Postsecondary Education Rehabilitation Transition (PERT) Program

State Fiscal Year 2015 (7/1/2014 – 6/30/2015)


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
During State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2015, 560 assessments were performed for youth with disabilities through the PERT Program, located on the campus of Woodrow Wilson Rehabilitation Center (WWRC).  The services received breakdown into these categories:
456
Initial Evaluations
  51
Situational Assessments
  39
Transition Academy
  14
Fairfax and Crater Summer Assessment

560
Total Assessments in SFY15
PERT Performance Measures
PERT has two performance measures. The first measure is “Number of students enrolled in PERT Initial Evaluation Services.”  The target for this measure for SFY15 was 450.  PERT provided 456 Initial Evaluations.  This was 101% of the target goal.  The second performance measure was “Percentage of local school divisions across Virginia that participate in the PERT Program in the reported state fiscal year.”   The target for this measure was 85%.  This measure was met this fiscal year.  PERT served 112 of 132 local school divisions across Virginia.  This was 84.8% of the local school divisions in the state.  Districts that sent significantly more students than their allotted slots included: Augusta (11), Chesterfield (24), Fairfax (46), Frederick (28), Loudoun (11), Newport News (11), Prince William (14).
Student Demographics
The students served were 15-22 years of age.  Sixty (60%) of the students served were males.  The mean age for Initial Evaluations (18.8) this was slightly higher than last year (18.2). The mean age for Situational Assessments was (18.81).  The average age for Transition Academy students are marginally younger at a mean age of (17.65).  The average age for community assessments was (18.77).
The primary disability grouping for youth served was cognitive impairments.  This has been true since FY06.  The top two primary causes for impairment are Intellectual Disability and Specific Learning Disability.  These two causes account for 51.8% of the clients served.  Autism and Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorders (ADHD) are also significant.  With those two disability groups added 80% of the SFY15 PERT primary causes for impairment are accounted for.  The number of PERT students served with Autism has again increased from 48 in SFY11 to 71 in SFY12 to 85 in SFY13 to 93 in SFY14 to 99 in SFY15.   
English was the primary language for PERT Initials and Situational Assessments students in SFY15.  Thirteen students had limited English speaking ability.  Eight (8) are reporting American Sign Language (ASL) as their primary language this fiscal year which is the same as last year.  One student reported Spanish as his/her primary language.  
Medical Ancillary Services Provided
Many more ancillary services were provided this year.  One hundred and forty-eight students (148) received ancillary services this year, compared to forty-three (43) students receiving ancillary evaluations in SFY14.    Ancillaries are additional assessments in a medical area, such as Speech and Audiology, Occupational Therapy (OT), Physical Therapy (PT), Neuro-psychology, Psychology, Brain Injury Services and WWRC Physician consults.  Rothrock attendant care would also be counted among ancillaries.  The primary reason for the huge increase in services is the reinstatement of access to OT Driving Screenings for initial PERT students.  On average six (6) students were screened each intake and most of these received a full OT Driving Evaluation.  
Charge capture information indicates that in SFY15 additional charges were submitted for Attendant Care (11 students), OT Services (98 students), PT Services (14 students), Speech and Audiology (4 students), Neuro-psychology (1 students), Medical External (10), and Physician Services (10). 

Students served through the Initial Evaluation Program were assessed in 26 vocational job families.  Preliminary data shows that over one thousand four hundred and eighty-six (1486) total evaluations were performed.  Of the 456 initial students, one intake and a few outliers had no evaluation information listed.  Of the remaining entries, students averaged over three evaluations per student (3.25).  For most students, the average number of recommendations received was over six (6.8). 

