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Introduction 

The U.S. Department of Transportation founded its Disability Resource Center (DRC) to provide and support Reasonable Accommodations (RA) requests for People with Disabilities (PWD).  This research study was initiated to support the Departmental Office of Human Resource Management to enhance service delivery from the DRC to the rest of the Department, and to also provide a platform for employees with disabilities to share their insights and impressions about the DRC. 

TecAccess, an accessibility consulting company, was hired to conduct an on-site evaluation in November of 2008 to determine the current effectiveness of the DRC and to provide feedback, observations and recommendations.  TecAccess has expertise in the areas of legislation, technology and workplace issues as they pertain to People with Disabilities (PWD).  In addition, TecAccess’ project leader’s background includes a degree in Organizational Behavior, as well as many years working with and for PWD’s.  TecAccess is an employer of people with disabilities, and these employees participated in conducting this study.

Our overall study findings indicate that the issues impacting the DRC and Employees with Disabilities and their managers and supervisors primarily deal with communication at many levels.  

We believe that the DRC has an opportunity to fully engage its stakeholders and employees about how to accommodate employees and to devise strategies which support people with disabilities. 
What we found is that there is a lack of trust between stakeholder groups, and in some cases within groups.  Despite the lack of trust, there are dedicated formal and informal groups who, if they work synergistically, can accomplish remarkable results. 

Additionally, at the heart of the DRC’s issues is the need for a clearer definition of the DRC’s roles and responsibilities. To clear up any uncertainty and to help employees understand the process for RA, the DRC Services Handbook must be completed. Many of the challenges we heard would be mitigated if the DRC had this handbook in place.  Not having the Handbook has frustrated many stakeholders.

This report will provide additional guidance on perspectives and experiences of employees, managers and other stakeholders of the DRC, which direct the recommendations that are provided.  It is clear that the DRC has even more potential to be a greater organization, which will impact the Department in significant and meaningful ways. 

Sample and Methodology

This report summarizes input provided from in-depth interviews comprised of stakeholders, employees and managers who have used the services provided by the DRC.  The results of the interviews offer insight and understanding on processes and operations needing to be explored to enhance service delivery provided by the DRC.   

Thirty-four individuals, from the various Operating Administrations, participated in the study.  They included individuals with mobility and sensory disabilities, individuals with non-visible disabilities, managers, stakeholders and employees of the DRC.  All respondents were asked to provide opinions on: 

· The DRC’s role and services;

· The process for obtaining service;

· Disability employee networking groups;

· The new building; and

· Support from management.

The input provided will serve as a framework for the U.S. Department of Transportation to strengthen its support of the Disability Resource Center and its support to the Operating Administrations in their efforts to employ people with disabilities.  

After the information was gathered and synthesized from the interviews, further analysis highlighted trends in responses. To learn additional information about the DRC, background documents were reviewed by the consultant team, which included;

· DOT Order 1011.1 - Procedures for Processing Reasonable Accommodation Requests by DOT Job Applicants and Employees with Disabilities (Departmental Office of Civil Rights directive). 
· Draft of the DRC Services Handbook 
· The cafeteria email message
· Organizational charts from each Operating Administration. 
The results from the in-depth interviews will lay the framework for recommendations to improve services of the DRC and provide clarity of roles and responsibilities.
REVIEW OF THE DOT ORDER 1011.1, THE DRC SERVICES HANDBOOK AND THE DRC WEBSITE
1. Summary of Key Findings 
All interview participants were professional, honest and committed to working together to ensure that the results of this study’s outcome was positive.  Several participants felt that conducting this survey meant management had “heard and listened to their concerns”. TecAccess believes that if the DRC makes some/all of the recommendations listed below, much progress can be made to improve communications ultimately provide a positive experience for those people with disabilities that require services by the DRC.

TecAccess believes that too much time and energy is spent in negative activities where the DRC must spend valuable time defending its actions.  Miscommunication or confusion about what the DRC is and is not responsible for, unconstructive criticism from outsiders, lack of trust among DRC employees (perhaps with conflicting objectives) and not having clear roles and relationships between stakeholder groups, takes away from the mission of the DRC and the time spent serving persons with disabilities.
Based on the interviews conducted, it appears that only a handful of individuals have strong negative issues.  Many of the complaints were around interpreting services.  Perhaps a working session with constituents to determine an alternative means of providing this service, within a reasonable time/budget/availability, could be a topic for a facilitated problem solving session (mentioned later in this document under “Communication”).

