.7/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0
Windham 64.7/f  737/d  50.0/g 235l 10.5/c  37.5/g 59/c  5.3b 0.0 59/c 5.3 0.0 00 53b 0.0
Chittenden/ 79 .3/d 83.3/c  75.0/g 13.8/c 10.0b  25.0/g 6.9/c 3.3/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grand Isle
(E)Srlsee;rll . 88.5icr  955bc 10008 yig0 4gp 0.0% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0
Orange/ 91.7/c*  76.0d  71.4lg  42/b* 80b  28.6/g 0.0 12.0/c 0.0 00 4.0/ 0.0 00 00 0.0
Windsor
Statewide 798b  800/a  77.8b  123/a 120/a 163b  42/la 4.0/ 15@  06/a 094 0.0 00 09a  19a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13-14%; /h=15-17%; /i=18-20%;/j >20%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 3.3: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated They Were "Always" or
"Almost Always" Shown Respect and Courtesy by Attendant Services Caregivers
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and als01999 and 2001
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D. Knowledge of Whom to Contact with Complaints or Requests

Statewide, 83.0% of consumerswho participated in the Attendant Services Program reported that
they “dways’ or “admost dways’ knew whom to contact if they had a complaint or wanted to
request more help from the program (Figure 3.5). Thisleve of satisfactionis congstent with 2000
survey results (83.9%).

While 100% of consumers in Addison, Cdedonia, Lamoille, Chittenden/Grand Ide, and
Essex/Orleans“dways’ or “dmost aways’ knew whom to contact with acomplaint, only 44.4% of
consumersin Washington reported smilar knowledge— sgnificantly lessthan the Satewide average
(Chart 34). Results among consumers in Addison and Washington are significantly higher than
2000 satisfaction levels, while the drop in consumer satisfaction in Washington is aso gatigticaly
sgnificant compared to 2000 (85.2%).
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9D. | know whom to contact if | have a complaint or if | need more help from the program.

Figure 3.5: Knowledge of Whom to Contact with Complaints or Requests

Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 70.0le  77.8/d  100.0/a*  5.0/b 5.6/b 0.0* 5.0/b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0/b 5.6/b 0.0
Bennington 83.3/e 66.7/f 71.4/f 0.0 0.0 14.3/e 0.0 00 143 00 11.1/d 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caledonia 55.6/e  70.0/d  100.0/a* 11.1/c  20.0/c  0.0* 16.7/d 5.0/b 0.0*  5.6/c 0.0 0.0 56/c 5.0/ 0.0
Franklin 77.8/d 83.3/c  83.3/d 37b  16.7/c 167/  1l.1/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lamoille 66.7/f 66.7/f 80.0/g 83/c  16.7/d  20.0/g 8.3/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rutland 58.8/f 80.0/d 50.0/f 5.9/c 0.0 16.7/e 5.9/c 8.0b 8.3l 0.0 0.0 0.0 59/c 4.0/ 0.0
Washington 75.0/e 6.0/d 44.4/g  10.0/c  22.2/d  0.0* 5.0/b 37 222(f 00 0.0 0.0 5.0/b 0.0 22.2/f
Windham 52.9/f 73.7/d 75.0/f 1766  53b 125k  11.8/d 0.0 0.0* 59/ 105/c 00 11.8/d 0.0 0.0
Chittenden/ 62.1/e 80.0/c  100.0/a*  6.9/c 3.3/a 0.0* 17.2/d 6.7/b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.3/c 0.0 0.0
Grand Isle
g?;e;‘; . 76.9/d  77.3/d  40.0/h 115/  18.2/c 60.0/h* 3.8/ 0.0 0.0+ 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 46b 00
Orange/ 75.0/d  68.0/d 71.4/g 8.3/c 8.0/b 0.0 0.0 8.0b 143/ 00 00 143/ 125/c 8.0/ 0.0
Windsor
Statewide 67.4b  74.1/a 72.2/b 7.9/a 9.9/a  10.8/a 9.3/a 40/a 63/a 09/a 10a 1l4/a 65/ 26/la  26/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13-14%; /h=15-17%; /i=18-20%); /j >20%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 3.4: Percentage of Consumers Who "Always" or "Almost Always" Knew
Whom to Contact with a Complaint or for More Help
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also1999 and 2001
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E. Meeting Consumers’ Needs When and Where Necessary

Statewide, 85.8% of Attendant Services consumers surveyed in 2001 indicated the program
“dways’ or “amog dways’ provided services when and where they were needed (Figure 3.6).
Thisleve of satifaction issmilar to that measured among consumers statewide in 2000 (84.9%).
Consumersin Addison (100%) weresignificantly morelikely than consumerssatewideto “dways’
or “dmost dways’ report this leve of satisfaction (Chart 3.5). At the county or region level, the
percentage of consumers who indicated that the Attendant Services Program provided services
when and where they were needed did not change significantly between 2000 and 2001.
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9E. The Attendant Services Program provides services to me when and where | need them.

Figure 3.6: Meeting Customer Needs

Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 189 2000 2001

Addison 60.0/le  77.8/d* 50.04 30.0/e* 11.1/c*  50.0/] 0.0 5.6/b 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bennington 58.3/f 66.7/f 714/ 333/ 11.1/d  14.3le 8.3/d 11.1/d 0.0 0.0 00 143/ 00 0.0 0.0
Caledonia 44.4/e 60.0/d 50.0)g 16.7/d 15.0/c  37.5/f 27.8/e* 20.0/c 125/d 56/c  5.0/b 00 56/c 00 0.0
Franklin 77.8/d 66.7/d  66.7/f 7.4/c  20.8/c 25.0le  3.7/b* 8.3/b 0.0+  37b 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lamoille 58.3/f 50.0/f 60.0/h 16.7/d 25.0/e 20.0/g 16.7/d  16.7/d 20.0/g 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rutland 52.9/f 56.0/d  66.7/f 59/c 280/ 250  11.8/d 0.0 0.0* 5.9/c 0.0 0.0 00  4.0b 0.0
Washington 70.0/e 55.6/d  44.4/g 250/ 29.6/d 44.4/g 0.0 7.4/b 0.0+  5.0b 0.0 0.0 00 37b 0.0
Windham 64.7/f 63.2/le 375/ 17.6/e 26.3/d 37.5/g  11.8/d 5.3/b 0.0* 5.9/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chittenden/ 62.1/e 63.3/d 625h 13.8/e 20.0/c 25.0/g 20.7/d  13.0/c 0.0 3.4/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grand Isle

gsrﬁee:rﬁ s 73.1/d 54.6/d 60.0/h 115/c 40.9/d 20.0)g 15.4/c  46/b 200/g 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Orange/ 83.3/d* 52.0/d 57.1/h 4.2/b* 32.0/d  14.3/f 4.2/b 40b 143/ 0.0 0.0 14.3/f 0.0 0.0 0.0
Windsor

Statewide 65.5/b 60.0/a 58.0/b 14.4/a 24.9/a 27.8/b 11.3/a 7.8/a 4.1/a 3.2/a 0.6/a 2.3/la 0.3/a 1.0/a 0.0

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%,; /f=11-12%, /g=13-14%; /h=15-17%; /i=18-20%; /j >20%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 3.5: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated the Attendant Services
Program "Always" or "Almost Always" Met Their Needs
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CHAPTER IV. Satisfaction with the Homemaker Program

The 2000 and 2001 Consumer Satisfaction Surveys asked consumers about their satisfaction with the
Homemaker Program, whereas the 1999 Survey asked about the Home Delivered Meals Program.
Therefore, only year 2000 and 2001 results will be discussed in this chapter.

Over 81% of consumers statewide participating in the sate' sHomemaker Programindicated high levels of
satisfaction with the program and the servicesit provided (Figure4.1). Consumersweremod satisfiedwith
the way their caregiverstreated them, with 87.8% reporting their caregivers “dways’ or “amog dways’
treated them with courtesy and respect.

Figure 4.1: Satisfaction with Homemaker Program

Percentage of Percentage of
Consumers Who Consumers Who
Answered “Always” Answered “Seldom”
or “Almost Always” or “Never”
2000 2001 2000 2001
Satisfaction with the Quality of 82.9% 81.3% 3.1% 2204
the Services
Program Provides Enough Hours 82.1% 81.0% 3.3% 3.4%
to Meet Needs
Caregivers Treated Them with 92.4% 87.8% 0.6% 1.5%
Respect and Courtesy
Know Whom to Contact with 88.1% 76.9% 3.3% 9.0%
Complaints or Requests’
Program Provides Services 83.6% 80.2% 2.1% 3.7%
When Needed
Total Yearly Average 85.8% 81.4% 2.5% 4.0%

1 Indicates “always” or “almost always” statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

Some vaiation in satisfaction levels among consumers in Vermont counties and regions was found.
Specificdly, results indicated a trend toward higher levels of consumer satisfaction for the Homemaker
Programin Lamoaille; consumersinthis county morefrequently rated aspects of the Homemaker Program as
“dways’ or “dmost dways’ satisfactory than consumers statewide.

In contragt, results dso indicated atrend toward lower levelsof consumer satisfaction for the Homemaker
Program in Cdedonia, where consumers more frequently rated aspects of the program as “sddom” or
“never” satisfactory than consumers satewide.
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A. Satisfaction with Quality of Service

Statewide, 81.3% of respondentswho used the Homemaker Program reported they were“dways’
or“admog dways’ satisfied with the qudity of the servicesthey received, with 50.5% of consumers
datewide saying they were “dways’ satisfied (Figure 4.2). These results are not gatidicdly
different from 2000, when 82.9% of consumers indicated frequent satisfaction with the qudity of
Homemaker Program services. However, a sgnificantly smdler percentage of consumers in
Lamailleindicated “dways’ or “dmog dways’ satisfactionin 2001 (85.2%) than in 2000 (100%).

However, this result, as with 2001 satisfaction levelsin other counties or regions, did not differ
sgnificantly from the statewide average (Chart 4.1).

Figure 4.2 Quality of Services from Homemaker Program

10A. | am satisfied with the quality of the services | receive
from the Homemaker Program.