The highest number of recommendations was in the Services Group (375, 25.2%).  In all other areas, Business and Information Technology (309), Humanitarian (254), Electrical/Mechanical (294), and Building Trades (218), the number of recommendations were fairly evenly distributed.  Thirty-six (36) students received a Skills Assessment.  The most popular evaluation areas were Food Service (196), Material’s Handling (157) and Child Care (140).  Of the three thousand one hundred and thirty-two (3132) recommendations generated, recommendations can be broken down into the following categories:

	Total Number of Recommendations By Category (Total Recommendations Made)

	Training
	107

	OJT 
	227

	Supported Employment
	361

	PVT 
	47

	Non-Competitive Integrated 
	41

	Academic 
	617

	Other 
	754

	Re-Eval 
	200

	Not Recommended 
	310

	Trial in Training 
	384

	Not Interested 
	70

	Incomplete
	11

	See Report
	0

	Life Skills
	3

	Total
	3132


PERT Program Satisfaction 

Program satisfaction information was gathered at the PERT Advisory Council (PAC) meetings.  The PERT Advisory Council is an interdisciplinary group of stake holders composed of former PERT students, parents, Field Rehabilitation Services staff and local educational area transition staff from all over the state of Virginia.  
PAC functioned without a chairperson this year.  The first meeting of this cycle was on October 23, 2014. 
PAC monitors progress made by receiving reports from the PERT Director at the beginning of the next cycle relative to each initiative.  Meeting content included a review of FY14 demographic and outcome statistics.  Topics that were discussed included reinstating OT Driving Evaluations, PERT New Team Training, Center/Division Satisfaction Surveys, the new PERT Residential Intake Video, expanding Community PERT into a new area, and dealing with SOL students with new limited diploma options.  The PAC members were given an opportunity to provide feedback. The second meeting was February 18, 2015.  This meeting covered Youth Philanthropy Council Grant:  The WWRC Foundation applied for funding from Youth Philanthropy Council to support the purchase of a Smart Board for the PERT program’s soft skills instructional units in the Career Lab.  Dr. Kurt Sprenger shared the new Center Satisfaction Survey with the group.  He shared the 2014 job closures by occupational category.  The largest category was Food Service (60%) followed by Cleaning/Janitorial and Landscaping (34%) and Material’s Stocking (34%).  Dr. Sprenger also showed the current DARS status but year served in PERT.  Most students were looking at 3-5 years until closure.  50% of the students actually closed out in areas that they were evaluated for.  Dr. Sharon Mullen (WWRC Principal) and Kati Mullen (WWRC Stand-alone CRC/CSC Coordinator) presented three ideas about integrating Customer Service Certification and an Introduction to Career Readiness into the current PERT schedule.  These ideas were generated after talking with the PERT Director and were designed to take advantage of existing openings in the current PERT schedule or because of PAC member feedback about the necessity of good customer service skills.  Rick Sizemore presented what he called a “fly over at 30,000 feet” suggestion of having a Manufacturing Camp at WWRC.  The original Manufacturing Technology Camp was conceptualized in 2009.  Rick indicated this could be part of a Center for Credentialing at WWRC.  The Manufacturing Camp target would be aligned with the completion of a shell area in Anderson that could be used for this purpose in 2016 – 2017.
Satisfaction information was also gathered through PERT and Center student exit interviews, report implementation meetings held in the student’s community, and surveys that accompany the student’s summary completion report.

School and Parent/Guardian Satisfaction Surveys

PERT Transition Resource Specialists distributed satisfaction surveys during Report Implementation Meetings for PERT Initial Evaluation students.  Of the 456 students who received this service, satisfaction survey responses were received from 144 school personnel (31% response rate – marginally higher than last year) and 110 parents/guardians (24% response rate – increase of 2% from last year).  These results are summarized below:
School Satisfaction Survey Responses (144 Total Responses) (NR = no response)
1.  The PERT experience enabled the student to talk about his/her future goals?

	60%
	Strongly Agree
	38 %
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	1% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


2.  PERT increased the student’s awareness of his/her strengths?

	60%
	Strongly Agree
	38%
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	1% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


3.  PERT enabled the student to identify his/her career goals?

	50%
	Strongly Agree
	48 %
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	1% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


4.  PERT increased the student’s confidence and self-esteem?

	51%
	Strongly Agree
	47 %
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	1% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


5.  PERT allowed the student to explore a variety of leisure and independent living activities?

	67%
	Strongly Agree
	32%
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


6.  The PERT report provided information to assist in the development of the student’s transition plan?

	75%
	Strongly Agree
	23%
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	1% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