2. Overall
1. A few respondents indicated that the DRC Services Handbook is currently in draft form.   Upon review of the Handbook, it was determined that the lack of clarity on the part of the DRC and employees/managers using services may be reduced if the procedures were re-written in a succinct manner. 
2. It appears that the DOT Order 1011.1 Procedures for Processing Reasonable Accommodation Requests by DOT Job Applicants and Employees with Disabilities is very clear in providing detail; however it needs to be updated since it includes a reference to the Transportation Administrative Service Center, which is no longer an entity within the Department.  It clearly articulates the following:  initiating reasonable accommodations requests, processing accommodation requests, time frames for processing requests, medical information and decisions regarding reasonable accommodations, resolution of disputes concerning denied requests for a reasonable accommodation, and information and reporting.  This document should serve as the guide to frame the Handbook.

3. The DRC Website provides general information to any visitor to the site and is accessible. Documents are posted on the site and are easy to locate.  Employees who were interviewed indicated that the site should be revised, re-structured and updated to increase ease of use.

4. Most of the respondents who participated in the interviews felt the concept of having the DRC support employees with disabilities is beneficial; however, the majority of them did not fully understand the process for obtaining services and assistive technology. 
5. There was definite discrepancy in responses from employees about whether or not their supervisor was, or needed to be, involved in the process to obtain assistive technology, interpreter services or other reasonable accommodations.
6. Stakeholders and employees all felt that the DRC needed to have a vigorous marketing and outreach campaign.

7. The support and timeframes for interpreter services were mentioned as being issues for respondents who were Deaf.  However, the DRC staff has created schedules based on request trends and has several back-up plans to alleviate the unpredictable needs of those requiring this service.

8. Many also mentioned not being sure of how services were paid. There also was a lack of understanding about when DRC assistance ends and Computer/Electronic Accommodations Program (CAP) picks up provisions of service.

9. Three stakeholders cited complaints about DRC employees being inflexible in their decision making.

10. Many understand the intent of DEAF DOT, DOT ADA and the Disability Advisory Council, however many question the accomplishments and many feel the groups do not currently add intrinsic value.

3. Research Detail 
The Disability Resource Center was developed in 1999 and ensures that employees with disabilities participate fully in all aspects of the Department’s work, programs and activities and services.  The guiding mandate for the DRC is DOT Order 1011.1, which outlines the process in fulfilling its obligation to provide reasonable accommodations. 

There are discrepancies between the Order and the DRC Services Handbook for initiating a reasonable accommodation requests. The Order states that a request for accommodation may be followed up in writing; the Handbook indicates that a Confidential Accommodation Request Form may be submitted via fax, email or hand-delivered.  

The Order indicates that the reasonable accommodation process begins as soon as the request is received by the appropriate individual(s).  The DRC Services Handbook indicates that when the request is entered into the database, the process begins.

The website indicates that the manager or supervisor must first determine if the employee has a disability or not.

The Order does not provide guidance on the steps for the procedures and process. The Handbook and the website are consistent, even though the information on the website does not layout step-by-step instructions.  

Respondents indicated the need to have on-going communication with the DRC staff. The Handbook does not regulate or provide timeframes for DRC staff to follow up with employees and/or the decision-maker/supervisor.    

The DRC Services Handbook, when complete, will add value as it addresses issues relating to:  Section 508 Coordinator, Departmental Selective Placement Program Manager, Purchase of Technology and Service, Contracts for Services, Work Space Assessments, Section 508, Scooter Loan Program, service agreement with the United States Coast Guard, DRC Consumer Advisory Board, DOT Partnership with DOD CAP, Delivery/Installation/Training/Property Transfer, Follow-Up Evaluations, Procedures for On-going/Continued Services Requests, Provision of Interim Accommodations, Reasonable Accommodations Maintenance and Replacement Policy, and Appendix D: Helpful Resources for Managers and Decision-Makers When Making a Determination of Disability, Appendix E: DRC Scope of Services FAQ.  The DRC Services Handbook is a working document and will be amended as policies and procedures are changed.
4. In-depth interviews 
Thirty-four individuals were interviewed and they provided input on a range of topics, but primarily on the service delivery from the DRC. The interviews took place from November 13, 2008 – November 20, 2008 both on-site at the Department of Transportation, Washington D.C. and on the telephone for those who were unable to participate in person.  While the research team did not ask the respondents their specific disability, some volunteered and there was an equal division of people with sensory, mobility and non-visible disabilities.  All participants were asked up front if they required accommodations.  If requested, the DRC arranged the accommodations prior to the interviews, for example, interpreters for those with hearing impairments.   Current and former employees and supervisors from the DRC were also interviewed.  Stakeholders/managers were represented from all Operating Administrations. 