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001

Addison 50.0/f  60.0/g  33.3/f 300/ 167/ 10.0/d 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bennington 400/ 61.1/d 333/  11.1/c* 200/d 11.1/c 6.7/c 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caledonia 63.0/c 500/  29.6/c  400/d  74b  50b 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
Franklin 80.0/d*  40.0/e  10.0/c*  40.0/le  10.0/c  6.7/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lamoille 71.4/e 630/ 286l  22.2ic 00 111b 00 37a 00 0.0
Rutland 65.2/d  65.6/d  13.0/c* 18.8/c  13.0/c 3.l/a 00 00 44/  31a
Washington 409/  58.1/d  36.4/e  22.6/c 182/d 12.9/c 46b 0.0 0.0 0.0
Windham 63.2/e 400/  21.1/d  400/d 52b 80b 00  40b 105 00
gt‘::lzngfe”/ 57.9/e  25.0/e* 263/e 375  53b 125d 53b 6.3/ 0.0 0.0
(E)Sr‘ff;r/] . 385d  40.0/c  46.2/d  46.7/d* 154/c 0.0 00 0.0 00 33
Orange/ 31.3/e*  46.7/f  438f 400 250/ 6.7/c 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
Windsor

Statewide 53.8b  50.5/a  29.2/a  30.9/a 12.7/a 7.7/a 17 l4la  l4la  .86la

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13-14%; /h=15-17%; /i=18-20%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 4.1: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated They Were "Always" or
"Almost Always" Satisfied with the Quality of Homemaker Services
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B. Degree to Which Services Met Consumer Needs

Statewide, 81.0% of consumerswho used the Homemaker Program reported that the servicesthey
received “dways’ or “amost dways’ met their needs (Figure 4.3); asimilar percentage reported
thislevd of satisfactionin 2000 (82.1%). Consumersin Caedonia (60.0%) werelesslikely than
consumersin other areas of the sate to indicate ahigh level of satisfaction with the degreeto which
Homemaker services fit their needs (Chart 4.2). Consumers in Orange/Windsor, however,
indicated greater satisfaction with thisaspect of the Homemaker Program in 2001 (93.3%) thanin
2000 (68.8%). InLamoaille, 88.9% of consumers reported services“dways’ or “amos dways’

met their needsin 2001, a sgnificant drop from last year (100%).

Figure 4.3 Degree to which Services Met Consumer Needs

10B. The services | receive from the Homemaker Program meet my needs.

Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001
Addison 50.0/f  70.0/f  41.7/f 20.0le  83/c  10.0/d 00 0.0* 0.0 0.0
Bennington 46.7/e 556/  33.3/e  16.7/c  20.0/d 1l.1l/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caledonia 63.0/c  35.0/d* 185b  250/d 111/ 20.0/c 00 10.0/b 0.0 0.0
Franklin 70.0/d  46.7/e  200[d  26.7/e 10.0/c 13.3/d 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0
Lamoille 78.6/d*  74.1/c* 21.4/d 148/t 00 74b 00 37a 00 0.0
Rutland 522/le  68.8/d* 26.1/d 188/c 130/c 3lla 00 3la 4.4b 0.0
Washington 59.1/e  645/d  27.3/d 22.6/c 91llc  65b 46b  0.0* 0.0 0.0
Windham 47.4/le  440d 368  36.0/d 00  16.0c 00 0.0+ 105/ 00
Chittenden/ 47.4/e  18.8/d* 26.3/e 500/ 158/d  6.3/c 53b 125d 00 0.0
Grand Isle
(E)Sr;e;r’] . 423/d  467/d  423/d  300/c 154/c  33/a 00 00 00  6.7b
Orange/ 37.5/e 53.3/f 31.3/e 40.0/e 18.8/d 6.7/c 6.3/c 0.0* 0.0 0.0
Windsor
Statewide 52.8/b 53.5/a 29.3/a 275/ 11.7/a 83/a 19/a 27/ 1.4/a .69/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 4.2: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated the Services They Received
from the Homemaker Program "Always" or "Almost Always" Met Their Needs
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C. Treatment by Homemaker Program Caregivers

Statewide, 87.9% of consumers who participated in the Homemaker Program indicated their
caregivers “dways’ or “amogt dways’ trested them with courtesy and respect (Figure 4.4), a
result cong stent with 2000 satisfaction levels (92.4%). Consumersin Addison (90.0%), Lamaille
(200.0%), and Orange/Windsor (93.3%) were more likely than consumers in other areas of the
date to indicate high level of satisfaction with caregiver treetment (Chart 4.3). However,

consumers in Windsor (84.0% vs. 100.0%) and Essex/Orleans (80% vs. 96.2%) werelesslikely
to be satisfied with this aspect of the Homemaker Program in 2001 than in 2000.

Figure 4.4: Respect and Courtesy Shown

by Homemaker Program Caregivers

10C. My caregiver(s) in the Homemaker Program treat(s) me with respect and courtesy.
Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001
Addison 91.7/c  90.0/d 8.3/c 0.0* 00  100d 00 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Bennington 80.0/d  66.7/d  13.3d 11l 67/c  0.0* 00 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Caledonia 88.9/b* 80.0/c 11.1/b  10.0/b 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
Franklin 95.0/b*  66.7/e 50b  200d 00 0.0* 00 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Lamoille 85.7/d  100.0/a*  7.1/c 0.0* 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 87.0/c  84.4/c  44/b*  3.lla 0.0 3la 00 00  44/b 3la
Washington 81.8/d  87.1/c  136/c 65b  46b  0.0* 00 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Windham 89.5/c 84.0/c 10.5/b 0.0* 0.0 12.0/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Chittenden/ 63.2/e 62.5/e 158/d  188/d 10.5/c  63/c 00 0.0 00 6.3/
Grand Isle
gsriixn/s 65.4/d*  60.0/c  30.8/d* 20.0/c 39b  0.0* 00 0.0 00 33/
\(X/rlizgsz/r 56.3/*  80.0/d 25.0/e  133/d 6.3/c  6.7/c 00 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Statewide 787/la  79.0la  13.7/a 89a  34/a 34/a 00 00 06/a 15/

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 4.3: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated They Were "Always" or

"Almost Always" Shown Respect and Courtesy
by Homemaker Program Caregivers
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D. Knowledge of Whom to Contact with Complaints or Requests

The mgority (76.9%) of long-term care consumers statewide reported they “adways’ or “dmost
adways’ knew whom to contact within the Homemaker Program with complaints or requests in

2001 (Figure 4.5). However, this percentage of consumersis sgnificantly fewer than those who
indicated the same leve of satisfactionin 2000 (88.1%). Similarly, fewer consumersin Caedonia
(80% vs. 100.0%), Franklin (73.3% vs. 95.0%), Rutland (71.9% vs. 91.3%), and Washington

(80.7% vs. 95.5%) knew whom to contact with acomplaint or request in 2001 than in 2000 (Chart
4.4). Incontrast, 100% of consumersin Lamoailleindicated that they “dways’ or “dmost dways’

knew whom to contact with complaintsor for additiona help, morethan the satewide average and
the same percentage as last year.

Figure 4.5: Knowledge of Whom to Contact with Complaints or Requests

10D. | know whom to contact if | have a complaint or if | need more help from the program.
Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001

Addison 83.3/le  700/g 16.7/6 20.0e 0.0 0.0+ 00 0.0* 00  10.0/d
Bennington 80.0/d  72.2/d 6.7/c 0.0* 6.7/c 56b 00 0.0* 00 56/

Caledonia 92.6/b* 65.0/d 7.4/b 15.0/c 0.0 5.0/b 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0*

Franklin 85.0/c  53.3/e  10.0/c  20.0/d 5.0/ 0.0* 0.0 0.0* 0.0 6.7/c
Lamoille 100/a* 88.9/b* 0.0 11.1/b 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0*

Rutland 783/d  71.9/c  13.0/c  0.0* 00  63b 00 0.0  44/b 125/
Washington 77.3/d 742/c  182/d 6.5/ 0.0 3.2/a 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0*

Windham 68.4/d 76.0/c 10.5/c 4.0/b 0.0 12.0/c 0.0 4.0/b 5.3/b 0.0*

Chittenden/ 737/ 56.3/f 105/  63/c 00 00* 53b 250* 00 63
Grand Isle

(E)sr'lize;rlns 53.9/d* 66.7/c 30.8/d  10.0/b 3.9/b 0.0* 3.9/b 33/a 0.0 6.7/b

Orange/ 625/ 66.7/e 00 00* 125d 67c 63/  00*  63lc 13.3/d
Windsor

Statewide 76.0/a 69.9/a 12.1/a 7.0/a 2.4/a 3.8/a 1.7/a 3.3/a 1.6/a 5.6/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 4.4: Percentage of Consumers Who "Always" or "Almost Always" Knew
Whom to Contact with a Complaint or for More Help
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E. Meeting Consumers’ Needs When and Where Necessary

About 80% of consumerswho participated in the Homemaker Program indicated that their services
were “dways’ or “dmost dways’ provided when and where they were needed (Figure 4.6).

Consumers in Lamoille (96.3%), however, were more likely than consumers across the state to
indicate satisfaction with this aspect of the program (Chart 4.5). In contrast, consumers in
Cdedoniawere agnificantly lesslikdy to report this sentiment than consumers acrossthe sate; and
whereas 85.2% fdt that services were “dways’ or “dmost aways’ provided when and where
needed in 2000, this percentage dropped to 60% in 2001. Similarly, the percent of consumersin
Franklin who expressed satisfaction with having their needs met dropped from 95.0% in 2000 to
73.3% in 2001.

Figure 4.6: Meeting Customer Needs

10E. The Homemaker Program provides services to me when and where | need them. Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001

Addison 91.7/c  80.0/e  83/c  100/d 0.0 100d 00 00 00 0.0*
Bennington 46.7/6  €6.7/d 400/  56/b* 133d  1llc 00  0.0¢ 00 0.0*
Caledonia 66.7/c  450/d  185/c 150/c 37@a  250/d* 00  00* 00  50b
Franklin 85.0/c  46.7/e  10.0/c* 26.7/e  5.0/b 0.0* 00  0.0¢ 00 0.0*
Lamoille 786/d  815c* 214/d 148c 00 0.0* 0.0 37a@ 00 0.0*
Rutland 69.6/d 719/  130/c 125c 87c  31l/a 00  00* 44b  3la
Washington 59.1/e  67.7/d  27.3)d 19.4/c 9lc  65b 00  0.0¢ 00 0.0*
Windham 63.2/e  60.0/d  21.1d 200/c 00 120c 00  40b 105  0.0*
Chittenden/ 36.8/e* 31.3/e* 3l6le 313 158d  125d 00  0.0* 53b 125/
Grand Isle
Essex/ 539/d  567/d  308d  26.7/c 115  33a 00  00* 00 33
\?Vriir(‘jiz/r 438/  533/f 250/ 267/ 188d 133/ 00  67/c 00 0.0*
Statewide 60.772a  60.8/a  22.8/a 19.4/a 89a  79a 00 12a 2la 250

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05
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Chart 4.5: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated the Homemaker Program
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CHAPTER V. Satisfaction with the Medicaid Waiver Program

Long-term care consumers participating in the State’ sMedicaid Waiver Program were highly satisfied with
the services they received in 2001, asin 1999 and 2000 (Figure 5.1). For the third year, approximately
95% of consumersindicated thet their caregivers“dways’ or “amost dways’ treated them with respect and
courtesy (Figure 5.1), making this the top rated service dement. Medicaid Waiver Program participants
were|least stisfied with when and wherethelr program provided services. However, evenin thiscategory,
87.9% of consumers statewide were “dways’ or “dmost dways’ satisfied with this aspect of their care.