7. The PERT Report Implementation meeting allowed us time to discuss and plan for the student’s future?

	74%
	Strongly Agree
	23%
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	2%  NR


8.  PERT recommendations will be incorporated into the student’s IEP?

	69%
	Strongly Agree
	25%
	Agree
	0%   Disagree
	2% Strongly Disagree
	4%  NR


9.  PERT increased the students Awareness of academic skills relevant to his/her career goals?

	57%
	Strongly Agree
	37%
	Agree
	2%   Disagree
	1% Strongly Disagree
	3%  NR


PERT School Survey comments:  There were forty-nine (49) general written school comments.  Of those three (3) comments were neutral, two (2) were negative, and forty-five (45) were positive.  Two neutral comments were often related to how much the student was able to benefit from the program.  One related to DARS.  “Our DARS representative was unable to attend.  I would have liked to have had his input.”  Both negative comments were statements of fit.  In the first, the student exited early due to a behavioral issue and the school felt PERT was not fair.  In the second, WWRC was not able to meet the student’s vegetarian diet needs according to the teacher, he selected an area that was not on his original VE interest checklist and PERT staff was not concerned about his need to adjust to a new environment.   An example of a positive school written comment was, “PERT is an excellent program for our students.  It provides excellent resources and a wealth of information and resources.” 
Parent/Guardian Satisfaction Survey Responses (110 Total Responses)

1.  PERT helped me talk to my child about their future?

	75%
	Strongly Agree
	24%
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


Comments related to question 1:

· This program made the planning for her future seem more concrete and urgent..
· He realizes the future is approaching quickly.
2.  PERT increased my awareness of my child’s abilities and strengths?

	68%
	Strongly Agree
	29%
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	2% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


Comments related to question 2:

· The opportunity to be away from home in a supported environment and to be assessed was an amazing opportunity.

· Uncovered things we weren’t aware of.

· Nothing positive was said.

· He knows more than I thought.

3.  PERT helped my child identify his/her career goals?

	57%
	Strongly Agree
	37 %
	Agree
	5%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	1%  NR


Comments related to question 3:

· At first he had an idea of what he wanted to do, now he is certain.
· We’re not quite there yet.
4.  PERT increased my child’s confidence and self-esteem?

	62%
	Strongly Agree
	32%
	Agree
	2%   Disagree
	2% Strongly Disagree
	2%  NR


Comments related to question 4:

· He had not been away from home for an extended period of time.  What a great opportunity.  
· ______ was very proud to “show off” her skills ordering at a restaurant and cooking.

5.  PERT allowed my child to explore a variety of leisure and independent living activities?

	68%
	Strongly Agree
	31 %
	Agree
	0%   Disagree
	1% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


Comments related to question 5:
· _______ seemed like he needs a little more motivation to participate in activities.
· He enjoyed the atmosphere.
6.  My child described the PERT assessment process as helpful?

	60%
	Strongly Agree
	35 %
	Agree
	3%   Disagree
	1% Strongly Disagree
	1%  NR


Comments related to question 6:

· ________ expressed mixed feelings on the helpfulness of the program.  
· He enjoyed his time at PERT and all the access to recreational opportunities.  

· The one – to one assessment sessions made her feel excluded from her peers.
7. The PERT written report was received in time for review prior to the PERT Implementation meeting?
	71%
	Strongly Agree
	26 %
	Agree
	2%   Disagree
	1% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


Comments related to question 7:
· Great information! Nice to be able to see strengths and weaknesses in specific areas.
· I had to call DARS about a meeting because they did not know anything about my son.

· Yes, Thank You!
8. During the PERT Implementation meeting, the PERT report was explained to me?

	74%
	Strongly Agree
	25%
	Agree
	0%   Disagree
	1% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


Comments related to question 8:
· Yes.  Thank You.
· Did not read over report but did discuss him being there.  
9. The PERT implementation meeting helped me to assist my child in preparing for his/her future?

	69%
	Strongly Agree
	25%
	Agree
	3%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	3%  NR


Comments related to question 9:
· It opened the opportunities for more discussion.  
· Yes, it helped a great deal.  You kept it simple, I like simple.