5. Service Delivery
Of the thirty-four respondents interviewed, some have received direct services from the DRC.  Others were managers, or stakeholders who support the DRC.  Within this subset of employees with disabilities, there was a stated comfort level with making requests.
6. Individual comments regarding DRC service delivery:
· “I have received timely services”

· “I asked for a scooter.  A scooter was provided in about an hour.”  

· “DRC is mostly positive for me and my colleagues.”
· “An average of 30 days – depending on what it was – Some delays due to shipment, etc. our services have been exceptionally good with them”.
· “Dealing with the DRC was delightful…”

· When making an inquiry…”the person I spoke with told me the process – very helpful-did not seem overly complicated at all!”

· “Overall impression of DRC is good, although I see DRC in many ways as being the barrier to getting things done for those who need accommodations, especially mobility accommodations.”
· “DRC is both arrogant and inflexible. They are making absolute decisions regarding accommodations, not recommendations like the 1011.1 Order calls for. “
· “Level and quality of service delivery (i.e. confidence in the probable results) is heavily dependent on the accommodation analyst assigned to your case.”  

· “DRC does not have clear procedures; never goes to general counsel’s office for review or advice.”

· “DRC is in general doing a very good job”

· “DRC needs to have a better understanding of what their mission is and that they do not have the authority to deny a reasonable accommodation.  All they have to do is fund it.”

· “No real issues with DRC.” “They are doing a pretty good job from my perspective”
7. General comments made by employees with disabilities:

· “…accommodations were ready once I came on board (as a new employee)”

· The DRC’s process is sometimes a barrier to getting things done.

· The DRC is not flexible. One respondent felt they are making absolute decisions and not recommendations like the Order calls for.

· There are no clear procedures/processes to getting an accommodation completed. Some respondents with mobility disabilities indicated being able to contact the DRC directly and getting support, while others indicated their supervisors were contacted. 

· Accommodations are put in place and never reviewed for effectiveness or currency.

· The DRC does not provide data on accommodations completed or denied/refused.  

· Almost all respondents indicated personally experiencing or hearing of an employee whose accommodation took more than the 25 days as outlined in the DOT Order.  The Order very specifically cites timeframes for communication to employees and decision makers, while the DRC Services Handbook does not.

· A respondent indicated there was no outreach to employees with non-visible disabilities.  

· Deaf employees felt the 5-day requirement for requesting interpreting services was unreasonable, especially in instances when an issue-driven concern requires a meeting and shorter timeframes cannot be avoided.  Additionally, two employees felt excluded by not being able to secure interpreting services for work functions that occur after hours.

· Many of the respondents expressed concern about the cafeteria email and felt it demonstrated a lack of awareness and sensitivity on the part of the DRC. 

· One respondent was asked to provide medical documentation, which they felt was offensive because they use a wheelchair. They refused to do so and her accommodation was ultimately resolved, but it took a while to do so.

· Most of the employees were aware of the networking groups, but many cited not being involved because they felt the groups focused on issues like the new building ad nauseam. The agenda on issues of concern is rarely updated and revised and the groups do not accomplish a lot.

· Employees from the DRC felt that many employees have unrealistic expectations of the office, especially among employees who are Deaf and need interpreting services.  They also felt the Handbook needed to be finalized and communicated in clear language. They expressed frustration about the criticism and poor perception from employees with disabilities.

· Two employees expressed frustration over the process to obtain reader services because the workload and the number of hours for which readers were contracted did not support their need.  They also were concerned about the qualifications of readers because there were words that they consistently could not pronounce.

8. The Stakeholders, who were managers or supervisors (but were not DRC employees or employees with disabilities), who supported the DRC, interviewed indicated:

· A stakeholder who works in the General Counsel’s office was unclear about funding sources and knowing who pays for accommodations. 

· Two stakeholders indicated not knowing the clear lines of responsibility between the DRC and CAP. 

· One stakeholder asked if the DRC provides reasonable accommodations. That was a remarkable question, considering the individual’s role as a stakeholder.