Figure 5.1: Consumer Satisfaction with the Medicaid Waiver Program

Percentage of Consumers Percentage of Consumers
Who Answered “Always” or Who Answered “Seldom”
“A|mOSt AIWayS" or £ Never"

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Satisfaction with the Quality of 92.3% 86.6% 90.9% 1.4% 1.6% 56%
the Services Received
Services Received Meet Needs 89.2% 84.9% 88.6% 1.9% 1.9% 1.3%
Treated with Respect and 95.1% 94.5% 95.2% 0.0% 1.3% 56%
Courtesy by Caregiver
Know Whom to Contact With 83.0% 89.1% 89.2% 3.7% 3.6% 4.1%
Complaints or Requests
Program Provides to Consumer 88.8% 87.0% 87.9% 2.3% 2.2% 1.5%
When and Where Needed
Total Yearly Average 89.7% 88.4% 90.4% 1.9% 2.1% 1.6%

*No statistical differences were found between survey years for “always” or “almost always” responses for these aspects of the Medicaid
Waiver Program.

Thelevd of stisfaction varied somewhat among consumersinVermont countiesand regions. Specifically,
resultsindicate atrend toward higher levels of consumer satisfaction for the Medicaid Waiver Programin
Bennington and Essex/Orleans. Consumers in these three areas more frequently rated aspects of the
Medicaid Waiver Program as “dways’ or “dmost dways’ satisfactory than consumers statewide. No
aress of the state consgtently indicated lower levels of consumer satisfaction for the Medicaid Waiver
Program compared to the statewide average.
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Satisfaction with Quality of Services

Statewide, 90.9% of Medicaid Waiver Program consumers reported they were “dways’ or
“dmog aways’ satisfied with the qudity of the services they received, up dightly from 86.6%in
2000 (Figure 5.2). Among Vermont aress, 100% of consumers in Addison, Bennington,

Cdedonia, and Essex/Orleansindicated that they were*“dways’ or “dmost dways’ satisfied with
the quality of Medicad Waiver Program services—a sgnificant difference from the statewide
average (Chart 5.1). In Bennington and Essex/Orleans, results were sgnificantly greater than in
2000. Similarly, in Washington, significantly more consumersindicated thet they were“dways’ or
“dmog dways’ satisfied with the quality of the services they received from the Medicaid Waiver
Program in 2001 (94.7%) than in 2000 (75.0%).
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Figure 5.2: Overall Quality of Services

11A. | am satisfied with the quality of the services | receive. Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 139 2000 2001

Addison 87.5/ct  741/d  769/d 125/c* 185/c  23.1/d 0.0 74/b  0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bennington 61.5/e  63.2/e  72.7/le 385/ 21.1/d 27.3/ 0.0 105/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caledonia 26.7/e 83.3/d* 81.8/d 533/ 16.7/d 18.2/d  20.0/e* 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Franklin 739/e  76.7/c  75.0/c  8.7/cx 13.3/c* 16.7/c  13.0/d  16.7/b  56/b 0.0 0.0 00 43b 00 0.0
Lamoille 71.4/e  80.0/d*  46.2/e* 28.6/e  20.0/d 46.2/e* 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rutland 85.0/d* 435/  71.4/d  150/d  34.8/d 14.3/c 0.0 13.0/c  95/c 00 0.0 0.0 00 44 0.0
Washington 56.5/e  39.3/d* 84.2/d* 34.8/e  357/d 10.5/c 43b  10.7/c  0.0* 0.0 36b 00 00 36/ 0.0
Windham 444/~  722/d  68.0/d  44.4/f  16.7/d  16.0/c 56/c 1l.1/c 40b  5.6/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chittenden/ 71.9/d  475d  595d  21.9/d  40.0/d  24.3/c 31b  100b 81/ 0.0 0.0 27/a 00 0.0 0.0
Grand Isle

(E)‘:'Isee;r: . 61.3/d 500/ 533 323/d 333/ 467/e* 65b  1lllc 00+ 00 0.0 00 00 00 0.0
Orange/ 60.0e  67.9/d 63.9/c 28.0/d 21l4/c 27.8lc 40b  10.7/c  56/b  4.0b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Windsor

Statewide 66.5b  59.0/la  68.1/a 258b 276/a 227a 47 94/a 45a 09a 07/a 56/a 05a 09a 0.0

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chittenden/Grand Isle

Chart 5.1: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated They Were "Always" or
"Almost Always" Satisfied with the Medicaid Waiver Program
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and als01999 and 2001
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Degree to Which Services Met Consumer Needs

The vast mgjority (88.6%) of Medicaid Waiver Program consumers statewide surveyed in 2001
were “dways’ or “dmost dways’ saisfied with the degree to which services met their needs
(Figure 5.3). This result is congstent with the sentiments of consumers statewide in 2000.

Consumersin Bennington (100%) were more likely than consumersin other areas of the sate to
indicate that they were“dways’ or “dmost dways’ satisfied with how Medicaid Waiver Program
sarvices met their needs (Chart 5.2).  Satisfaction with this aspect of the Medicaid Waiver
Program did not change significantly in any Vermont county or region in 2001 compared to 2000.
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Figure 5.3: Degree to Which Services Meet Consumer Needs

11B. The services | receive meet my needs. Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 129 2000 2001
Addison 70.8/d  77.8/ct 65.4/d 250/d 148/c  26.9/d 4.2/b 7.4b  3.9/b 0.0 0.0 39b 00 0.0 0.0
Bennington 69.2/f 63.2le 727l 23.1/f 263/d 273/ 7.7/d 5.3/b 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caledonia 33.3/f+ 83.3/d* 63.6/le 33.3f 16.7/d 27.3/le  33.3/f* 0.0 9.1/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Franklin 69.6/e  76.7/c* 66.7/c 13.0/d* 6.7/b*  25.0/c  13.0/d 67b 83b  43b  6.7b 0.0 00 6.7b 0.0
Lamoille 78.6/e*  86.7/d* 539/ 14.3/d* 6.7/c*  38.5/e 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rutland 90.0/c*  47.8/e 619/e 10.0/c* 34.8/d  33.3/d 0.0 8.7/c 48 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 4.4 0.0
Washington 52.2/le  46.4/d  79.0/d 39.1/e  28.6/d  10.5/c* 0.0 143/c  0.0* 43/ 36/ 0.0 00 36/ 0.0
Windham 50.0/f 55.6/le  68.0/d 33.3/e 222/d 24.0/c 11.1/d  16.7/d  0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chittenden/ 59.4/d 525/  67.6/c 313/d 37.5/c 10.8/b* 63/b  100b 135/c 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 27/
Grand Isle
(E;f‘ee:n’ . 548/d  50.0/le 533/e 323/d 333/ 400/ 65b  16.7/d  00* 00 00 67/ 32b 00 0.0
Orange/ 52.0/e 57.1/d 61.1/d 36.0/e 21.4/c  250/c 4.0/b 17.9/c 111/  8.0/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Windsor
Statewide 62.1/a 59.7/a  65.5/a 27.1/a  252/a  23.l/a 6.9/a 10.6/a  6.8/a 1.7/a 1.0/a  .74/a 0.2/la 0.9/a .56/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 5.2: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated the Medicaid Waiver Program
"Always" or "Almost Always" Met Their Needs
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and als01999 and 2001
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C. Respectfulness and Courtesy of Medicaid Waiver Program Caregivers

Of all aspects of the Medicaid Waiver Programin dl survey years, consumerswere most satisfied
with the respect and courtesy shown to them by their caregivers, with 95.2% indicating they were
“dways’ or “dmost dways’ treated with respect and courtesy (Figure 5.4). Consumersin Addison
(100%), Bennington (100%), Caedonia (100%) and Essex/Orleans (100%) were even more
satisfied with how they were treated by caregivers than consumers statewide (Chart 5.3). Again,
no differences were found between satisfaction levelsin Vermont counties or regionsin 2001 as

compared to 2000.
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11C. My caregiver(s) in the Medicaid Waiver Program treat(s) me with respect and courtesy. Would you say:

Figure 5.4: Respect and Courtesy of Caregivers

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 129 2000 2001

Addison 91.7/c*  92.6/b 923/b  4.2/b* 7.4/ 7.7/b 4.2/b 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bennington 84.6/e 84.2/c 90.9/c  15.4/e  5.3/b 9.1/c 0.0 5.3/b 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caledonia 47.6/fx  83.3/d 90.9/c  40.0/+ 16.7/d  9.1/c 13.3/d 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Franklin 78.3/d  93.3/b*  86.1/b 8.7/c 6.7b  11.1/6  13.0/d 0.0 2.8/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lamoille 92.9/c*  93.3/c 84.6/d 0.0 0.0 7.7lc 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rutland 90.0/c 91.3/c 85.7/c 5.0/c 4.4b 9.5/c 5.0/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 4.4 0.0
Washington 82.6/d 67.9/d 89.5/c  17.4/d  21.4/c 0.0 0.0 3.6/b 0.0* 0.0 7.1/b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Windham 88.9/d 83.3/d 92.0b  11.1/d  16.7/d 4.0/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chittenden/ 81.2/d  775/c  865/c  156/c  15.0/c  5.4/b 3.1b 00 27a 00 00 27a 00 0.0 0.0
Grand Isle

(E;Ee;‘r/l . 87.1/c  722/d  100.0/a* 9.7b  222/[d  0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0+ 00 0.0 00 00 00 0.0
Orange/ 76.0/d 89.3/c 86.1/b  16.0/d  3.6/b*  8.3/b 0.0 0.0 2.8/a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Windsor

Statewide 82.3/a 83.5/a 88.5/a 12.8/a  11.0/a 6.7/a 3.6/a 2.3/a 1.4/a 0.0 0.9/a  .56/a 0.0 0.4/a 0.0

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 5.3: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated Medicaid Waiver Program

Caregivers "Always" or "Almost Always" Treated Them with Respect
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and als01999 and 2001
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D.

Knowledge of Whom to Contact with Complaints or Requests

In 2001, 89.2% of Medicaid Waiver Program consumers statewide reported that they “ aways’ or
“dmost dways’ knew whom to contact with complaints or requests (Figure 5.5) — nearly the same
percentage as in 2000 (89.1%). Consumers in Essex/Orleans (100%) were more likely to report
“dways’ or “dmost aways’ knowing whom to contact than consumers around the Sate, a
sgnificant increase from 2000 (83.3%) (Chart 5.4). However, consumersin Washington (68.4%)
were Sgnificantly lesslikely to “dways’ or “dmost dways’ have the same knowledge.