· We have a better understating of his needs.
10. I would recommend the PERT program to another family?

	79%
	Strongly Agree
	18%
	Agree
	0%   Disagree
	2% Strongly Disagree
	1%  NR


Comments related to question 10:
· I wish Alexandria City had more spots.  Absolutely a great opportunity.
· The program is great except my son did not have a successful visit for Life Skills.
Parent general comments:  There were forty–seven (47) general written parent comments.  Of those one (1) was negative, two (2) were neutral and forty-four (44) were positive or very positive.  The negative comment related to: one counselor’s communication with a parent and how it was perceived to focus on the negative.  The neutral comment was related to 1) the parent felt the experience was positive but the student did not 2) the student was on campus during a snow storm and being confined to the dormitory area was viewed as dismal and depressing.  The following is an example of the positive comments. “We are so grateful to DARS for transitional planning.  ____ loved the PERT program and we appreciated the professional attention, guidance and feedback.”
DARs Satisfaction Survey Responses (143 Total Responses)

1.  The recommendations included in the PERT Summary Report were useful?

	89%
	Strongly Agree
	10%
	Agree
	0%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	1%  NR


Comments related to question 1:

· Reinforced what we know.
· Crater Project = all questions strongly agree.
2.  PERT increased my awareness of my child’s abilities and strengths?

	78%
	Strongly Agree
	22%
	Agree
	0%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


3.  The recommendation will be used to develop the client’s IVEP?

	73%
	Strongly Agree
	21 %
	Agree
	2%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	4%  NR


Comments related to question 3:

· Information is useful for determining services to add to current IPE.
· Will amend client IPE to include training.

· Changed vocational goal direction to cosmetology.

· The PERT Field TRS (Asha) discussed options that were very informative and helpful with developing the IPE.  
4.  PERT increased my child’s confidence and self-esteem?

	70%
	Strongly Agree
	24%
	Agree
	4%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	1%  NR


Comments related to question 4:

· Allowed her a better understanding of self.
· Although I was concerned - _____ did very well being away from his mom.

· Definitely, it was the first time away from home.  

· Absolutely, _____’s mother states he came back a new kid.
5.  PERT allowed my child to explore a variety of leisure and independent living activities?

	73%
	Strongly Agree
	25 %
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	1%  NR


Comments related to question 5:
· Missed some due to snow. 
· _____ loved swimming and bowling.
· She enjoyed her trip out in Rec Center.
6.  My client described the PERT assessment process as helpful.
	76%
	Strongly Agree
	23%
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


Comments related to question 6:
· He reported he did not like his experience at WWRC. 
· _______ expressed that she absolutely loved the experience and would love to return for training.

· She said she did not realize how much work was involved in Child Care.
7.  The PERT written report was received in time for review prior to the PERT Implementation meeting?

	91%
	Strongly Agree
	8%
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


Comments related to question 7:
· (The PERT TRS/F) Lynn is awesome about this.
8. During the PERT Implementation meeting, the PERT representative clearly explained the report?

	89%
	Strongly Agree
	9%
	Agree
	0%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	2%  NR


Comments related to question 8:
· (The PERT TRS/F) Jack was well prepared.

· (The PERT TRS/F) Billy was through and appropriately addressed the areas that my client needed to work on.
9. I have a good working relationship with the PERT representative in my area?

	97%
	Strongly Agree
	3%
	Agree
	0%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	0%  NR


Comments related to question 9:

· Excellent
· (The PERT TRS/F) Asha is awesome.
10.  Contact with the PERT case manager was satisfactory.
	79%
	Strongly Agree
	18%
	Agree
	1%   Disagree
	0% Strongly Disagree
	2%  NR


DARS Survey general comments:  There were thirty (30) general written DARS comments.  Of those three (3) were neutral and related to issues with the client or the VE report.  The other twenty–seven (27) comments were all positive.  The comments thanked PERT staff, commented on the detail and quality of the information in the reports, and wished the program could serve more students.   
WWRC Center Satisfaction Survey