· While no names were mentioned, two respondents had complaints about the DRC staff, citing they were rude or not customer-friendly.

· A few of the stakeholders indicated that the time to get an accommodation completed was too long.  Additionally, all stated that the role of the DRC should be clearly explained in an education and outreach campaign.

· Three respondents expressed their exasperation with getting bogged down while trying to secure interpreter services for Deaf employees.

· Two stakeholders became frustrated waiting for a low-cost accommodation to be completed, and they ultimately paid for it out of their office’s budget.

· Many respondents indicated not having any problems with the DRC, they found the staff to be supportive and service was timely for supporting their employees.

9. New building

Comments were made about the accessibility of the new building however the focus of the assessment is about DRC services.  Statements concerning building issues will be passed along to the Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative (COTR) for delivery to the appropriate DOT individuals who have responsibility for building alterations. 

10. Support from Management

Generally, employees felt that people with disabilities have been provided opportunities to advance within DOT.  When asked if they specifically have had opportunities to advance, the majority of respondents indicated ‘yes’.  However, there was a concern expressed about management’s commitment to hire people with disabilities, because the agency has not historically done well in this area, as reflected by the data..  An employee suggested that more accountability be provided for improving the numbers. 

Employees believe they have support from DOT senior leaders in the Office of the Secretary and operating administrations. Several employees indicated that management in general was supportive of employees with disabilities since many offices had disabled employees on staff. 

The DRC employees expressed the need to have additional support from their management.  They feel that when a DRC recommendation is not accepted, the DRC should be the one to communicate back to the supervisor of the employee. Sometimes the current decision making process creates a credibility issue for the DRC employees and dilutes the relationship between the office and the person requesting the accommodation.
The team also felt it was imperative to have the DRC Services Handbook completed and approved as soon as possible.  We strongly believe that much of the current confusion and misunderstandings can be alleviated as a result.

11. Perspectives from DRC Employees

In addition to the comments previously provided, the DRC employees felt that three main issues exist regarding service delivery, which include:

1. Employee expectations are not realistic, or

2. The process is not clear to employees needing service, or

3. It is clear, but employees just do not like the process.

Many employees feel the DRC is supposed to approve or purchase every single request and that is simply not so.  The DRC does not disapprove the need for accommodations, but they make recommendations for other options if it is something needed to complete essential job functions.  Frustration mounts for DRC employees when the employees they serve have not read the DOT Order or they do not understand it.  DRC employees expressed that there seems to be a dichotomy between what employees want vs. what they need.

Furthermore, management, stakeholders and other DRC leadership need to clearly define activities that office is to undertake. A comment was made that it continues to be redefined and an agreement has to be reached.  The staff felt this has been poorly addressed and managed. 

There is a feeling that procedures have been driven in a reactionary manner and that if someone at a higher level does not like the decisions made by the DRC, they override it. They subjectively approve and respond to issues making it a challenge for the DRC to maintain its credibility.  Management needs to figure out what the DRC is and is not responsible for, and then the DRC needs to execute it no matter what. 

One employee indicated that accommodations were not addressed in a timely manner.  There are issues related to the building, for example, that were not addressed quickly or communicated clearly, and have festered because people have not seen management respond quickly enough and employees feel the issues have been ignored.  (Note: DRC has no responsibility for building alterations.)  Better communication from executive management would support employees and improve morale. 

Lastly, there is a prevailing impression that the DRC has no credibility because customers have been trying to get whatever they want, and in some cases senior management has allowed it to happen.  

12. Implications

Of those surveyed, it can be concluded that:

· Most of employees want the DRC to be successful. They desire to work alongside and to partner with the office to ensure that employees with disabilities are well supported.

· There is a credibility issue for the DRC that must be addressed. Employees of the office made it very clear they felt their commitment to accommodate employees had been marginalized. 

· TecAccess has determined DRC staff has the technical qualifications to meet the accommodation needs of stakeholders.  Only one person interviewed expressed a concern with the technical qualifications of the staff.

· The timeliness of providing accommodations to employees with disabilities has been one of the primary issues confronting the DRC. Once the Handbook is finalized, there will be a clear process, with clear timeframes to meet the expectations of employees and managers.

· Clearly defining the roles and responsibilities of the DRC will improve expectations and service delivery.