Thisaspect of the Medicaid Waiver Program wasthe one most likely to be given low ratings, with
3.6% of respondents statewide reporting they “never” knew whom to contact with complaints or
requests, the same percentage asin 2000.
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Figure 5.5: Information on Whom to Contact with Complaints or Requests

11D. | know whom to contact if | have a complaint or if | need more help. Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 139 2000 2001
Addison 91.7/c  852/c  80.8/c  4.2/b 74b 7.7 0.0 0.0 3.9/b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9/b
Bennington 846/e  79.0/d  727/e 154/  53b  18.2/d 0.0 53b  0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Caledonia 467/  833/d  8l8d  6.7/c 83/c  91/c  26.7/e* 00 0.0+  13.3/d* 0.0 0.0 00 83  9.1/c
Franklin 90.0/b*  833/c  86.1/b 0.0 10.0/d  8.3/b 8.7/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 44b 67b 28l
Lamoille 92.9/c*  93.3/c*  76.9/d 0.0 0.0 15.4/d 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 750/  739/d 905/ 50/  13.0/c 4.8 15.0/d 44/  0.0% 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 44b  0.0%
Washington 65.2/e  57.1/d* 63.2/e* 17.4/d 28.6/d* 5.3/ 0.0 71b  0.0* 0.0 0.0 00 87/c 36/b 10.5/c
Windham 66.7/d  77.8/d  92.0/b  27.8/e* 1l.1lc  0.0* 5.6/C 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 56b 40b
Chittenden/ 71.9 775/c  83.8/c  3.1/b* 10.0b  54/b 15.6 00  54b 0.0 0.0 00 63b 50b 27a
Grand Isle
g‘:'lsee;‘r: . 77.4/c  66.7/e  933/c  65b  16.7d 6.7/ 6.5/b 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 00 00 11.0c  0.0*
Orange/ 640/  857/c  833/c 200d 7.1d 28 4.0/b 36b 28 0.0 00 28a 40b 00 5.6/b
Windsor
Statewide 738l  77.4/a  832/a  92a 1l6/a 59a 8.9/a 21/a 20a 06l 00  .44a 31/a 36/a 36/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 5.4: Percentage of Medicaid Waiver Program Consumers Who "Always" or
"Almost Always" Knew Whom to Contact with Complaints or Requests
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001
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3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and als01999 and 2001
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E.

Meeting Consumer Needs When and Where Necessary

In 2001, 87.9% of consumers indicated that the Medicad Waiver Program had “aways’ or

“admost dways’ provided service to them when and where they needed assistance (Figure 5.6).
This result is condgtent with atewide satisfaction levels reported in 2000. Consumers in

Bennington (100%) and Windham (96%) were morelikely than consumers statewide to report the
Medicaid Waiver Program as “dways’ or “amost dways’ meeting their needs (Chart 5.5) — a
sgnificant increase in Bennington compared to 2000 (84.2%).
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11E. The Medicaid Waiver Program provides to me when and where | need assistance.
Would you say:

Figure 5.6: Meeting Consumer Needs

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 139 2000 2001
Addison 83.3/d* 815/ct* 76.9/d 16.7/d 14.8/c  15.4/c 0.0 0.0 3.9/b 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 3.7b 0.0
Bennington 69.2/f 579/ 818d 30.8/f 263/ 18.2/d 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 53b 0.0
Caledonia 33.3/f*  83.3/d* 546/ 333/ 16.7/d 36.4le  26.7/f* 0.0 9.1/c  6.7/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Eranklin 69.6/e  73.3/c 77.8/c 26.1/e 133/c  16.7/c 0.0 6.7b  28a 4.3/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8/a
Lamoille 78.6/e*  86.7/0* 615/ 14.3/d  6.7/c*  30.8/e 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rutland 75.0/e  522/e 71.4/d 250  30.4/d  14.3/c 0.0 8.7/c  9.5/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 44 0.0
Washington 522/e  60.7/d 79.0/d 26.1/d 21.4/c 105/c  43b  10.7/c  0.0* 43b  36b 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
Windham 55.6/f  72.2/d 80.0/c 222/ 167/d 16.0/c  222/e  11.1/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chittenden/ 59.4/d  525/d  67.6/c 313d 325/c  10.8/b 6.3b  125b 135/c  3.1/b 0.0 54/b 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grand Isle
gsrlsee;‘r’] . 58.1/d 667/ 667/ 29.0d 222/d 267/d 65b  56b 6.7/ 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0
Orange/ 64.0/e  643/d 69.4/c 160d 21.4/c 139b  120/c  10.7/c 111/ 4.0/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Windsor
Statewide 63.3/b 645 723/a 255b 225a 156/a 6.8/ 75a 68a 23 10a 1l1la 00 1l/a .34/

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 5.5: Percentage of Medicaid Waiver Program Consumers Who Indicated the

Program "Always" or "Almost Always" Met Their Needs
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and als01999 and 2001
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CHAPTER VI. Satisfaction with the Adult Day Center Program

Themgority of Adult Day Center participants surveyed in 1999, 2000, and 2001 were highly satisfied with
severa aspectsof theprogram.® A large percentage of consumersfelt that centers’ operating hoursfit their
needs, with 86.0% indicating they were either “dways’ or “dmost dways’ satisfied with this program
aspect (Figure 6.1). In contrast, only 67.0% of consumers statewide “dways’ or “dmost dways’ felt that
they were able to afford dl the hours of center servicesthat ther family needed. Thisrating issmilar to
1999 survey results, and represents a decrease from satisfaction levelsin 2000 (80.0%).

Figure 6.1: Consumer Satisfaction with the Adult Day Center Program

Percentage of Consumers Percentage of Consumers
Who Answered “Always” or Who Answered “Seldom”
“Almost Always” or “Never”

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Satisfaction with the Days and 80.1% 89.6% 86.0% 3.3% 2.50 3.1%
Hours of Program
Activities Offered Match my 67.8%  70.4% 71.8% 7.4% 4.6% 2.4%
Interests
Program Offers Enough Services 77405 83.3% 84.7% 10.8%  3.8% 1.8%
to Suit My Needs
Know Whom to Contact With 78.9%  74.4% 76.7% 12.9%  6.3% 6.3%
Complaints or Requests
Able to Afford Hours of Services 68.4% 80.0% 67.0% 9.8% 12.1% 6.4%
Needed
Total Yearly Average 745%  79.5% 77.2% 8.8% 5.9% 4.0%

In dl survey years, consumer satisfaction varied significantly among Vermont counties and regions, with
some aress having extremely high leves of satifaction (e.g., 100% of consumers “dways’ or “amost
dways’ satidfied) and other counties having lower levels of satisfaction (e.g., 60% of consumers* sddom”
or “never” sdidfied). On average, 2001 survey results indicated a trend toward dightly higher leves of
consumer satisfaction for the Adult Day Center Program in Cdedonia, Washington, and Essex/Orleans.
Consumersin these areas more frequently rated aspects of the Adult Day Center Program as“aways’ or
“dmog dways’ satisfactory than consumers statewide. In contrast, results also indicated atrend toward
lower levels of consumer satisfaction for the Adult Day Program in Orange/Windsor, where consumers
more frequently rated aspectsof the program as*“sddom” or “never” satisfactory than consumers statenmide

1 While satisfaction levels with program aspects discussed in this chapter are somewhat lower than those discussed
in previous chapters, it isimportant to note that the program aspects that respondents were asked to rate for this
program were different than for the other three programsincluded in the survey. Therefore, direct comparisons
should not be made.
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A. Satisfaction with Operating Hours of Adult Day Center Program

About 86% of consumers statewide who participated in the Adult Day Center Program indicated
they were*aways’ or “dmost dways’ satisfied with the program’ shours of operation (Figure6.2).

Consumers in Bennington (100%) and Caedonia (100%) indicated more frequently than
consumers statewide they were“aways’ or “dmost dways’ satisfied with thisagpect (Chart 6.1).
However, consumersin Orange/Windsor (66.7%) werelesslikely than consumers statewideto be
“dways’ or “amog aways’ satisfied with days and hours of program operation, asignificant drop
from 2000 satisfaction levels (93.3%).
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12A. The days and hours that the Adult Day Program is open fit my needs. Would you say:

Figure 6.2: Satisfaction with Days and Hours

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 92.6/c*  74.1/d 65.8/c 7.4/c 18.5/c  18.4/c 0.0 7.4/b 5.3/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6/a
Bennington 86.7/d*  64.3/e 66.7/e 6.7/c 21.4/d  33.3/e 6.7/c 14.3/d 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Caledonia 30.0/f* 70.0/le  85.7/c* 10.0/d 20.0/e  14.3/c  40.0/g* 10.0/d  0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0%
Franklin 87.5/f 69.2/e 58.3/f 0.0 30.8/e  16.7/d 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5/f 0.0 8.3/c
Lamoille 87.5/e*  66.7/e 75.0le  125/e 16.7/d  16.7/d 0.0 11.1/c  8.3/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 28.6/g*  40.0/i 60.0/I 14.3/f 400/  20.0h 286/ 20.0h  0.0% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0/h
Washington 55.6/g 50.0/f 84.6/d  333lg  33.3/f 7.7lc 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 8.3/d 0.0 0.0 8.3/d 7.7Ic
Windham 33.3/fF  35.7/e* 66.7/f 33.3/f 429/  22.2/f 8.3/d 21.4/e  0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7/e 0.0 0.0%
Chittenden/ 66.7/f 70.0/e  87.5/d* 13.3/d  25.0d 6.3/c 6.7/c 0.0 0.0* 0.0 5.0/b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Grand Isle
Essex/
Orleans 60.0/f 71.4/g 77.8/e 20.0/f  14.3le  11.1/d 20.0/f  14.3le 0.0 0.0 00  11.1/d 0.0 0.0 0.0%
Orange/ 63.2/e 46.7/f  44.4/e* 211le 467/ 22.2/d 10.5/c 0.0 11.1/c  5.3/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Windsor
Statewide 64.6/b 61.6/b 69.3/b  155/b 28.0/b  16.7/a 9.2/a 6.6/a 33/a 07a 17a .48/a 2.6/a 0.8la 2.7/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13-14%; /h=15-17%; /i=18-20%); /j >20%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 6.1: Percentage of Adult Day Center Program Consumers Who Indicated
They Were "Always"” or "Almost Always" Satisfied
with the Days and Hours of Operation
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and als01999 and 2001
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B. Satisfaction with Adult Day Center Program Activities