The Center Client Satisfaction Survey was in a state of flux during this time and had two different formats making it statistically very hard to report.  Report of this Survey is anticipated to resume next year.
Staffing in SFY15 

Fulltime positions:  
An on-site counselor position was vacated and filled.
One PERT Residential Recreation Position was vacated during this period and filled.
Part-time positions:  Four part-time residential positions were vacated and filled during this period and two Independent Living Instructors positions were vacated and filled. One of these positions was the position of Bobbie Sprouse who had worked for the program almost since its inceptions.  She passed away and will be missed.
PERT Regional Training

The PERT Field Services Supervisor spent additional time focusing on the Southwest region this year.  She planned a training session in September for the Norton office (Lee, Scott, Wise and Norton Counties) and training in October in the Pounding Mill office for Tazewell, Russell, Buchanan and Dickenson Counties.

With the TRS/F for the West Central area, the Field Services Supervisor also provided training to the new Fishersville DARS Rehabilitation Counselors.  
Training has occurred for the following offices:  Farmville, Franklin City, Portsmouth, and Wytheville.
Transition Academies
Four Transition Academies were completed in SFY15.  The students selected are usually students that would fall outside of PERT admission selection guidelines.  These students would have a difficult time functioning in the campus environment in a traditional 10-day PERT program.  Support on campus was provided by the local DARS counselor and a school teacher from that LEA.  A level one career assessment was requested to be performed in the field to allow the student to target areas of vocational interest.  Students selected two potential vocational evaluation areas.  During their three days on campus students were exposed to the WWRC intake process, participated in an orientation and campus tour, participated in a teambuilding activity, participated in two independent living assessments, participated in structured recreation activities, developed work behaviors and toured the center training areas.
Thirty-nine (39) students total were served.  Students were from Winchester, Frederick, Northumberland, Colonial Heights, Dinwiddie City, Petersburg, and King George. 
Summer Assessment Academy in Fairfax

This transition effort between Fairfax schools and the Department for Aging and Rehabilitative Services (DARS) occurred in July and was designed to meet the needs of complex students.   Eight (8) students were targeted for this program.  The students had been referred to the PERT program, and the selection team determined that the students may not be ready to attend Woodrow Wilson Rehabilitation Center residential setting for a 5 to 10-day Initial Evaluation Program.  PERT staff traveled to the Northern region to provide services with a local Vocational Evaluator, and a contracted Job Coach through DARS.  This community effort provided two days of vocational assessment – interest inventories, situational assessment at the Davis Center and a community work experience based upon their interests; two days of Independent Living Assessment – developing a budget for real life situations game, cooking, kitchen safety, medication management, hygiene, self-esteem, problem-solving and hygiene assessments; and will act as a screener for the potential of additional services on-site at WWRC.
Summer Assessment in Crater Region
The Crater Region includes Colonial Heights, Dinwiddie, Hopewell and Petersburg. PERT has provided Mobile Assessment services to Fairfax County since 2009. This program has been such a success in Fairfax County that other areas of Virginia have asked PERT to provide this service. On June 24 and 25, the PERT staff traveled to Crater.  They worked with six (6) students that were selected for the Crater Community Employment Program. Students were from Hopewell Colonial Heights, Dinwiddie, Petersburg and Prince George.  This team conducted a two-day Independent Living Skills assessment with our group of students. Prior to the Independent Living Skills assessment, these students participated in a Vocational Assessment, done by the DARS Vocational Evaluator. Students also had the opportunity to participate in two situational assessments based on their skills and interests as a part of this new program in the Crater Region. 

Empowerment through Communications (ETC)
PERT and Communications Services continued to serve transition-aged students served through PERT in the Empowerment through Communication Program (ETC). Two clients from the ETC program of June 2014 were identified as transition students who would be on campus and require PERT supervision in evenings and on weekends. A supervision schedule was developed that specified when ETC staff would be with the clients and when PERT would have oversight; and an activity schedule was developed. PERT staff reported via email each morning on how the clients did the evening prior. ETC staff communicated via email to PERT staff the expectations of the clients in terms of how they should be using their communication devices in evening activities. 
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