· Supervisors and employees have a responsibility to understand the roles and responsibilities associated with the accommodations process. 
· The website is a valuable tool to help employees understand the process to obtain reasonable accommodations. However in its current state it is seen by some as ineffective.  
· Marketing and outreach will enhance the visibility of the DRC and would educate supervisors and employees on the accommodation process.
· A few respondents worked in Civil Rights and the General Counsel Offices for their Operating Administration and were unaware of the process to obtain accommodations.

· There is a prevailing sentiment that management has generally been supportive of employees with disabilities. This creates an environment for employees to feel good about career opportunities within DOT. 
· There is a perception that the executives within the Department have been supportive of disability issues. With a new Administration and Secretary there is an opportunity to ‘re-cast’ the mission and vision of the DRC.

· Senior management seems to demonstrate support towards employees with disabilities.  There is an opportunity to further leverage this into a meaningful commitment.

· Employees with disabilities are generally not relying upon DEAF DOT, DOT ADA and the Disability Advisory Council because they do not perceive it as having value or a clear-cut agenda with measurable outcomes.

13. Conclusions and Recommendations

The Disability Resource Center is a valuable organization, which provides services for hundreds of requests for Section 508 and Reasonable Accommodations per year (Source: DRC Quarterly Reports). The DRC ensures that employees with disabilities are supported with assistive technology, readers, personal assistant services and sign language interpreters allowing them to complete essential job functions.  In short, the DRC provides a very valuable service for people with disabilities.

Many substantive solutions were distilled from the findings of this survey, and are now provided as recommendations for consideration and full implementation

The DOT Order 1011.1 and the DRC Services Handbook 
Many employees surveyed indicated not being fully certain of what services the DRC offers, how they are paid for, what is considered a reasonable accommodation and when the supervisor gets involved, etc.  The TecAccess team recommends convening a review board, consisting of a senior leader from Civil Rights, the Office of the General Counsel, Human Resources and the Disability Resource Center.  This team will review both documents, uncover discrepancies, ensure discrepancies are resolved and supplement elements that have missing or incomplete information.  This body will be responsible for ensuring that the Order and the Handbook are consistent and will revise any element in need of revision. 

· DEAF DOT, DOT ADA and the Disability Advisory Council
· Develop a Mission that relates to the intended outcome of a more efficient and effective working relationship 
· Have regular meetings

· Have a stated agenda

· Agenda Items should have a positive approach to resolution

· Problems should be identified and worked off-line with a resolution developed by a small team.

· Team brings resolution or well thought out options for the larger team to address.

· Resolution should meet requirements of the Order and the DRC Services Handbook
· Report successes

· Report prioritized issues through an identified problem escalation process.  (Process for reporting, resolving and communicating issues.)
· Bring in senior management for approval or if the team is unable to resolve

· Bringing these groups under a single umbrella with unified goals may be another way to work more effectively.  Make sure a cross-section of disabilities is represented.  One idea might be to have this group develop a list of “success stories” that can be “show-cased” among other Federal agencies that do not have a centralized program like the DRC.  TecAccess is currently not aware of another federal agency that has a DRC-like program for its employees.
c. Leadership

In order for the DRC to be successful, there must be visible support from all levels of senior DOT Management.  A senior level champion, at the SES level, will ensure that the DRC team has a platform to be heard and supported.
Additionally, the DRC staff may require some on-going team building, beginning with an off-site retreat to solidify the roles, responsibilities and mission of the office.  The staff is a bit bruised from the criticism they have experienced, and on-going staff training will allow them to really gain hold of what the office is doing and is evolving into.

To the extent that it is possible, TecAccess would like to recommend that the senior managers be strongly encouraged to attend, or participate via webinar, in disability awareness training.  They also should be encouraged to require training of their senior leaders within their offices. This will serve to awaken sensitivity and understanding, so hiring managers and others will have myths dispelled and an opportunity to have their commitment developed, so they will respond well in recruiting and employment of candidates with disabilities. 

d. Education, Marketing and Outreach

Once the Handbook is finalized and approved, TecAccess recommends a complete review of the website and DRC collateral materials to ensure that the process for obtaining a reasonable accommodation is succinct, easy-to-understand, and clear. Forms for obtaining services are included on the site.  This will foster better communication with customers; clearer communication with management; and will improve creditability for the office. 

TecAccess recommends creating an aggressive marketing campaign to promote the services of the DRC.  Elements of the plan include executive briefings, webinars, and training sessions to provide updates on specific products to employees, and shortcuts for creating easier ways for employees to communicate with the DRC.  Additional recommendations include creating a dynamic forum for employees to have their needs/questions addressed and providing a platform for managers to share concerns that arise in the workplace. Best practices stories could be shared via the website and newsletters.