In 2001, 71.8% of consumers statewide in the Adult Day Center Program indicated that they were
ather “dways’ or “dmog dways’ satisfied with the program activities offered by the program
(Figure 6.3), a level consgtent with results from the 1999 and 2000 surveys. Of the various
program dementsincluded in the questionnaire, consumersacrossthe tate were least satisfied with
this agpect of the Adult Day Program. However, consumers in Caedonia (92.9%), Washington
(92.3%), and Essex/Orleans (100%) reported greater satisfaction than the statewide average
(Chart6.2). Theincreasein satisfaction reported in Washington (92.3%) was significantly grester
than last year’ s results (58.3%). Consumers in Orange/Windsor (50%), however, were far less
satisfied than date consumers as a whole.  Findly, while the percent of consumers in Franklin
(50%) who were “dways’ or “dmost dways’ satisfied with the program activities was not
getidicaly different than the Satewide average, the result was a sgnificant drop from satisfaction
levels with this program eement in 2000 (84.6%).
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12B. The activities offered at my Adult Day Program match my interests. Would you say:

Figure 6.3: Satisfaction with Activities

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 63.0/d* 482/d  553/c 259/ 333/ 211l/c  7.4/c  148/c 105b 00 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bennington 60.0/f  21.4/d* 333/e  13.3/d 357/ 46.7/e* 26.7/e 357/l 20.0/d 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 7.4c 00
Caledonia 20.0/*  50.0/f 429/  30.0/f 20.0/e 50.0/e* 200/ 200/ 0.0* 100/d 10.0/d 7.l/c  10.0/d 0.0 0.0
Franklin 87.5/f«  61.5/f 417/ 0.0 23.1/e  83lc 0.0 7.8/cx 333/ 125/f 00 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lamoille 87.5/e* 44 .4/e 66.7/e 12.5/e* 16.7/d 16.7/d 0.0 33.3/e 16.7/d 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 5.6/b 0.0
Rutland 14.3/f  40.0/i 40.0i  286/g 20.0h  0.0% 0.0 20.0/h  0.0* 0.0 0.0 200h 143/ 20.0h 20.0h
Washington 33.3lg  41.7/f  69.2/le  44.4/g 16.7/e 23.1/e  1l1lle  16.7/e 7.7/c 0.0 83/d  0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0
Windham 8.3/d* 50.0/f 66.7/f 25.0/f 35.7/e 11.1/d 33.3/f 14.3/d 0.0* 8.3/d 0.0 11.1/d 8.3/d 0.0 0.0
Chittenden/ 26.7/f  55.0/e 50.0f  33.3ff 10.0/c* 125/  20.0/e  30.0/e 312/e 0.0 50b  0.0* 6.7/ 0.0 0.0
Grand Isle
E?fj:n’s 70.0/f 71.4/g 66.7/f 200/ 143/ 333/  100d  14.3/e  0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0
Orange/ 36.8/e 33.3/e 27.8/e*  36.8/e 33.3/e 22.2/d 10.5/c 20.0le  22.2/d 0.0 6.7/c 0.0* 10.5/c 0.0 0.0
Windsor
Statewide 409/b 464/  503/b  269/b 240b 216/a 147b  214/a 153/a 22/a 17a 17a 52a 17a .73

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13-14%; /h=15-17%; /i=18-20%; /j >20%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%

2001 Consumer Satisfaction Survey

Chapter VI: Page 107



Chart 6.2: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated They Were "Always" or
"Almost Always" Satisfied with Adult Day Center Program Activities
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C. Program Offers Enough Services to Meet Needs

Over 84% of consumersin the Adult Day Center Program surveyed in 2001 felt that the Program
“dways’ or “dmog dways’ offered enough services to meet their needs (Figure 6.4). Little
geographic variationisevident in consumer satisfaction levelsacrossthe state compared to thosein
gpecific counties or regions. However, consumers in Essex/Orleans (100%) indicated more
frequently than consumers statewide that they “dways’ or “amost dways’ fdt that the services
offered met their needs (Chart 6.3). Satisfaction levels across the state and within county/region
remained steady with last year; the percent of respondents reporting that services offered “ dways’
or “amost dways’ met their needs did not change significantly from 2000 to 2001 on the Statewide
level or within county or region.
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Figure 6.4: Offers Enough Services to Meet Needs

12C. The Adult Day Program offers enough services to suit my needs. For example, nursing, physical therapy and meals. Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 70.4/d 66.7/d 81.6/c 29.6/d 18.5/c 5.3/b* 0.0 7.4/b 5.3/b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bennington 80.0/e  71.4/e  60.0/e  13.3/d 286/e 33.3le*  6.7/c 00 67b 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caledonia 30.0/+  60.0/f  786/d  10.0/d  20.0le 14.3/c 300/ 100/d  0.0* 200f 00  7.1/c 100d 00 0.0
Franklin 50.0/g  84.6/d*  50.0/f 125/  7.7/c 250/ 125/  77/c  83/c 125/f 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lamoille 100.0*  66.7/e  91.7/c* 0.0 111/ 0.0* 0.0 222/d  83/c 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rutland 42.9/g 40.0/i 60.0/1 28.6/g 20.0/h 0.0* 0.0 20.0/h 0.0* 14.3/f 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0/h  20.0/h
Washington 66.7/g  50.0/f  53.9/f  33.3lg 16.7/e  38.5/f* 0.0 16.7/e 0.0 0.0 8.3d  7.7c 0.0 8.3/d 0.0
Windham 250/  57.1f  66.7/f  16.7/e  214/e  22.2/f 250/  143/d  0.0* 83d 74lc 00 8.3/d 0.0 0.0
Chittenden/ 60.0f  70.0/e  68.8/e  20.0/e 150/d  18.8/d 0.0 50b  63/c 00 50b 00  13.3/d 0.0 0.0
Grand Isle
(E)‘:'ff;r’] . 60.0f 1000 88.9/d* 100d 00  11.4d 100d 00  00¢ 100d 00 00  100d 00 00
Orange/ 47 .4/f 73.3/e 55.6/e 31.6/e 13.3/d 11.1/c 5.3/c 13.3d 5.6/b 5.3/c 0.0 0.0 10.5/c 0.0 0.0
Windsor
Statewide 55.7/b 673  69.7b  21.7/b 16.1/a 150/a  69/a  102/a 45@a 49a 22a 1lla 59a 15a .73

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13-14%; /h=15-17%; /i=18-20%); /j >20%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 6.3: Percentage of Consumers Who Indicated the Adult Day Center Program

"Always" or "Almost Always" Met Their Needs
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* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001

5 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001 and also2000 and 2001
6 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also2000 and 2001
7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also1999 and 2001
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D. Knowledge of Whom to Contact with Complaints or Requests

More than three-quarters of consumers statewide (76.3%) who participated in the Adult Day
Center Program indicated they “dways’ or “dmost dways’ knew whom to contact if they had a
complaint or if they needed more help from the program (Figure 6.5). Consumers in Lamoille
(100%) were morelikdly than consumers acrossthe state to indicate that they “aways’ or “amost
adways’ knew whom to contact — a sgnificant increase from 2000 results (81.3%). While the
percent of consumersin Addison (71.1%) who felt that they “always’ or “amos aways’ knew
whom to contact was not different than the statewide average, there was a significant drop from
2000 satisfaction levels (84.0%).
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12D. | know whom to contact if | have a complaint or if | need more help from the program.

Figure 6.5: Knowledge of Whom to Contact with Complaints or Requests

Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never

1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 70.4/d 84.0/c 57.9/c 14.8/c 8.0/b 13.2/b 3.7/b 0.0 5.3/c 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7/b 8.0/b 7.9/d
Bennington 80.0/e  786/d  733/d 67/  71b  133/c  67/c  143d 67b 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7/b
Caledonia 60.0)g  66.7/f  71.4/d 0.0 222l 14.3/c 0.0 0.0 0.0+ 200/ 00 0.0 200/ 11.1d  7.1/c
Franklin 625lg  69.2/e 50.0/f 125/  154/d 250/  12.5/f 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.4/d  8.3/c
Lamoille 87.5/e*  81.3/d  100.0/a* 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 6.3b  0.0* 00 125/c 00 125k 00 0.0*
Rutland 57.1/g 40.0/i 40.0/i 14.3/f 40.0/i 20.0/h 0.0 20.0/h 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3/f 0.0 20.0/h
Washington 77.8/f 50.0/f 769/  1l.lle  16.7/e  7.7c 0.0 25.0f  0.0% 0.0 83d 7.7/c 11l/e 00 0.0
Windham 58.3/g  85.7/d 66.7/f 8.3/d  143/d  11.1/d 0.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3f 00 0.0*
Chittenden/ 73.3/f  73.7/le  75.0/e 6.7/c  10.5/c  6.3/c 0.0 53b  63/c 00 0.0 0.0 6.7/c  105/c  6.3/c
Grand Isle
Eosexl 80.0f  857/e 667/ 100d 00 222/ 00 143/ 00* 00 00 00 100 00 111/
Orange/ 63.2/e 78.6/e 61l.1/e 15.8/d 14.3/d 0.0* 0.0 0.0 5.6/b 10.5/c 0.0 0.0 10.5/c 7.1/c 0.0*
Windsor
Statewide 68.7/b  74.4/b  66.0b  10.2b 11.8/a 107/a 2.0/ 6.3a 35@ 25a 19a .65 104/b 57/a 5.6/

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%; /f=11-12%, /g=13-14%; /h=15-17%; /i=18-20%); /j >20%
* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 6.4: Percentage of Adult Day Center Program Consumers Who Indicated
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E. Program Affordability

In 2001, the aspect with the lowest percentage of above average respondent satisfaction statewide
was program cost (67.0%) (Figure 6.6). Despite this level of satisfaction, at least 50% of
consumers in al areas (except Rutland) were “dways’ or “dmost dways’ able to afford the
services they required (Chart 6.5). Only consumers in Washington were more likely to say they
were “dways’ ableto afford dl Adult Day Center services they needed than their counterparts
datewide. Thisissuewasmore problematicin 2001 for consumersin Franklinthanin 2000, where
only 58.3% of respondents reported they could “dways’ or “amost aways’ afford dl the hours of
service they needed, down from 75% in 2000.
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Figure 6.6: Satisfaction with Program Affordability

12E. | am able to afford all the hours of Adult Day Center that my family and | need.
Would you say:

Always Almost Always Sometimes Seldom Never
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Addison 63.0/d  64.0/d  47.4/c  148/c 240/d 184/c  37b  80b 105b 74/lc 00 26/ 0.0 40b  26la
Bennington 60.0/f 66.7/f 533l  6.7/c 83/c  26.7d 20.0 0.0 0.0* 0.0 8.3/c  0.0* 0.0 16.7/d  0.0*
Caledonia 10.0/d ~ 55.6/f 643/  100d 11.1d  7.1/c 20.0f 11.1d 7.1/ 300/ 11.1/d  0.0* 300/ 11.1/d 14.3/c
Franklin 750/g  75.0/e 33.3/f 0.0 0.0 25.0/e 0.0 16.7d 83/ 00 83/lc  0.0r  12.5/f 0.0 8.3/c
Lamoille 75.0/f* 769/ 583/ 0.0 15.4/d  16.7/d 0.0 7.7c 83/c 00 0.0 0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0*
Rutland 14.3/+  50.0/ 40.0f 143/ 50.0/*  0.0* 0.0 0.0 200/ 143f 00 0.0* 0.0 0.0  20.0h
Washington 55.6/g 54.6/g 76.9/e* 22.2/f 18.2/e 0.0* 111 9.1/d 0.0* 0.0 9.1d 7.7c 0.0 9.1d 0.0*
Windham 66.7/f 54.6/f  44.4/g  83d 364/ 11.1d 8.3/ 9.1/d 11.1d 00 0.0 0.0+ 83 00  11.1/d
Chittenden/ 53.3f  64.7/e  625/e 13.3d  59/c  125d 200/ 255k  0.0* 0.0 0.0 0.0~ 67/c  59c 0.0
Grand Isle
oErT:;ds 7006  85.7/e* 556/  100d 00  222/e 100/ 143/  0.0* 00 00 222/ 00 00  0.0*
Orange/ 47.4/f 63.6/f 44 .4/e 36.8/e* 27.3/f 11.1/c 0.0 0.0 5.6/b 5.3/c 0.0 0.0* 5.3/c 9.1/d 5.6/b
Windsor
Statewide 53.6/b 64.5/b 52.6/b 14.8/b 155/a  14.4/a 9.3/b 12.1/a 6.3/a  4.5/a 25/a  23/a 5.3/a 5.4/a 4.1/a

Standard error on estimates: /a=0-2%; /b=3-4%; /c=5-6%; /d=7-8%; /e=9-10%,; /f=11-12%, /g=13-14%; /h=15-17%;/i =18-20%; /j >20%

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05%
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Chart 6.5: Percentage of Adult Day Center Program Consumers Who

Indicated They Were "Always" or "Almost Always" Satisfied
with Program Affordability

[
77.8
Addison 4.0
65.8
) 66.7
Bennington 66.7
80.0
20.0*
Caledonia7 ﬁ—|
| | ‘ 71.4
75.
Franklin5 75.
| | 8.3
75.
Lamoille 76.9
| 75.
Rutland 50.0
| 40.0
| 77.8
Washington 54 d
| | ‘ | 76.9+
75.
Windham 54.6
| | 55.6
66.6
Chittenden/Grand Isle
| | ‘ 75.
80.0
Essex/Orleans 85.7*
| | |
— |84.2*
Orange/Windsor 63.6
| | 55.6
68.4
Statewide 80.0
67.0
[ T T ]
T T T T T
0 20 40 60 80
Percentage

* Indicates statistical difference from statewide average at .05% in that year

1 Indicates statistical difference between 2000 and 2001

2 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2001

3 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000

4 Indicates statistical difference between 1999, 2000 and 2001
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7 Indicates statistical difference between 1999 and 2000 and also1999 and 2001
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY METHODOLOGY



SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

The 2001 Survey of Vermonters Who Use Long-Term Care Programs and Services
guestionnaire included 15 questions, many with several question subparts. A copy of the
questionnaire is included as Appendix B. The survey’s content focused on providing
survey data that would inform the Department’s principal research objectives. The
survey was administered as a mixed-mode instrument, with responses gathered by mail
and telephone.

The 2001 survey instrument was identical to that administered in 2000. The 2000 and
2001 surveys differed from the 1999 version in that the more recent versions included
guestions about the Homemaker Program rather than the Home Delivered Meds
program. Since the instrument was unchanged, in lieu of a pretest with Department
consumers, the survey’s questions and format were thoroughly tested by a member of
ORC Macro’s project management team.

Given the diverse nature of the Department’s consumers, including age, educational
background, and possible limitations attributable to individual disabilities or
impairments, severa features were added to the survey’s format to maximize respondent
cooperation. These features included:

Tailored Confidentiality Pledge
The opening dialogue used by telephone interviewers stressed that individua
identities and responses would remain confidential.

Suspended Surveys

ORC Macro’'s Computer-Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) system includes
a special survey “suspend” feature, was activated for this project. This feature
allows survey interviews to stop at any point during the survey and to resume at a
later time. This feature is helpful when conducting interviews with individuals who
are busy, difficult-to-reach, or have limitations that prevent them from completing
an interview in one episode.

Proxy Interviews

It was anticipated that a small percentage of Department clients might have had
difficulty with the telephone survey format. In these cases, consumers were allowed
to assign another individual to complete the survey on their behaf. Proxy
respondents were always encouraged to discuss the questions with the client as the
survey progressed to ensure that his or her opinions were accurately reported. In
2001, 7.8% (n=51) of surveys were completed by a proxy.



Survey Administration

The survey was conducted during February and March 2002. All surveys were completed
by a self-administered mail survey or over the telephone at ORC Macro’s CATI Research
Center in Burlington, Vermont.

Telephone survey interviewers who worked on the project were experienced ORC Macro
CATI interviewers who had worked on numerous surveys, including those that collect
information on sensitive subjects and require high levels of confidentiality, such as health
risk behavior and public assistance program participation surveys. All interviewers had
successfully completed ORC Macro’s basic interviewer training program. Immediately
prior to the survey fielding period, interviewing staff assigned to this project attended an
additional project-specific training session that provided a detailed overview of the
survey’s content, administration issues, and a review of basic interviewing techniques.
Department staff attended this training, and provided additional insight on the programs
asked about in the survey.

All mail surveys were accompanied by a personalized letter signed by the Department’s
Commissioner that invited sampled individuals to participate in the survey by returning a
completed mail survey, contacting ORC Macro directly using the project’s toll-free
hotline, or cooperating with a telephone survey interviewer if they were contacted by
phone.

Consistent with industry standards, approximately 20% of al interviews were monitored
by call center management staff using remote monitoring technology. With this
technology, specialized quality control staff members were able to silently monitor
interviews in progress while simultaneoudly viewing the interviewer’s computer screen.
Neither the interviewer ror the respondent was aware that the conversation was being
monitored.

SURVEY SAMPLING

The sampling plan was designed to provide survey results at the county and region levels,
as well as statewide. Specificaly, the survey sample was defined as a stratified sample
with disproportionate all ocation.

Sample strata were defined at the regional level and were designed to support estimates
of percentages with a worst-case standard error of 5% at the county or regional level.

Precision at the state level was not explicitly specified; rather, it depended on the sample
sizes resulting from aggregating the sample sizes from the county and regional levels.



Sample Size Computations

This disproportionate stratified sample design requires random sampling to occur at the
county and regional level. Given the small (from a statistical perspective) average
number of cases per county and region, it is essential that the finite population correction
factor is used when determining the sample sizes and computing error margins for the
response data. To operationalize general sample size requirements for each survey, it is
standard to consider an estimate (p) of a population proportion (p) from a random

sample of size n from a population of size N. The standard interpretation of a 95 percent
confidence interval around p is that if the survey were repeated 20 times, an interval

constructed as p +d will contain the true value of the population proportion (p) 19 out of

20 times. The haf-width of the confidence interval (d) depends on the sampling variance
of statistic and the level of confidence associated with the interval. This study specified
the precision of the estimates in terms of the sampling variarce of the percentages, as

expressed in terms of a standard error SE( P), rather than in terms of a confidence
interval half width.

Using the normal approximation to the distribution of the sample proportion estimate, the
standard error, SE( ) and the population and sample sizes are related by the following

inequality:*

N-n |[p(l-p) "
\/N—l\/ n <SE(p)

Minimum required sample sizes are obtained by setting this equation to equality and
solving for n, which yields:

p(1- p)
- SE(p)
lap(l- p) .0
1+ - 1%
"NESE() 5

The size of the confidence interval varies with the value of p, taking on its maximum
value a p = .5. For this study, p was assumed to be .7, and the targeted value for the

standard error, SE( ) was taken at 5%, or .05. The denominator of the above equation

reflects the finite population correction (FPC) factor. The FPC takes into account the fact
that the survey population is finite in size and that sampling is conducted without

1

Cochran, W.G. 1963. Sampling Techniques. New Y ork: John Wiley & Sonsp. 74.



replacement. It is applied when the sampling fraction for a given population is large and
provides a more precise estimate of the true mean response.

Sample sizes were computed using the equation above, based on these assumed and the
population sizes N, for each county (or county grouping).

Sampling Procedures

The sampling frame for each survey period was constructed using the Department’s
consumer database. Lists of active cases were provided to ORC Macro in electronic
format in the spring of 2000.

A dstatistical computer program was developed that grouped consumers by county and
region, and randomly selected the required number of cases from each sampling frame.
A higher number of cases were sampled than the required number of surveys to account
for sample issues such as nonworking telephone numbers, consumers who were
unreachable for an interview during the time period, and refusals.

SURVEY WEIGHTING

Survey weighting is used to assign greater relative importance to some sampled elements
than to others in the survey anadysis and may be used to “post-stratify” survey data for
analysis and make adjustments for total nonresponse. Post-stratification is necessary to
account for the disproportionate nature of the survey’s stratified design, that is, the
varying sampling fractions within county and regiona strata. Without weighting,
standard errors for estimates that cross strata cannot be computed using methods
appropriate for simple random sampling.

Survey data were subjected to two weighting factors. The first weight factor is simply
the inverse of the selection probabilities and weights the number of sampled cases up to
the population count. Letting n represent the number sampled cases sampled for the i
county or region, and N; represent the population count for the i county or region, the
first component of the weight is computed as.

To correct for nonresponse at the county or regional level, a second weighting factor was
computed to adjust the number of responding cases to equal the number of sampled cases
for each county or region. Effectively, this allows those who did respond for each
county or region represent those who did not respond. Using the notation developed
above, and letting r; represent the number of clients who responded for the " county or
region, we compute the second component of the weight as:



Combining these components results in the following formula for the final weight:
Wi=W13W2= N
I

SURVEY ANALYSIS

Survey data analysis answered the key research questions identified by the Department.
Two primary statistical analysis tools helped to analyze the survey data:

Descriptive Statistics
Response frequencies for survey variables were analyzed and descriptive results,
or trends, were identified.