TecAccess also suggests including information on the DRC in all new employee briefings and sending up to two email messages to all new employees to encourage them to use the DRC’s services, should they have a need, but are too self-conscious to disclose their disability.

Lastly, the bridge that divides is often experienced by field employees; TecAccess recommends actively marketing its services to field office and employees. 

e. Customer Service

It is important that the DRC be very deliberate in seeking feedback on their services whenever they are delivered. This data will be an important measurement for the DRC to gauge its performance.  The process for getting customer feedback for each service delivery should be automated and not overly complicated.  There is the possibility that obtaining funding for automating this feedback process could be a challenge, so someone needs to champion it for DRC.  TecAccess recognizes that transparency in quality of service delivery is important in eliminating the current perception problems the DRC is dealing with. Obtaining visibility of DRC service delivery successes may help both their image and their ability to meet some of their budget objectives.
Based upon feedback from respondents, TecAccess also strongly recommends that a 100% DRC Service delivery feedback mechanism be put in place, and that maybe once a quarter the results of the feedback should be shared by DRC management at the monthly/quarterly meeting of Human Resources managers to promote DRC successes and reveal areas that may need enhancement.  The feedback mechanism should query both the employee who requested the reasonable accommodation, as well as the employee’s manager, so they can share how they felt DRC’s service delivery met the needs of both the individual and the manager requesting DRC assistance.
f. Training

TecAccess recommends creating a training session for all Departmental and OA staffs in the following offices: Civil Rights, Human Resources, General Counsel and the DRC. The goal is to clearly articulate the roles and responsibilities of specific functions so there will be clarity and consistency for employees and managers. 

A best practice of some companies in the private sector is delivering just-in-time training for offices who have hired a new employee with a disability (if the new hire is comfortable sharing the fact they have a disability).  The training is focused, creating a smooth transition for the staff, employee and the manger so expectations are met. Further, the goal of the training is to educate and equip the staffs on general disability etiquette so they will be comfortable interacting with the new employee. By completing the training, disability is taken off the table and employees can maximize their productivity as a team.

Conduct disability awareness training for the Department’s senior leaders. The goal is to improve their understanding about the business case to reach this segment and showcase the opportunity to create win-win opportunities.

Once the DRC Services Handbook and DOT Order have been approved, training should be conducted for Civil Rights, Human Resources, DRC and General Counsel to ensure there’s a mutual understanding about roles and responsibilities for supporting the Department and employees with disabilities needing reasonable accommodations.

g. Employee Networking Groups

The existence of 3 groups – DEAF DOT, DOT ADA and the DOT Disability Advisory Council - representing disability issues may be considered a bit redundant. TecAccess suggests that the groups explore the possibly of merging into a single cross-disability organization so there can be consensus on issues, greater participation, and a unified voice to management.   

Many respondents were aware that the groups existed, but many did not get involved because they did not feel the groups currently add ‘value’ or did not accomplish a lot. TecAccess recommends that the group(s) create an agenda that includes specific topics to be addressed at each meeting, along with meetings that focus on networking, mentoring, work-life balance and other topics of interest that may be contextualized to address the disability perspective. 

h. Miscellaneous Recommendations

TecAccess recommends that the DRC meet with the stakeholders and develop a policy that clearly states the conditions under which specific accommodations--i.e. JAWS—will be upgraded, and what the procedure for requesting and satisfying the upgrade will be.

Conclusion 

The employees of the Department have provided outstanding input to drive the future direction of the DRC.  It is clear that the DCR employees and those that are responsible for the management of its services are serious about providing a positive experience for those who require reasonable accommodations. Working together to break down barriers and build bridges is the key to success.

This study was a positive first step in understanding where the agency is regarding reasonable accommodation and employing people with disabilities.  TecAccess believes that employees of the DOT saw this initiative as positive and that their concerns had been heard and are being addressed.
 Now the real work begins to move from assessment to execution. Once this occurs, amazing results will unfold. 

Appendix A, Discussion Guide for Managers/Supervisors For the DRC Assessment

	I. Opening – 5 minutes

	1.  Introduction

	2.  Name

	3.  Gender

	4.  Title

	5.  Years of Service @ DOT

	6.  Is this individual an employee with a disability, a manager/supervisor or stakeholder (if stakeholder, please describe)?


	II.  Service Delivery

	1.  Have any of your employees ever been accommodated for a job?  If so, what type of accommodation? 

	2.  Were you comfortable making a request?

	3.  Have you ever used accommodation services?

	4.  Do you know what the DRC is?  What services does it offer?

	5.  Have you used the DRC’s services within the past 36 months?

	6.  Did you understand the process for obtaining services and your role?

	7.  Once services were approved, how long did it take for your employees to receive an accommodation?  

	8. Were there any barriers to obtaining an accommodation?


	III.  DRC

	1. Are you aware of the employee networking group – DOT ADA or DEAF DOT?

	2. Do you know of any issues that have addressed?

	3. Have there been any issues needing to be addressed re: to the DRC?  If so, what issues?

	4. How were these issues managed?

	5. From your perspective, were they managed in a timely manner?  If not, what recommendations could have been adopted or implemented?


	IV.  New Building

	1. What is your impression of the new building?

	2. Did you know there was a planning team assembled to address disability and accessibility issues prior to moving into the new building?  If so, do you know what issues they’ve addressed?  If not, what issues do you think they should’ve addressed?

	3.  What do you like about the new building? What do you dislike?

	4. If there was one thing you would add, what would it be? 

	5. If there was one thing you would eliminate what would it be?

	6. Did your employee require any accommodation in the new building?   If so, what were they?


	V.  Management, Etc.

	1. From what you can gather, are PWD provided the same opportunities to advance? 

	2. Do you feel that employees with disabilities are supported by DOT leadership?

	3. If not, why?  

	4. Is there one leader who stands out as being an advocate? 

	5. What disability-related issues do you wish they would address? Why?


	VI.  Closing

	1.  Please share one thing that would enhance your experience @ DOT? Anything else?  

	2.  Have I captured your thoughts accurately?

	3.  Is there anything we should have discussed, but haven’t?

	4.  Any final thoughts or suggestions?

	5.  Thank you for taking the time to come and talk with me 


Appendix B, Discussion Guide for Consumers of the DRC

	I. Opening – 5 minutes

	1.  Introduction

	2.  Name

	3.  Gender

	4.  Title

	5.  Years of Service @ DOT

	6.  Is this individual an employee with a disability, a manager/supervisor or stakeholder (if stakeholder, please describe)?


	II.  Service Delivery

	1.  Have you ever been accommodated for a job?  If so, what type of accommodation? Was the employer a federal agency or private sector organization? Non Government Organization (NGO)?

	2.  Were you comfortable making a request?

	3.  Have you ever used accommodation services?

	4.  Do you know what the DRC is?  What services does it offer?

	5.  Have you used the DRC’s services within the past 36 months?

	6.  Did you understand the process for obtaining services?

	7.  Once services were approved, how long did it take to obtain your accommodation?  

	8.  Once determined accessibility was needed, did you communicate your needs with your supervisor? With the DRC directly?

	9.  What was management’s response?

	10. Were there any barriers to obtaining an accommodation?


	III.  DRC

	1. Are you a member of DOT ADA, DAC or DEAF DOT?

	2. What issues have you all addressed?

	3. Have there been any issues needing to be addressed re: to the DRC?  If so, what issues?

	4. How were these issues managed?

	5. From your perspective, were they managed in a timely manner?  If not, what recommendations could have been adopted or implemented?


	IV.  New Building

	1. What is your impression of the new building?

	2. Did you know there was a planning team assembled to address disability and accessibility issues prior to moving into the new building?  If so, do you know what issues they’ve addressed?  If not, what issues do you think they should’ve addressed?

	3.  What do you like about the new building? What do you dislike?

	4. If there was one thing you would add, what would it be? 

	5. If there was one thing you would eliminate what would it be?

	6. Did you require any accommodation in the new building?   If so, what were they?


	V.  Management, Etc.

	1. From what you can gather, are PWD provided the same opportunities to advance? 

	2. Do you feel that employees with disabilities are supported by DOT leadership?

	3. If not, why?  

	4. Is there one leader who stands out as being an advocate? 

	5. What disability-related issues do you wish they would address? Why?


	VI.  Closing

	1.  Please share one thing that would enhance your experience @ DOT? Anything else?  

	2.  Have I captured your thoughts accurately?

	3.  Is there anything we should have discussed, but haven’t?

	4.  Any final thoughts or suggestions?

	5.  Thank you for taking the time to come and talk with me 
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