Tests for Statistical Differences

T-tests for proportions determined whether there were statistically significant
differences among subgroups of the survey population. Results of these tests are
reported in terms of their level of significance, or p-value, of the statistical test.
The smaller the p-value, the heavier the weight of the sample evidence that there
isastatistical difference between groups.

All analyses were conducted using the SUDAAN software package, and incorporated the
weights described above. This software correctly models the stratified sampling design,
resulting in accurate estimates of variances underlying error margins and other tests for
differences among groups.



APPENDIX B: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE



{Intro 1}

Hello, thisis cdling from ORC Macro on behdf of the Vermont Department of Aging
and Disabilities. May | please speak with { Name} ?

1 Y es, on the phone

2 Y es, coming to phone {Repeat}

3 No, not available {Terminate}

4 Respondent physicdly/mentdly not able to participate in survey {Go to Labe Proxy}
{Intro 2}

Section 1: Introduction

I’m cdling on behdf of the Vermont Agency of Human Services, Department of Aging and Disabilities.
WEe re doing astudy of customer satisfaction of Vermonters who use our services.

The information from this survey will be used to hdp the State of Vermont and your community improve
long-term care services. ' You were chosen to participate in the survey because you receive or have
received help in 2001 from a long-term care program such as Adult Day Programs, Medicaid Waiver
Services, Homemaker Services and Attendant Services.

Y ou can be assured that your responses to this survey will be gtrictly confidentia. Y ou' re answers will
never be shared with your caregivers, program saff, or anyone ese associated with your care or
services.

As you answer the next few questions, please respond in terms of your experience with your long-term
care and services in generd, rather than thinking of individua services. These sarvices include Adult
Day Programs, Medicaid Walver Services, Homemakers Services and Attendant Services.

1 Continue {Goto Labe Survey}
2 Terminate
3 Respondent physicaly/mentaly not aole to participatein survey {Go to Label Proxy}

{Labd Proxy}

It is important that we obtain information about { Name}’' s experiences with long-term care servicesin
the state. We'd like to conduct this survey with whoever is best able to answer for {Name}. May |

gpeak to that person?

1 Y es, on the phone {Goto Labd Proxy3}
2 Y es, respondent coming to the phone {Go to L abel Proxy2}
3 No, not available {Terminate}



{Labe Proxy2}
Are you the person that is best able to answer for { Name} ?

1 Yes {Goto Proxy3}
2 No {Repeat Proxy}

{Label Proxy3}

WEe're doing a sudy of customer satisfaction of Vermonters who use our services. The information
from this survey will be used to help the State of Vermont and your community improve long-term care
sarvices. {Name} was chosen to participate in the survey because {name} receives or has received
help in the past from a long-term care program such as Adult Day Programs, Medicad Waiver
Services, Homemakers Services and Attendant Services.

All responses to this survey will be drictly confidentid. {name}'s answers will never be shared with
program staff, care givers, or anyone else associated with {name}’'s care or services.

As you answer the next few questions, please respond in terms of { name}’ s experience with long-term
care and sarvices in geneard, rather than thinking of individud services. These sarvices include Adult
Day Programs, Medicaid Waiver Services, Homemakers Services and Attendant Services.

{Label Survey}



Section 2: General Satisfaction with Services

Question 3:

For the next series of questions, please think about all of the services you recelve and programs in
which you participate. For example, if you participate in more than one program, think about your
experiences with the services you receive from all of the programs as a group.

| am going to read some statements that describe various aspects of long-term care programs. Please
give each Satement a letter grade using a letter grade scale where A means Excellent, B means Good,

C means Average, D means Poor, F means Unsatisfactory.

3.A

The amount of choice and control you had when you planned the services or care you would

receive. Would you say....

3A1
3A2
3A3
3AA4
3.A5
3.A.6
3A.8
3A.9

3.B

3B.1
3.B.2
3B.3
3.B.4
3B.5
3.B.6
3B.8
3.B.9

3.C

3C1
3.C2
3.C3
3.C4
3.C5

A= Excdlent

B= Good

C=Average

D= Poor

F= Unsatisfactory

Does not gpply to respondent [Do Not Read]
Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

Theoverdl quality of the help you receive. Would you say...

A= Excdlent

B= Good

C=Average

D= Poor

F= Unsatisfactory

Does not gpply to respondent [Do Not Read]
Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

The timeliness of your services. For example, did your services start when you needed

them? Would you say...

A= Excdlent

B= Good
C=Average

D= Poor

F= Unsatisfactory



3.C6
3.C8
3.C9
3.D

3D.1
3.D.2
3.D.3
3D4
3.D5
3.D.6
3.D.8
3.D.9

3.E

3E1
3EZ2
3.E3
3EA4
3.E5
3E6
3.E8
3E9

3.F

3.F1
3.F.2
3.F.3
3.F4
3.F5
3.F.6
3.F.8
3.F.9

3.G

3.G1
3.G.2
3.G3
3.G4

Does not apply to respondent [Do Not Read]

Don't know [Do Not Read]

Refused [Do Not Read]

When you receive your services or care? For example, do they fit with your schedule?
Would you say...

A= Excdlent

B= Good

C=Average

D= Poor

F= Unsatisfactory

Does not apply to respondent [Do Not Read]
Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

The communication between you and the people who help you?

A= Excdlent

B= Good

C=Average

D= Poor

F= Unsatisfactory

Does not apply to respondent [Do Not Read]
Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

The reliability of the people who help you. For example, do they show up when they are
supposed to be there? Would you say?

A= Excdlent

B= Good

C=Average

D= Poor

F= Unsatisfactory

Does not apply to respondent [Do Not Read]
Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

The degree to which the services meet your needs? Would you say...

A= Excdlent
B= Good
C=Average
D= Poor



3.G5
3.G.6
3.G8
3.G.9

3.H

3H.1
3.H.2
3.H.3
3.H.A4
3.H5
3.H.6
3.H.8
3.H.9

3.1

311
3.1.2
3.1.3
3.1.4
3.1.5
3.1.6
3.1.8
3.1.9

3.J

3J1
3J2
3.J3
3.J4
3.J5
3.J6
3.J8
3.J9

F= Unsatisfactory

Does not apply to respondent [Do Not Read]
Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

How wel problemsor concerns you have with your care are taken care of ?

A= Excdlent

B= Good

C=Average

D= Poor

F= Unsatisfactory

Does not apply to respondent [Do Not Read]
Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

The courtesy of those who help you? Would you say...

A= Excdlent

B= Good

C=Average

D= Poor

F= Unsatisfactory

Does not apply to respondent [Do Not Read]
Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

How well did people listen to your needs and preferences? Would you say...

A= Excdlent

B= Good

C=Average

D= Poor

F= Unsatisfactory

Does not apply to respondent [Do Not Read]
Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]



4.1
4.2
4.6
4.8
4.9

5.1
5.2
5.2
5.3
5.4
5.6
5.8
5.9

6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4
6.5
6.6
6.8
6.9

For what you pay for the services you receive, do you find them to be of good vaue?

[If necessary: These sarvices include Adult Day Programs, Medicad Waver Services,
Homemakers Services and Attendant Services]

Yes

No

Does not apply to respondent
Don't know

Refused

Would you say the help you have received has made your life...

Much better

Somewhat better

About the same

Somewhat worse

Much worse

Does not apply to respondent
Don't know

Refused

How easy would it be for you to stay in your home if you didn't recelve services?

you say...

Very easy

Easy

About the same

Difficult

Vey difficult

Does not apply to respondent
Don't know

Refused

[Do Not Read]
[Do Not Read]
[Do Not Read]

[Do Not Read]
[Do Not Read]
[Do Not Read]

[Do Not Read]
[Do Not Read]
[Do Not Read]

Would



Section 3: Quality of Life

7 The following questions refer to how you fed about your life now. Pleaseindicate how wel the
gtatements describe your life with either yes, somewhat, or no.

7.A | fed safeinthe homewherel live. Would you say...

7A.1 Yes

7.A.2 Somewhat

7.A.3 No

7.A.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
7.A.9 Refusd [Do Not Read]

7.B | fed safe out in my community. Would you say...

7B.1 Yes

7.B.2 Somewhat

7.B.3 No

7.B.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
7.B.9 Refusd [Do Not Read]

7.C | canget where | need or want to go. Would you say...

7.C.1 Yes

7.C.2 Somewhat

7.C.3 No

7.C.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
7.C.9 Refusd [Do Not Read]

7.D | canget aound ingde my home as much as| need to. Would you say...

7.D.1 Yes

7.D.2 Somewhat

7.D0.3 No

7.0.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
7.D0.9 Refusd [Do Not Read]

7.E | ansatidied with how | spend my freetime. Would you say...

7E1 Yes
7.E.2 Somewhat



7.E.3
7.E.8
7.E9
7.F

7.F.1
7.F.2
7.F.3
7.F.8
7.F.9

7.G

7.G1
7.G.2
7.G.3
7.G.8
7.G.9

7.H

7H1
7H.2
7H.3
7H.8
7H.9

7.1

7.1.1
7.1.2
7.1.3
7.1.8
7.1.9

7.

7J1
7.J.2

No

Don't know [Do Not Read]

Refused [Do Not Read]

| am satisfied with the amount of contact | have with my family and friends. Would you say...
Yes

Somewhat

No

Don't know [Do Not Read]

Refused [Do Not Read]

| have someone | can count on in an emergency. Would you say...

Yes

Somewhat

No

Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

| fed stisfied with my sodd life and with my connection to my community. Would you

Yes

Somewhat

No

Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

| am concerned that | don’t have enough money for the essentids. Would you say...

Yes

Somewhat

No

Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

| fed valued and respected. Would you say...

Yes
Somewhat



7J3 No
7.J.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
7J9 Refusd [Do Not Read)]

7.K | am concerned that some day | may have to go to anursng home. Would you say...

7K1 Yes

7.K.2 Somewhat

7.K.3 No

7.K.8 Don’t know [Do Not Read]
7.K.9 Refusd [Do Not Read]

8. Ovedl, how would you rate your qudity of life?

81  A=Excdlet

82 B=Good

83 C=Aveae

84  D=Poor

85 F=Unsatidactory

8.6  Doesnot gpply to respondent [Do Not Read]
8.8  Don't know [Do Not Read]

89 Refusd [Do Not Read]



Satisfaction with long-term car e programs

For the next few questions, | would like you to think about the services you receive from each one of
the state- ponsored programs in which you participate.

Section 4. Attendant Services Program

{AsK this section only for participants of the Attendant Services program, as indicated in the sample
file}

9 The following series of questions are about your experiences with the Attendant Services
Program. The Attendant Services Program provides assistance with persona care for adults
with disabilities. Participants hire, train, and supervise their atendants.

Please rate your opinion about each of the gsatements usng the following scde
Always, Almost Always, Sometimes, Seldom, or Never.

9.A | an sidied with the quaity of the services | receve from the Attendant Services
Program. Would you say...

9.A.1 Always
9.A.2 Almog dways
9.A.3 Sometimes

9.A.4 Sddom
9.A.5 Never
9.A.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
9.A.9 Refusd [Do Not Read]

9.B  The Attendant Services Program provides enough hours to meet my needs. Would you

9.B.1 Always
9.B.2 Almog dways
9.B.3 Sometimes

9B.4 Sddom
9.B.5 Never
9.B.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
9.B.9 Refusd [Do Not Read]

10



9.C

9.C1
9.C.2
9.C3
9.C4
9.C5
9.C8
9.C.9

9.D

9D.1
9.D.2
9.D.3
9.D.4
9.D.5
9.D.8
9.D.9

9.E

9.E1
9EZ2
9.E3
9.EA4
9.E5
9.ES8
9.E9

My care giver(s) in the Attendant Services Program treat(s) me with respect and courtesy.
Would you say...

Always

Almog dways

Sometimes

Seldom

Never

Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

| know whom to contact if 1 have a complaint about the Attendant Services Program or if |
need more help from the Attendant Services Program  Would you say ...

Always

Almog dways

Sometimes

Seldom

Never

Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

The Attendant Services Program provides services to me when and where | need them.
Would you say...

Always

Almog dways

Sometimes

Seldom

Never

Don't know [Do Not Read]
Refused [Do Not Read]

{Label HDM}

1



Section 5: Homemakers Program

{ Ak this section only for participants of the Homemakers program, asindicated in the ssample file.}

10 The following series of questions are about your experiences with Homemakers Program. The
Homemaker program serves adult Vermonters who need help at home with activities such as
cleaning, laundry, shopping, respite care, and limited person care.

Please rate your opinion about each of the satements using the following scade. Always, Almost
Always, Sometimes, Seldom, or Never.

10.A | an satisfied with the quality of services| receive from the Homemaker program. Would
you say...

10.A.1 Always

10.A.2 Almogt dways

10.A.3 Sometimes

10.A.4 Seldom

10.A.5 Never

10.A.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
10.A.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

10.B  Thesarvices| recaive from the Homemaker program meet my needs. Would you say...

10.B.1 Always
10.B.2 Almogt dways
10.B.3 Sometimes

10.B.4 Seldom

10.B.5 Never

10.B.8 Don’t know [Do Not Read]
10.B.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

10.C My caregivers in the Homemaker program trest me with respect and courtesy. Would you

10.C.1 Always

10.C.2 Almogt dways

10.C.3 Sometimes

10.C.4 Seldom

10.C.5 Never

10.C.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]



10.C.9 Refused [Do Not Read]
10.D | know who to contact if | have a complaint about the Homemaker program or if | need more
help from the Homemaker program. Would you say...

10.D.1 Always

10.D.2 Almogt dways

10.D.3 Sometimes

10.D.4 Seldom

10.D.5 Never

10.D.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
10.D.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

10.E  The Homemaker Program provides services to me when and where | need them. Would you

10.E.1 Always
10.E.1 Almost dways
10.E.3 Sometimes

10.E.4 Seldom

10.E.5 Never

10.E.8 Don’t know [Do Not Read]
10.E.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

{Labd MWP}

13



Section 6: Medicaid Waiver Program

{ Ak this section only for participants of the Medicaid Waiver program, asindicated in the samplefile}

11.  The following series of questions are about your experiences with the Medicad Waiver
Program. The Medicad Waiver Program provides long-term care to elders and adults with
physicd disabilities who live a home.  Services include help with persond care, adult day

sarvices, respite care, assistive devices and case management.

Please rate your opinion about each of the statements using the following scade. Always, Almost

Always, Sometimes, Seldom, or Never.

11.A | am stisfied with the qudity of the services | recelve from the Medicad Waiver Program.

Would you say...

11.A.1 Always
11.A.2 Almogt dways
11.A.3 Sometimes

11.A.4 Seldom

11.A.5 Never

11.A.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
11.A.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

11.B Theservices| recaive from the Medicaid Waiver Program meet my needs. Would you say...

11.B.1 Always

11.B.2 Almogt dways

11.B.3 Sometimes

11.B.4 Seldom

11.B.5 Never

11.B.8 Don’t know [Do Not Read]
11.B.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

14



11.C My care giver(s) in the Medicad Waiver Program treet(s) me with respect and courtesy.
Would you say...

11.C.1 Always

11.C.2 Almogt dways

11.C.3 Sometimes

11.C.4 Seldom

11.C.5 Never

11.C.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
11.C.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

11.D | know whom to contact if | have a complaint about the Medicaid Waiver Program or if | need
more help from the Medicaid Waiver Program. Would you say...

11.D.1 Always

11.D.2 Almogt dways

11.D.3 Sometimes

11.D.4 Seldom

11.D.5 Never

11.D.8 Don’t know [Do Not Read]
11.D.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

11.E The Medicaid Waiver Program provides services to me when and where | need them. Would
you say...

11.E.1 Always

11.E.2 Almog dways

11.E.3 Sometimes

11.E.4 Seldom

11.E.5 Never

11.E.8 Don't know [Do Not Read)]
11.E.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

15



Section 7: Adult Day Services Program

{AsK this section only for participants of the Adult Day Services program, as indicated in the sample
file}

12 The following series of questions are about your experiences with the Adult Day Center
Program. Adult Day Centers provide day programs for adults with cognitive or physica
disahilitiesincluding activities, socid interaction, meds and persona and hedlth screening.

Please rate your opinion about each of the statements using the following scde. Always, Almost
Always, Sometimes, Seldom, or Never.

12.A Thedays and hours that the Adult Day Center is open fit my needs. Would you say...

12.A.1 Always

12.A.2 Almogt dways

12.A.3 Sometimes

12.A.4 Seldom

12.A.5 Never

12.A.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
12.A.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

12.B The activities offered a my Adult Day Center match my interests. Would you say...
12.B.1 Always

12.B.2 Almogt dways
12.B.3 Sometimes

12.B.4 Seldom

12.B.5 Never

12.B.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
12.B.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

12.C The Adult Day Center offers enough services to suit my needs. For example, nurang, physica
therapy, persond care and meds. Would you say...

12.C.1 Always

12.C.2 Almogt dways

12.C.3 Sometimes

12.C.4 Seldom

12.C.5 Never

12.C.8 Don’t know [Do Not Read]
12.C.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

16



12.D | know whom to contact if | have a complaint about the Adult Day Center or if | need more
help from the Adult Day Center program. Would you say...

12.D.1 Always

12.D.2 Almogt dways

12.D.3 Sometimes

12.D.4 Seldom

12.D.5 Never

12.D.8 Don’t know [Do Not Read]
12.D.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

12.E | am adle to afford dl the hours of Adult Day Center Services that my family and | need.
Would you say...

12.E.1 Always

12.E.2 Almog dways

12.E.3 Sometimes

12.E.4 Seldom

12.E.5 Never

12.E.8 Don't know [Do Not Read]
12.E.9 Refused [Do Not Read]

17



Section 9: Contact Respondent

13.

13.1
13.2
13.8
139

13.A

13.B

13.C

Would you like someone to contact you about worries or concerns you have about the services
or care you are receiving from any of the State- yponsored programs that have been discussed in
this survey? If so, please confirm your name and phone number. [Do Not Read Responses|

Yes - interested in being contacted

No {Skip to Label IDEA}
Don't know {Skip to Label IDEA}
Refused {Skip to Label IDEA}

Please tell me your name and phone number so that we can have someone contact you.

Name {Specify: }

Phone {Specify: (802) - } {Range: number of digitsentered =7}

Please give a brief description of the worry or concern you would like to be contacted  about?

{Record response ver batim}

{Labd IDEA}

18



Section 10: Improvements

14 The Department of Aging and Disahilitiesis very interested in hearing your ideas ébout how to
make things work better for you and other Vermonters. Pleasetell ushow you think your services or
care could be improved.

141
[Record response ver batim]

14.2  No Comment

14.8 Don't know

149 Refusd

Section 11: Comments

15 Do you have any comments you would like to make about the help you receive?

151 Yes
[Record response ver batim]

152 No
15.8 Don't Know [Do Not Read]
159 Refusd [Do Not Read]

19



Section 12: Demogr aphics

[DO NOT READ]

1

11
1.2

[Interviewer: Who was this interview conducted with?]

Respondent- the person who receives the services or care
Other/Proxy - proxy for the respondent

[DO NOT READ/VOICE RECOGNITION ONLY]

2

21
22
2.8
29

17

Areyou maeor female?[ONLY IF NECESSARY]

[Interviewer prompt: if respondent is proxy, record the gender of the person who actualy
receives the services)

Mde
Femde
Don’'t know
Refused

That was my last question. Thank you for taking time to paticipate in this very important
study.



APPENDIX C: MACRO POLL QUALITY-OF-LIFE
SURVEY RESULTS



Quality-of-Life Measures
General Population Survey of Vermonters

(Macro Poll Results)

Respondents were asked “Next, I'm would like to ask you a few questions about the quality of
life in Vermont. Your answers will help the State of Vermont develop programs and policies
that help elderly Vermonters and persons with disabilities. | am going to read a series of
statements. Please tell me whether the statement applies to you.”

Statement Yes No
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
| feel safe in the home NA 98.8% 96.0% NA 1.0% 5.0%
where | live.
| feel safe out in my NA 96.8% 94.0% NA 2.7% 6.0%
community.
| can get where | need 93.5% 93.8% 93.0% 5.5% 1.5% 4.0%

or want to go.

| can get around
inside my home as 96.0% 98.8% 98.0% 2.7% 0.2% 1.0%

much as | need to.

| am satisfied with

time.

| am satisfied with the
amount of contact | 87.6% 86.3% 87.0% 8.9% 9.7% 8.0%
have with my family
and friends.

| have someone | can
count on in an 95.0% 98.5% 96.0% 2.7% 1.2% 3.0%

emergency.

| feel satisfied with my
social life and with my 86.1% 87.5% 88.0% 9.2% 7.2% 7.0%
connection to my
community.

| am concerned that |

don’t have enough 25.8% 20.4% 21.0% 67.2% 74.3% 72.0%
money for the

essentials.

| feel valued and 90.8% 94.0% 90.0% 2.2% 2.0% 5.0%
respected.

| am concerned that
someday | may have 40.0% 37.4% 44.0% 51.9% 51.6% 50.0%
to go to a nursing
home.




APPENDIX D: WEIGHTED SURVEY FREQUENCIES



Due to the size of the surveyfrequency data, it is provided under separate cover.



